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Abstract.

The dissertation treats ofPaul Natorp's and Martin Heidegger's interpretations ofPlato.

My goal is twofold: sympathetically to expound each of these interpretations in its own

right, and to contrast them against each other as emblematic ofthe confliet 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 forros" in order ta ground their respective

conceptions ofthinking and being. Accordingly, l discuss in Chapter One the role of

the Platonic forms in Kant's own philosophy. In Chapter Two, l examine the central

doctrine of neo-Kantianism and its roots in post-Kantian German philosophy. In

Chapter Three, l show how this doctrine is embodied in Natorp's analysis of severa! of

Plato's dialogues. In Chapter Four, 1Lay out the principal points ofPhenomenology's

dispute with neo-Kantianism, as weil as Heidegger's understanding ofthat dispute.

Finally, in Chapter Five, 1show how Heidegger's fundamental ontology is expressed in

his interpretations of severa! key passages ofPlato.

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 à exposer chacune de

ces interprétations; d'autre part, il consiste à les mettre en contraste et à présenter ce

contraste comme emblématique du conflit entre le néo-kantisme (Natorp) et ~a

phénoménologie (Heidegger). La controverse philosophique est centrée sur la relation

entre la pensée et l'être, une controverse qui peut, dans ce contexte, être ramenée jusqu'à

Kant. Natorp et Heidegger retournent tous deux, pour différentes raisons, à la "théorie

des Idées" de Platon pour fonder leur conception de la pensée et de l'être. Je discuterai,

dans le premier chapitre, le rôle de la "théorie des Idées" de Platon dans la philosophie

de Kant Ensuite j'examinerai, dans le second chapitre, le cœu; de la doctrine du néo­

kantisme ainsi que ses racines qui plongent dans la philosophie allemande post­

kantienne. Dans le troisième chapitre, je montrerai comment cette doctrine prend corps

dans l'analyse que fait Natorp de plusieurs dialogues de Platon. Dans le quatrième

chapitre, je développerai les principaux points de la dispute entre la phénoménologie et

le néo-kantisme de même que la perception qu'a Heidegger de cette dispute. Enfin, dans

le cinquième chapitre, je montrerai comment Pontologie fondamentale d'Heiùegger est

exprimée dans son interprétation de plusieurs passages clés des textes de Platon.

111
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Introduction.

In 1990, 1 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 oftechnology. 1 also parrotted my two authors in

their many criticisms ofPlato. Strangely, perhaps, l suffered pangs of conscience for

having repeated bad things about Plato which, as far as 1was concemed, were mere

hearsay. So l returned to graduate school ta get ta the bottom of the matter.

It was saon clear that a proper evaluation ofHeidegger's reading ofPlato would

involve much more than juS! studying Plato, and then checking ifHeidegger was fair

and faithful to the text. There was another equally good question: why does Heidegger

interpret Plato in the tirst place? Answering it demanded an investigation ofthe sources

and motivations of Heidegger's philosophy itself: and what role Plato played in it. On

the suggestion of one of my advisers, Prof Meon, l began examining the neo-Kantian

context ofHeidegger's early thought, especia1ly Paul Natorp's book, Platos Ideenlehre.

And this inquiry took me back, naturally, ta 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 ofinvestigative report on the motives oftwo thinkers, Natorp

and Heidegger, in interpreting and appropriating Plata in their philosophies. As such, l

think it will be most useful as an illustration, on the one hand, afhaw far!Wo modern

thinkers with very different agendas and commitments cao find support and inspiration

in Plata; and, on the other hand, ofhow 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 ofPlato's theory offorms;

and, more generally, to stimulate further exploration of (neo-)Kantian and

phenomenological interpretations of ancient systems of thought.

v
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A ward concerning the title. "Original Fracture" means many things, as 1think

the dissertation will show. First, it means the many ambiguities and tensions inherent in

the interpretations ofPlato, whom both Heidegger and Natorp place at the ongin of the

tradition. That ongin seems "fractured:" Plato is susceptible ta radically opposed

readings, and not just because his texts are hard, but because he aften seems to disagree

with himself. Yet there are aIso 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 ofthe 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.
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Plato was very rhetorical, and obscure, and in such
a way that he often did net understand himself.
-Kantl

1. Kant's Plata.

1.1. Introduction.

l begin my story with Kant's Plato. My aim is not ta explain Plato's influence in

Kant's thought for the sake ofunderstanding Kant, but rather for the sake oflaying

bare the roots ofa ric~ 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 tum is govemed by the end towards

which Kant intends to use Platonic ideai. That end is the critique of pure reason,

both praetical and theoretical.

lICritique" and "criticism" and "critical idealism ll are names for the project of

defining the conditions of possibility of practical reasoning and theoretical

knowledge. As we shaH see when we turn to the neo-Kantians, this projeet is itself

open to various interpretations. For neo-Kantians like Hermann Cohen and Paul

Natorp-of particular interest for their readings ofPlato-critical idealism is

primarily a methodological project. Right moral action and true scientific

knowledge both depend on correct method; hence Cohen and Natorp seek ta 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

exarnining both the pre-critical2 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 ta figuring out the nature of the subjeet's co,gnitive

l BL,36.
2 On the status of the Dissertation as "pre-eritical," see, e.g. Friedman, 1992: 34~ Beiser. 1992:
49-51, and esp. 52-53: The Dissertation nbroughtKant close ta the threshold of the critical
philosophy. [Etc.]n
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apparatus and its legitimate scope ofapplication. l shall therefore focus on Kant's

appeal to Platonic ideai as a taxonomie strategy. rthereby hope ta show what a

critical interpretation ofPlato CaTZ look like (for Kant's transcendental idealism is

only one of severa! varieties). Nonetheless, Kant's critical interpretation ofPlato is

aIso the tirst, the source ofaH that follow. Therefore, it is important ta understand

exaetly what role Plata plays in Kant's project, in arder ta see how bath that raIe and

that projeet are transformed in the nineteenth century by Cohen and Natorp. l firs!

discuss Plato's role in the Inaugural Dissertation of 1770, and the Platonic element

in Kant's "Copernïcan revolution" in both ethics and metaphysics. r then consider

the ongin and critical meaning of ms hermeneutic principle of understanding an

author better than the author understands himself. Finally, 1 examine how Kant

applies this principle in bis critique ofthe mind's faculties, and the consequences of

this account for bis "softening" ofPlato'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 oftwo generically different sources of cognition, distinguished as

empirieal or a posteriori, and non-empirical or a priori. Here Kant designates the a

posteriori and a priori as, respectively, the "sensual" and "intelligent" or

"intellectual;" in the tirst Critique, he further divides intellect into "understanding"

and "reason."

The intellect operates "by means of ... abstraet notion[s]," while the

sensibility represents such general notions by representing them ta the mind "in the

concrete by a distinct intuition" (Diss. §l III 387).3 Kant conceives the inteU~t's

operations as not necessarily representable by sensuous intuition (Diss. §lfII 389);

3 The Roman numeral refers volume II of the Academy edition of Kant's works, the Arabie
numeraI ta the page number.

1: 2
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that is, he conceives the intellect as an independent SOlUce ofideas. Whereas

sensuality receives its representations from sorne present object, the intellect

"(rationality) is the faculty ofa subject by which it has the power to represent things

which cannot by their own quality come before the senses ofthat subject" (Diss.

§3/II 392). The abjects of sensibility and intellect Kant calls, respectively,
.r

phenomena and noumena (Diss. §3/II 392), the discussion ofwhich he praises as

"that noble institution of antiquity" (Diss. §7ill 395).

A phenomenon is an "object of experience,1I Kant writes in §5; a

phenomenon, qua object, is therefore not to be confused with an appearance or mere

"sensum" (Diss. §4/II 393). In faet, "object ofexperience" is a pleonasm to the

extent that both an object, and sa too the experience of an object, are simultaneously

generated upon the "refiective cognition which arises when severa! appearances are

compared by the intellect" (Diss. §5/ll 394). The contrast between a noumenon and

a phenomenon, then, is not between sorne purely intellectual representation and

sorne 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 intelleetual and

sensual compound, on the one hand., and the noumenon as that same compound

conceived minus all sensible components, on the other. Thus Kant Vlrites:

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

no! abstracted from things wruch are sensitive, and perhaps it would

more rightly be called abstracting rather than abstracto

(Diss. §6fII 394)

This passage says that an intellectual concept is no~ say, a universal concept of sorne

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

1: 3
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rather it is that which remains once we have subtraeted or "abstraeted" 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 I1pure

icieas,11 and these are the noumena (Diss. §6/II 394).

According to Kant, I1metaphysics" is the name of I1the pbilosophy which

contains thefirst princip/es of the use of the pw-e intellect,11 i.e., of the cognition of

non-sensual concepts or noumena (Diss. §8/II 395). But his aim here, as later in

the tirst Critique, is a more modest "propaedeutic science ... which teaches the

distinction of sensitive from intellectual cognition, Il in short, the identification ofjust

howa noumenon is correctly ta be conceived.

Kant proceeds by adducing examples of noumena, and it is here that he

introduces Plata, both implicitly and explicitly. Everywhere in this propaedeutic

discussion, we may for the first rime observe the careful winnowing oflegitimate

from wrongheaded conceptions ofPlatonic noumena, which will come ta

charaeterize 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 il, but as concepts abstraeted out of the laws

planted in the mind (by attencling ta its actions on the occasion of an

experience), and so as acquired concepts [,]

his immediate target may "vell be Locke, but bis point implicitly touches Platonic

recollection as weIl (Diss. §8/II 395).4

On the other hand, Kant explicitly appea1s ta Plato in explaining the

"dogmatic" or constructive raIe of I1things intellectual" as paradigmatic exemplars

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

4 Cf. "Voneinem neuerdings erhobenen vomelunen Ton in der Philosophie" (VT): 624~
Anthropologie in pragmatischer Hinsicht, 1.7., n.* (Ac. Ed., Vol. VII: 140-141); Ref/erionen zur
Metaphysik #4851 (Ac. Ed., Vol. XVll: 9).

1: 4
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perfections" into the "theoretic" and the "practical," very elliptically identifying the

theoretic sort as "the highest being, GOD" (Diss. §9ill 396). In an ambiguity that

will persist ioto the critical writings, he acknowledges Gad as the (unique) example

ofnoumenal perfection.,5 yet aiso seems to countenance lower-level examples, vïz.

the "maximum" or ideal paradigm of "any genus ofthings whose quantity is

variable (... which is the common measure and principle of cognising]Il (Diss. §9/ll

396). He writes:

The maximum ofperfection is at the present rime called the ideal,

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

State).

(Diss. §9/II 396)

Such a generic maximum is the "principle ofall the things which are contained

under the general notion of sorne perfection, in as much as the lesser grades, it is

held, cao only be determined by limiting the maximum" (Diss. §9ill 396).

Kant identifies Plato's idem, not with the notion of a noumenal perfection

tout court (i.e. God), but rather with the generic perfections Kant here caUs ideals;

we will see the importance for Kant ofthis seemingly minor distinction when we

turn to the tirst Critique. Given Kant's use of the Platonic republic to illustrate an

id:eal, it seems that the theoretic and the practical fonns ofnoumenal perfection

cannot aIways be neatly distinguished, since the ideal state serves both a theoretic

end (viz. in helping us determine which poiiticai groupings count as states), as weIl

as a practicai end (viz. in providing either a standard by which to judge the adequacy

of sorne empirical state, or a model for the construction of an empirical state). We

shalliater see how Kant distinguishes ideal and idea in the first Critique, while

retaining an ambiguity between the practicai and theoretical functions ofboth.

5 Cf. Schalium. ta §22/ll 418.

1:S
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As we have seen, the noumena are the abjects of the intellect, while the

phenomena are those of the sensibility. It remains ta discuss how "being the abjects

of" differs in these two cases, for we might reasonably expect the objects' objectivity

to vary with the nah1re oftheir respective subjective faculties. As l stressed above,

phenomena are no! equivalent ta brute sensa; as abjects of experience, phenomena

have a formai component in addition ta the material supplied by the senses (i.e. the

brute sensa) (Diss. §4/TI 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. §4ffi 392-393)

Crucially, Kant denies that the fonn of a phenomenon is "sorne adumbration or

schema" of the abject by which the subject's sensibility is affected (i.e., of the abject

from which the sensa are received),6 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 abject.

(Diss. §4/II 393)

That is, because "abjects do not strike the senses in virtue oftheir forro or

specificity"-i.e. their unitariness-Kant attributes the specificity of the phenomenal

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

393).7

6 Kant does acknowledge that the forro of the sensible representation of sorne source-object "is
undoubtedly evidence of a certain respect or relation in the sensa" (Diss. §41ll393).
7 Is the specifying formallaw in fact spaceltime, as descnbed in §1O? 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 l discuss in the next chapter, it is
particularly passages Iike these which encourage a "psychologistic" reading ofKant.

1: 6
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Though it is not altogether clear from the text, Kant seems in §5 to assign

the fonnal or specifying "law-funetion.," as l call it,8 to the intellect, and not the

sensibility, since he later (§lO) explicitly interprets the sensibility's receptivity as a

passive power of intuition, never speaking of any active sensitive power. How then

is this formallaw-function related to the two-fold use ofthe intellect Kant lays out in

§5? He distinguishes a "real ll and a "logical" use. The former is the use by \vhich

the intellect "gives" concepts themselves; the latter is the use whereby the intellect

hierarchically ranks or "subordinates" concepts among themselves (Diss. §5flI

393).

Given Kant's statement that sensitive cognitions are ll subordinated by the

logical use of the intellect to other sensitive cognitions as to common concepts, and

phenomena are subordinated to more generallaws ofphenomenall (Diss. §51II 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 IIco-ordinates for itselfthe sensa" (Diss. §5/II 393), or

just what the IIcertain naturallaw of the mind" (Diss. §5/II 392-393) is, by which

that coordination cornes about, it seems clear that any specification of the

phenomenon can ooly occurthrough sorne initialllsubordinationll of the sensa

themselves to sorne concept by which they are unified ioto sorne one object or

proto-object. The "fonn" which the mind imposes upon sensual "matter" is a

"certain law irnplanted in the mind by which it co-ordinates for itselfthe sensa which

arise from the presence ofan abject" (Diss., §4, II 393).

Thus, according to Kant, the objectification of phenomena, as weil as the

higher-order or "reflective" organization of phenomena into experience, is

exhaustively covered by the 10gical function of the intellect, and has nothing

whatever te do with its real use:

8 Cf. Diss. §HIII 397.

1:7
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[i]n so far as inte1lectual things strictly as such are concerned, where

the use ofthe intellect is real, such concepts whether of abjects 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 fonn of sensitive cognition as such.

(Diss. §6/II 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 ofthat subjectIf (Diss. §3/II 392). In short, the

intellect's proper abjects are noumena, or non-sensible things. But just how cao we

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

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/II 392). As we shaH shortly see, in the first Critique Kant will

resolve sorne aspects ofthis puzzle by simply denying that we can have bonafide

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 describes this cognition as

so limited as to seem, in fact, not worthy of the name.

"There is not given (ta man) an intuition ofthings intelleetual," 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. §10m 396). Kant here

distinguishes between the intuitive and the discursive as between immediate and
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mediated, arguing as follows. AlI 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 ofour senses ... it is not a means

to intellectual intuition" (Diss. §IOIII 396; emphasis added). As Kant argues later

in the Dissertation (§25) against the subrepric axiom,9 i.e., against the

meaninglessness of the notion of an "intellectuated phenomenon" (Diss. §24), "we

rightly suppose that whatever cannat be cognised byany intuition at ail is thereby

not thinkable and so impossible" (Diss. §25/IT 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) fOnIl, viz. space and rime; he simply asserts it as an observation: "we

cannot by any effort ofmind, not even by inventing it, obtain any other intuition than

that which occurs in accordance with the forro of space and rime ll (Diss. §25/II

413). Whenever we try to think of sorne individual thing as (hat thing, i.e. in its

specifie singularity and not under the general concept lIindividuality") we cannot but

conceive it as spatial and persisting through time. We can of course thinkwithout

so conceiving or perceiving sorne thing, but then we do 50 at the level ofgeneral

concepts which IIsymbolically" stand for and 50 "mediate," to use Kant's words, that

thing.

We thus find in the Dissertation the embryonic phases oftwo principles we

later see fully developed in the tirst Critique:

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

"intelleetual concepts" wholly a priori but applicable to phenomena alone

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

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

9 Cf. §241ll412.
10 Cf. KrV A51-521B75-76.
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2) the fonnal principle of the sensibility espace and rime) "in wmch" but not

"under which" individual abjects 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 Dissertation the formal

principle of space and time, though an a priori subjective principle, cannot be

considered as itself an intelleetual concept. Moreover, the proto-categories of §8 are

notto be cognized in any otherway but "symbolically," in accord with §lO. What

are the consequences for the study of these concepts which, as "the first principles

of the use ofthe pure intellect" Kant caUs "metaphysical?" At the very least, it

seems, the "symbolic" interpretation ofsuch concepts as "possibility, existence,

necessity, substance, cause, etc., together with their opposites or correlates" suggests

that these can never he 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 cognÏzed symbolically insofar as they

are conceived as maxima ofperfeetion. For forthem to be maxima, they must

necessarily stand in relation ta things of lesser grade, and can ooly be made sense

of as components of such a relation. At the same rime, 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 sorne perfection, in as

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

limiting the maximum.

(Diss. §9/II 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 abstraet ideas which the mind entertains when

they have been received from the intellect very often cannot be fol1owed up in the

concrete and converted into intuitions" (Diss. §llTI 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 "subjeet all things which are possible to the sensitive axioms of

space and time" (Diss. §25/II 413). Thus our "subjective resistance" compels us to

conceive abstract ideas as singular tbings: the mind tends to hypostasize or reify that

which in fact only bas symbolic meaning. Just this reification of the symbolic into

the phenomenal is what Kant caUs "subreption"-it is the source of metaphysical

illusion. 11

In this connection, let us note a distinction that is ofgreat importance for

Kant's Plato-interpretation, viz. between the notions ofdivine intuition and pure

intuition. As Kant will ultimately conclude, Plato's ignorance ofjust this distinction

leads mm to imagine that the mind's hunger for intuitive intelleetual cognition can be

stilled by contemplating the contents of Gad's mind. When he speaks of the

passivity of intuition, Kant is always careful in the Dissertation, as in later writings,

to stress that this passivity is a feature of our human intuition (cf. Diss. §§10, 25).

This is becausefor us, intuition is bound ta our sensibility, which as affective or

receptive of sensa, is also passive. But Kant often contrasts the fact ofour

intuition's passivity against sorne imaginable or hypothetical divine intuition, one

which, as he puts il, is "perfeet1y intelleetuaI" (Diss. §1Dm 397).

What are we to understand by "intelleetual intuition," in view ofKant's daim

that we ourselves are by nature incapable ofhaving it? What wou/dit be like? In

the Dissertation, Kant has this to say about intelleetual intuition:

[D]ivine intuition ... is the princip/e of objects and not something

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

11 Cf. Diss. §24/II 412.
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(Diss. §lO/II 397; emphasis added)

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

such as that whieh is divine ....

(Diss. §251ll413)

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 ofthe senses implies, minimally, that it does not

1I0ceur in aecordance with the form of space and time" (Diss. §25/II 413), insofar as

intelleetual intuition is "not principled", and space and time just are the principle of

fonn ofsensible intuition. Intelleetual intuition is "immediate," i.e. not mediated

through space and rime: its objects do not appear "in" sorne forro, they are "not

principled." Instead, they are themselves the principles which, whenformed by

SJXlce and lime, appear as phenomena. In other words, the phenomena are the

mediated (by space and time) "eetypes" (to use a later term ofKant's) ofsome

independent archetype.

But perhaps this rendering does not fully capture the subtlety ofKant's

position. Let me note an oddity in bis mode of expression in §10. He does not say

that divine intuition is ofspecial abjects (e.g. ofnoumena), 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 abjects.

Precisely what Kant may mean by this is unclear, though why he must say it is clear:

the autogeneration of the divine intelleet's abjects is required for that intellect's

absolute independence. For if the objects of divine intellectual intuition were

independent ofbeing intuited, the former's autonomy could be compromised in one

oftwo ways. On the one hand, the abjects' independence would imply that they

passessed sorne principle ather 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 sorne fonnal

principle analogous to spcae and rime, "in which" the independent noumena could

"appear' ta it. Agai~ 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 ofthe divine.

It remains then to distinguish the notion of a divine intuition from what Kant

calls pure intuition. Kant speaks ofboth kinds of intuition in both the Dissertation

and the tirst Critique; 1here focus ooly on the notion as it appears in the fonner. 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 forrn (space and rime), considered as suc~ separately from any

phenomenal matter (sensa). Thus the "things ll which we think as "pertaining to pure

intuition" are not phenomena, but only thejorms of possible phenomena (Diss.

§121ll397), i.e., as we saw above, what Kant caUs the phenomena's principle of

individuation or singularity. Therefore he writes here that human intuition "is not a

universal or 10gÎcal 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. §121II 397).

Kant conceives the individuating principles ofspace and rime as contributing

nothing ta 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

rime are only abjects of cognition (1tscience") "in respect ofquantity" (Diss. §12/II

397).

12 I.e. not for that reason ta be conceived as intelleetual intuition.
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Rence pure mathematics deals with space in geometry, and lime in

pure mechanics. ... 50 pure mathematics, giving expression to the

fOfIn of ail our sensitive cognitio~ i5 the organon ofeach and every

intuitive and distinct cognition.

(Diss. §121II 397-398)

Kant now makes an observation which is as hard as it is necessary to understand for

ms later criticism ofPlato. He says that

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

formai principles of every intuition, but are themselves original

intuitions, it provides us with the mas! veridicaI cognition and at the

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

(Diss. §12/II 398)

Kant here seems to be saying either Ca) that the formai principles of every intuition,

space and rime, are themselves intuitions, called "original ll because they have no

other principle "in" or lIunder" which they are in turn intuited or otherwise cognized;

or (b) that the objects of, e.g., geometIy, intuited purely (i.e. withou! sensible matter)

are formai 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 ofgeometry. In the latter case, the objects of pure intuition would

themselves be "original intuitions" in the sense ofbeing archetypes of correlative

sensible intuitions. It is not c1ear to me which of these two readings is correct. l am

inclined towards the latter, since Kant uses the phrase 1I 0 riginal intuitions" ta name

the abjects ofpure mathematics. But even 50, it remains unclear ifby "abjects of

pure mathematics" he means space and rime 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 l have laid out certain themes and concepts from Kant's pre­

critical Dissertation that play a large role in his later interpretations ofPlato. Let me

now gather them together and make sorne observations. The basic issue that has

concemed us thus far bas been the nature of our cognitive apparatus. l have tried to

explicate Kant's theory ofthe subjective components ofthat apparatus, on the one

band, and of their respective objects, on the other.

Sensa are received by the passive, receptive faculty of intuition. Ta this

sensitive "matter" the formal principle of specificity or individuation is applied,

namely space and rime, resulting in the intuitions ofwhich we are aetually

conscious-phenomena or phenomenal singularities. These phenomena are further

detennined 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 abjects that are aetually cognized as such. Thus, experience

of more or less determinate content arises from the reception and processing ofa

posteriori material elements by a priori functions. These a priori functions in turn

are sensual (space and rime) 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 intelleetual faculty, considered apart from the matter ofexperience, is by

contrast, entirely a priori. Moreover, it is active and not passive. 1t is a power of

syrnbolic cognition through universal concepts in the abstracto As symbolic, it is a

mediatingpower, which subsumes and subordinates and organizes given

representations through concepts. In the Dissertation, these representations can be

given ei/her by the sensitive intuition or by the intellect itself; the former are

13 Cf. Diss. §5/II 393: "[I]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 oftheir
genesis...."
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phenomena, the latter noumena. Examples ofnoumenal representations are maxima

of perfections. Here a certain asymmetry appears.

HUMAN HUMAN DIVINE

•

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

Because we humans are not equipped with an intellectual intuition, these noumenal

representations are ooly ever given to us symbolically, and never immediately as are

phenomena. However, since we ooly have symbolic knowledge of nournena (which

is for the pre-critical Kant nonetheless banafide knowledge), it is only natural ta

posit an intellectual intuition-symmetrical to our phenomenal intuition-in wruch

noumena are given immediately. Kant caUs this hypothetical or ideal intelleetual

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? l am not sure this problem finds a solution

anywhere in Kant; it certainly persists iota the tirst Critique. For, on the one hand,

insofar as our intellectual faculty is capable ofpurely 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 band, Kant

considers noumena to be arcbetypes and independent principles of all abjects (Diss.

§lO/IT 397). This suggests that it is the phenomena that couat as the noumenals

Il eetypes;" phenomena would thus be conceived as noumena as Iheyappear 10 us,

conditioned by space and time. 14

14 This is the "schwarmerisch" picture: 110er Ursprung aller philosophischen Schwarmerey liegt
inPlatons ursprunglichen Gottlichen [sic] Anschauungenaller moglichen [sic] obieete, cLi. den
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Part of the problem may simply lie in the tension implicit in the notion of a

divine inwition: for as intellectual intuition, divine intuition cornes close to the

(purportedly) nonsensical formula, "intellectuated phenomenon," of the subreptic

axiom described in §24. Ifwe foeus on divine intuition as intellectual intuition, then

we are incLined ta conceive its objects as naturally mediated by our intellect. By

contrast, ifwe think ofit as intellectual intuition, then we are more inclined tothink

of its objects as just like the objects ofour intuition, only not conditioned by our

jorm of intuition (space and rime).

Without trying to settle the issue here, 1suggest that the stress be on

intellectual intuition. Hence, the commonality between divine and human intuition

lies not in the commonality oftheir 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 rime. Rather, the commonality consists in the tmmediacy

of the respective, but generically different objects of the !wo kinds of intuition. We

are given objects in our intuition, and though they are conditioned by space afid time,

they are not symbolically mediated: individual objects are immediately given to

consciousness. Gad, on the other hand, is not given abjects at all. His intuition is

not passively dependent on external sources of sensa. Rather, He creates His

objects: they are the spontaneous products ofHis intellect. It is their spontaneity

which makes them intellectual, and it is their immediacy which makes them intuitive.

For us, by contras!, 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 Plators ideai in the Dissertation,

and how Kant sees them as fitting into his system of subjective faculties and their

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

Ideen, da wir nur sie durch ihre Erscheinungen anschauen. a/so nur passiv" (Rejlerion #6051
(phase*[?]~ Ac. Ed. XVIll: 437~ empbasis added).
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intellectual," namely noumenal petfections or maxima of perfection. Kant's

conception of these noumenal perfections in the Dissertation has been taken as

important!y different from bis later conception of Ilconcepts of reason"

(Vemunftbegriffe), which we will discuss below. Yet, while it is true that, in contrast
.-

to the Critique, Kant here speaks ofcognizing these noumenal perfections, he aIso

urges that this cognition is symbolicaIly mediated15 and not intuitional. In other

words, as l said earlier, he already 50 severely limits the scope ofpure reason that we

must wonder wherein lies the difference that makes a difference between the two

views ofnoumenal perfection. While Kant certainly gives up any notion of

cognizing noumena in the tirst Critique, the way in which he there describes their

utility and reality seems basicaIly to amount to the position of the Dissertation. In

neither text is the notion of a perfection or an Ilideal ll conceived ofas intelleetually

intuite~ but only as a limit-concept which must needs be positedl6 ifwe are to be

able to Ildetermine the lesser grades. Il This implies that ideals are only lmown to us

"symbolically" in a special way, namely through thefact that we determine grades of

better and worse. 17

lA. Kant's knowledge of Plata.

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 Plata much more into the

forefront. One may fairly say that Plato is one ofKant's cbiefinterlocutors in the

Transcendental Dialectic of the tirst Critique. It is bath by means ot: and in contrast

against bis interpretation ofPlato's ideai that Kant is able ta articulate his critical

account ofa priori, hyper-empirical concepts which are, in bis viev/, the sine qua

15 Cf. Reflexion #4275 (phase J,l); Ac. Ed., Vol. XVII: 491-492.
16 Cf. Reflexion #4893 (phase $); Ac. Ed., Vol. XVIII: 21.

17 Cf. Reflexion #3917 (phase K); Ac. Ed., Vol. XVII: 342.
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non of science and ofmorality. Renee it is important to try to reeonstruct how and

why Kant came ta attend ever more closely to Plata.

While the facts are rather murky, there appear ta have been two main sources

that influenced Kant's views on Plato: Johann Jakob Brucker's Historia Critica

Philosophiae, and Moses Mendelssohn's Phiidon. We know that Kant was familiar

with bath of these works. 18 Wbile l have not yet established how or in what arder

Kant came across these works,19 l wish briefly ta explain what difference that would

make ta understanding Kant's relation ta 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 mas! recently adopted

by Mihaela Fistioc in her doctoral dissertation (2000). l have read Fistioc's citations

ofBrucker, as well as William Enfield's abridged English translation ofBrucker

(1819), Brucker's discussion of Plata and Pythagoras in ms Miscellanea Historia,

and have taken sorne hints from Reich (1939). AlI these make me suspect that

Bruckers primary interest in Platonic ideai is as archetypes or paradigm.s of natural

abjects of experience. Brucker seems ta stress the ideaz1s speculative funetion,

being especially concerned with their purported Pythagorean origin and their

18 Kant cites, then attacks Brucker in the first Critique (KrV, A3l61B372-373). As for
Mendelssohn, Reich writes: "Kant considered that the appearance of bis own workLl the Tréiume
eines Geistersehers[,] had stimulated Mendelssohn in bringing out bis book; and it appears that
in opening the Phtidon he must have bad the impression that, after the TrâUme. Mendelssohn had
felt compelled ta bring Plata into the üsts to counterbalance bis own scepticism and 'misologylll
(Reich, 1939a: 345). In support, Reich cites a letter from Kant ta 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 ta
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 worid., both in rnaterial natures and in
natures of its own kind" (quoted in Reich, 1939a: 345, n. 1).
19 M. Fistioc's doctoral dissertation provides a detailed account of possible sources ofKant's
knowledge of classical philosophy, focusing especially upon what he may have leamed from
Brucker. She does not however deal with Mendelssohn's influence. TK. Seung, in bis Kant's
Platonic Revolution in Moral and Political Phi/osophy (1994), does not discuss how Kant came
to Plato.
20 The following discussion should he seen as tentative, since l bave been unable ta 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 ofPlato's incorrigibly obscurantist mind.

An alternative view is that Kant's incorporation ofPlatonic philosophy was

prompted by the 1767 publication ofMendelssohn's Phtidon. Klaus Reich

(1939)21 is the ooly advocate ofthis view known to me, though no less persuasive

for that. Reich argues that reading the Phiidon would have mainly influenced Kant's

ethics, and that this influence first shows itselfin the Dissertation (Reich, 1939a:

345). In particular, he interprets Kant's contrast at §9 ofPlato with Epicurus and the

latter's latterday followers-"Shaftesbury and his supporters"--as a sign that it was

Platonic rationalist ethies as presented in the Phiidon which caused Kant to

abandon the committnent to the moral-sense ethics which he held at least until 1767

(Reich, 1939a: 344).

Reich highlights the Phéidon'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 weil as on the irrationa/ity offounding the

virtues on desire (for pleasure) and aversion (to pain). For example, on a hedonistic

ethics l act fearlessly out offear (of the pain ofappearing fearful). Or it is through

desire for maximal, long-term pleasure that l aet "moderately" in the short tertn,

denying myself pleasures through fear that short-term immoderation willlead ta

long-term pain. The virtue l display is a virtual virtue, since its true, underlying

motivation remains detennined by vice. Ooly wisdom, $p6vTl(J~s, cau serve as the

touchstone that invariably and without contradiction lets my soul aet truly virtuously.

Il [W]ithout wisdom all that can be achieved is an exchange of passions for a painful

shadow ofvirtue, which itselfis in bondage to vice" (Reich, 1939a: 347).

Because Kant so closely associates Plata with moral perfection in the

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

21 The fust part deals with Piato's raie in the Copernican revolution (Reich, 1939a), the seco~
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 athers have persuasively arguecL he will have likely

gotten his knowledge ofPlato through secondary sources. Thus, ifBrucker had

been bis only source, how could Kant have felt so confident that his own positive

interpretation of the idem had any basis in reality? What would have made hi..Tll

reject Brucker's view that Plato had muddied the clear and direct ethical practice of

Sacrates? What would have instead convinced mm 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 idem.

So let us make the follawing, 1hope plausible, reconstruction: Kant reads

Mendelssohn's Phtïdon around the time ofits publication in 1767, and this book

tells Kant, as Reich writes, "that every system which base[s] morality on the senses

or on feeling ris] 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. Ifthis reconstruction is correct,

does any positive raIe remain for Brucker in the story ofKant's Platonic education?

By all means.

22 Fistioc apparently believes this~ it should be noted that Brucker generally sticks closely ta the
letter of the philosophical systems he describes, making him more easily second-guessed than
most authors.
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l suggest that Brucker's relentless criticism of the ideai as archetypes of

narore may weIl have prompted Kant to reconsider bis 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 !\.va factors: tirst, by his rea1isation, in

1769, that space and rime were ideal, not real; and secondIy, by ms having

before him a well-grounded model of a purely ratio!"alist ethical theory in the

shape ofwhat we may describe as the Platonic doctrine ofmoraIs. It was on

the pattern ofthis 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 thase of the theoretical sphere. Kant "failed to realise that

in this latter field [i.e., the speculative knowledge ofGad and nature] he had a

special duty ta show that the assumption was reasonable" (Reich, 1939a: 351).

l am not suggesting that reading Brucker led Kant ta acknowledge that

"special duty" and embark on the projeet of the tirst Critique. Rather, my

suggestion is that Brucker's criticism of the Platonic ideai as mathematical

archetypes ofnatural things in the divine mind, logether with Kanrs own broader

project of defining pure reason's speculative scope, can neatly account for the much

more nuanced and discriminating reading ofPlato which Kant gives in the first

Critique and after. An examination of that reading, to which we next tum, 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 ofPlatonic ideai is reaffirmed and praised. By

contrast, Kant repeatedly criticizes Plato's purported atni.bution of speculative reality
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to the ideai as "fanatical;" the mistake lies, 50 Kant, in Plato's profound

misunderstanding of the nature ofgeometry. This criticism of the ideai as somehow

mathematized, speculative archetypes ofnature contained in a divine intellectual

intuition may weIl have its fOOts in Brucker.23 But let us examine more closely bow

Kant reads Plato in the tirst Critique.

1.5. Plato in the Critique ofPure Reason.

The Critique ofPure 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 scientitic metaphysics (Diss., §8/II 395; cf

KrV, A viii, A xx). In what follows, 1shaH focus on how Kant in the first Critique

refines the account he gave in the Dissertation of the mind's "intelleetual faculty."

Since that is the topic ofthe Transcendental Dialectic, l shaH restrict myself largely

to that section of the Critique. Whereas Kant called Plato's idem examples of

"noumenal perfections" in the Dissertation, in the first Critique, the bond between

Kant and Plato is to be found in the word Il idea. Il Kant uses this term to denote

what he caUs "concepts ofreason," or Vernunftbegriffe, and draws special attention

to its Platonic resonations and origins.24 What are these Kantian ideas? In what

sense are they "Platonic?1I What are Kants criticisms ofPlato, and are they

justified?

1.5.1. Mental taxonomy refined.

As 1pointed 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

discemed a tension within the intellect between its logicala..'1d real uses: the first

23 Note: the foregoing paragraphs on Mendelssohn, Brucker and Kant remain very speculative. l
am continuing 10 investigate this issue.
24 Kritik der reinen Vernunjt (KrV), A3131B370.
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gives the law to our sensations, the second represents to itself non-phenomenal (i.e.

noumenal) things. In the tirst Critique, that tension tinally snaps, and the intellect is

articu1ated into two independent faculties, the understanding and reason.25

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 ta

cognize an abject through these representations (spontaneity of concepts)" (KrV,

ASOIB74).26 The former he caUs "sensibility [Sirmlichkeit]," the latter, "the

understanding [Verstand]" (Kr v: A51/B75). Kant declares the equallegitimacy and

indispensability ofboth faculties, contribution to cognition:

Keine dieser Eigenschaften ist der anderen vorzuziehen. Ohne

Sinnlichkeit würde uns kein Gegenstand gegeben, und ohne

Verstand keiner gedacht werden. Gedanken ohne InhaIt sind leer,

Anschauungen ohne Begriffe sind blind. Daher ist es ebenso

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

Gegenstand in der Anschauung beizufiigen,) ais seine

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

zu bringen).27 Beide Vermëgen, oder Fâhigkeiten, kônnen auch ihre

Funktionen nicht vertauschen. Der Verstand vennag nichts

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

sich vereinigen, kann Erkenntnis entspringen. Deswegen darfman

aber doch nicht ihren Anteil vermischen, sondem man hat grol3e

25 At the beginning of Book II of the Transcendental Analytic, "Die Analytik der Gmndsâtze,"
Kant gives a division of the intellectual faculty, which he here caUs the "higher powers of
cognition:" "These are: Understanding, Judgement, and Reason." 1t is important to note,
however, that he aIso classes all three under the broad robric of "Understanding in general"
(A1301B169).
26 Cf. KrV, A4941B522, A567/B595, A5811B609.

27 Cf. Diss., §3/II 392.
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Ursache, jedes von dem andem sorgfàltig abzusondern, und zu

unterscheiden.

(KrV, A51-521B75-76; italicsadded.)l8

Neither ofthese features is to be preferred over the other. Without

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

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

content are empty, intuitions without concepts are blind. Rence it is

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

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

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

capacities, moreover, cannat exchange their respective functions.

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

ta think. It is solely through their unification that cognition can

originale. But this is no reason ta 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 ofhow

"knowledge springs from" the cooperation of intuition and understanding.

To summarize: the understanding is the intefiectuai source of ail 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, A621B87; DWL, 752: liA 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 attain through application ta intuition." Cf. Berkeley, Siris, §305:
IlAs understanding perceiveth not, that is, doth not hear, or see, or feel, 50 sense knoweth not~ and
although the mind may use bath sense and faney as means whereby ta arrive at knowledge, yet
sense or soul, sa 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 upen
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 ta possible intuitions: for

through these alone is an object [i.e. ofknowledge] given" (KrV, A7191B747).

FinaIly, 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 empirica1, ta

serve as matter for that synthesis, the categories are "empty. Il

Now, if the Critique's "understanding" can be considered as analogous29 to

the intelleet's "logical use" in the Dissertation, then "reason" turns out to be the

name given in the Critique ta that aspect of intelligence utterly divorced from sense­

experience, which Kant in the Dissertation says can represent ta the mind non­

phenomenal things. Dnly now in the Critique, reason no longer represenJs 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 intelleetual

faculty appears very problematic.

1.5.2. Reason's problems.

First, since it is by definiticn in no wise conneeted to intuition-whether empirical or

pure-what contribution to knowledge cao reason possibly make? Second., Kant

holds that reason has ils own pure a priori concepts, analogous to the categories,

viz. "concepts ofreason [VemunftbegrijJe]" or "ideas [Ideen)." Now i:f, as Kant

maintains, a concept without an intuition is empty, and the concepts ofreason 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 sorne concrete intuition, how could we ever cognize such

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

ideas:

1 d e e n aber sind noch weitervon der objektiven Realitât entfemt,

aIs Kat ego rie n ; denn es kann keine Erscheinung gefunden

werden, an der sie sich in concreto vorstellen lieJ3en. Sie enthalten

eine gewisse Vollstandigkeit, zu weIcher keine empirisch m6gliche

Erkenntnis zulangt, und die Vemunft hat dabei nur eine

systematische Einheit im Sinne, weIcher sie die empirische m6gliche

Einheit zu nâhern sucht, ohne sie jemals vôllig zu erreichen.

(KrV, A567-568IB596-S97; italics added)

ldeas 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 concre/o. 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 doser 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 he cognizedby us, since they stand in no relation to our intuitions which

provide us with the necessary matter for a1l cognitions.30 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 cao

30 Cf. A2471B304: "Durch eine reine Kategorie mlIl. in welcher von aller Bedingung der
sinnlichen Anschauung. ais der einzigen. die uns mog/ich ist, abstrahiert wird, wird also kein
Objekt bestimmt, sondem nur das Denken eines Objekts überhaupt, nach verschiedenen modis,
ausgedrückt" (emphasis mine).
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never have an empirical representation of such unity, yet this concept provides the

intellect with a standard "to which it seeks ta bring empirically possible unity doser"

(KrV, A568/B597). Thus, while the understanding pexforms 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 lIaim at completeness, that is the

collective unity of all possible experience, and thereby transcend every given

experience" (Pro/eg. §4D: 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 govem, 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 tenns 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 tell us what sort of cognitions

we should seek. In short, they are insufficient ta explain how science is possible,

where science is conceived (a) as a hierarchically organized set of propositions

expressing our cognitions in ascending orders ofgenerality, and descending orders

of specificity;35 and (b) as having "research programs, Il that is, as having problems

ta 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 ta solve il.

31 With respect to corporeal nature, "we have no need of an Idea, i.e. of a representation that
transcends [übersteigenden] experiencey to tbink [it] in accordance with its inner possibility, i.e. to
determine the application of the categories upon it" (KrV, A6841B7I2).
32 However, Kant eIsewhere describes an "immanent" mIe for reason insofar as it is direeted at
organizing and unifying the understandings cognitions (KrVy A6431B671).
33 Proleg. §40, p. 76.
34 Put in terms of the Dissertation, the categories cannot tell us according to what hierarchical
scheme the Iogical use of the intellect is in fact to he exercised.
35 Pro/ego §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 Il In the theoretical context, the categories cannot provide us

with reasons for ranking one cognition over another; in the domain ofmorality, the

categories are insufficient ta provide us with reasons for acting. They can tell me

neither what l ought to do, nor how ta 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 ward, 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 ta judge, and (b) provide us with goals ofaction. Thus, in science, as

Kant understands it, standards allow us ta judge the significance of a given

cognition and its place in the (hierarchical) body of scientific knowledge. They aIso

provide us with a research program insofar as they set the conditions of an ideal

completeness ofscientific knowledge, which, precisely due to its distance, impels

our inquiries (KrV, A66S1B696). Likewise, in practical reasoning, standards both

allow us ta judge actions, and guide our deliberations about how we should aet. We

can see from these examples themselves that such standards cannot be derived from

experience. Experience is modally pocr: it never tells us what ought ta be the case,

but ooly 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: SO). 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 ofthe intellect, they are later reduced to the status of

problems, or problematic concepts (Proleg. §34: 63, KrV, A335/B392,
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A3391B397). These problematic concepts, Kant is at pains ta show in the fust

Critique, are not mere figments of the brain. On the contrary, as problems-which

cannot conceivably be "given" in experience.36-they are precisely what we must

presuppose to make sense of all our theoretical and practical (scientific and moral)

projects which themselves are givenfacts.

Thus, as problems,37 the ideas are at the same rime rasks. As Kant writes in

the very tirst paragraph of the tirst Critique, "[q]uestions plague us wmch are

inevitable, for they are presented to us by reason's very nature, but reason cannot

answerthese same questions" (KrV, A vii, emphasis added). What l have tra:lslated

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 produets 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, cannot be indifferent to these Ideas (KrV, A x).

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

and reason, and the categories and the ideas, respeetively.

1.5.3. Platonic problems.

1.5.3.1. Economy.

New 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 perftctions-are what "Plato called ideas" (cf. Diss.

§9/TI 396). In the tirst Critique, Kant simply makes that connection explicit by

appropriating Plato's own terminology. He justifies bis appropriation by appealing

to two maxims of neelogistic economy. The tirst Maxim states: Ifyou have a

36 KrV, A476 ff.; also A494-496.
37 Cf. A 498, ASOS.
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concept that needs naming, do not coin a new tenn ta denote it ifyou can find, in a

"dead and scholarly language, ... [that] concept together with its appropriate

expression" (KrV, A3121B369). Kant adds a codicil:

Even if the ancient currency ofthis expression were ta have become

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

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

it remains doubtful whether [the tennIs originator] had in mind that

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

unintelligible [through coining neologisms].

(KrV, A3121B369)38

The second maxim aims ta avoid the just-mentioned terminological neglect. It

states: Having reserved a term to express a certain meaning, he frugal with it, and

restrict its application only to the specifie 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.39

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

longer holds our attention, losing itself in a heap ofather

expressions of strongly deviating signification [Bedeutung), the

thought [Gedanke] gets 10st as weIl, i.e. the thought which that

expression alone could have preserved.

(KrV, A3131B369)

These maxims of course presume that the concept originally denoted by the ancient

expression be interpreted in such a way that it appears suffieiently similar to the

modern unnamed concept. Kant intends his maxims ofneologistic economy to alert

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

38 Cf. KrV, A319-3201B376-377.
39 This second maxim, of course, œfleets an age-old philosophical preoccupation with
equivocation, from Plato and Aristotle to Hobbes's obsession with definition and the evils of
metaphor.
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will restore solidity to the ancient concept and its expression--as weIl as to bis very

restrictive usage of this term, in accordance with that interpretation.

Before we tum 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 bis topic--to

understand him even better than he understood himsel.f, in that he

had not sufficiently determined bis concept, and thus sometimes

spoke-or even thought--against ms own intention.

(KrV, A3141B370)4°

This observation is connected to the preceding maxims of economy in that the task

of "stabilizing the prirnarily proper meaning of a term" amounts to Ildetermining 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 hypothesi, it had not only been originally

determined insufficiently, but aIse had subsequently suffered sernantic devaluation

through neglect.

Of course, in the case of the Platonic tenn, "idea," Kant bas establisbed just

such an independent criterion:41 by lIidea" we can (better) understand Plata to have

"intended" the very Vemunftbegriffe whose general character we laid out above. It is

40 Heidegger, 1992: Il: "Wie deIUl überbaupt über die Frage des Verstehens zu sagen ist, daB die
Spateren die Vorausgegangenen immer besser verstehen, als diese sich selbst verstanden haoen.
Gerade darin liegt das EIementare der schëpferiscben Forschung, daB sie sich selbst im
Entscheidenden nicht versteht." (Compare this fundamental hermeneutic principle of Heideggers
ta Barnes's criticism in Barnes, 1990.)
41 IlAlI citations, if they are ta provide grounds of proof, contain historical belief[;I if l did not
intend ta hold something to he true on the testimony of someone eIse, l would not cite him, Le.,
calI him as a wimess. 1can of course tell something, e.g., !hat Plata claimed this and that, and
quote the passage, but then l 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 ta add historical belief to the grounds of reason" VL, 897.
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just because he aIready has developed bis own basis for the Vermmftbegrijfe, and 50

for an interpretation ofthe Platonic ideai, that Kant does not feel tempted to enter

upon a "literary investigation to discem the sense which the exalted philosopher

connected with bis expression [idea]" (KrV, A313-314IB370; emphasis added).42

Nonetheless, Kant must have some general interpretation ofPlato's understanding

of the idem for them even ta be determinable specifica1ly as Vemunftbegriffe, and

not arbitrarily be pressed into service as such. What is this interpretation of the

Platonic idem that justifies Kant's appropriation of the term ta express the concept

of Verrnmftbegriffl 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 ofthe Platonic term idea. He writes:

Plata utilized the expression "Idea" in such a way that one cao easily

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

42 Schleiermacber's notorious assertion tbat the task of hermeneutics is lita understand an author
better tban he understood himself' (Schleiennacher, 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
Schleiennacber mean two wholly different things by il. For Kant (and Fichte), "bandelt [es] sich
da überhaupt nicht um einen Gnmelsatz der Philologie, sondem um einen Ansproch der
Philosophie, durch groJ3ere begriffiiche Klarheit über die ineiner Tbese zu fmdenden Widersprüche
hinauszukommen.

Es ist aIso ein Grundsatz, der ganz im Geiste des Rationalismus die Fordenmg
ausspricht, allein durch Denken, durchEntwicldung der in den Begriffen eines
Autors gelegenen Konsequenzen, zu Einsichten zu gelangen, die der eigentlichen
Absicht des Autors entsprechen-Einsichten, die er teilen miillte, wenn er klar
und deutlich genug gedacht Mtte. ... Die umstrittene Formel formuliert aIso
nichts weiter als den Anspruch philosophischer Sachkritik. Wer das~ worüber der
Autor spric~ besser zu dwcbdenkenweill, der wird das, was der Autor sagt, im
Lichte einer ibm selbst noch verborgenen Wahrheit zu sehen vermôgen In
diesem Sînne ist der Grundsatz, man müsse einen Autor besser verstehen, aIs er
sich selber verstanden bat, walt-so alt nâmlich, wie wissenschaftliche Kritik
überhaupt, er gewinnt jedoch seine Prligung als Formel für philosophische
Sachkritik im Geiste des Rationalismus.

(Gadamer, 1965: 182-183)
Furthermore, it is clear Kant does not mean to formulate a principle of philology frOID the faet tbat
he explicitly refrains from a "literary." i.e., a properly philological investigation, in favor of a
conceptuaJ analysis (KrV, A314/B370), or what Gadamer bere caUs scientific "Sachkritik im
Geiste des Rationalismus."
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derived from the senses, but even far transcends the concepts ofthe

understanding which preoccupied Aristotle, in that nothing is ever

encountered in experience which congrues with it.43 The Ideas are

for Plato paradigms of the things themselves [Urbi/der 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 recali the

oId, now very obscured Ideas through recolleetion44 (which is called

"philosophy").

(KrV, A3131B370)

Plato very clearly saw that our power ofcognition feels a much

higher need than merely spelling out appearances iù accordance with

synthetic unity,45 so as to be able to read them as experience. And

he saw that our reason naturally46 soars up to cognitions that go

much further than that any empirical datum could ever congrue with

them, but which nonetheless have their reality [Rea/ital], 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 Plata as the philosophers of categories and ideas.
respectively. This conttast 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 Verstandesbegriffi and Vernunftsbegriffê.
44 OnPlatonic anamnésis and Kantian "Rekognition," see Natorp, 191O: 20.
45 Following Erdmann, l read "nach synthetischer Einheit [zu] buchstabieren."
46 For Kant's use of the word "natural, Il see KrV, A41B7-S.
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In light of our discussion ofthe nature of Vemunftbegriffe, it is cLear why

Kant attaches such importance ta Platos theory. For Kant, its crucial feature is the

absolute, hyper-empirical status of the ideai, for it is precisely this that distinguishes

them from the (quasi-Aristotelian) categories. Of equal importance is Plato's

recognition that the source ofthese concepts lies in reason itseJ.t: and that they

therefore are "natural" and "have their reality." The tenor ofthese two passages

from the tirst Critique is familiar from the Dissertation. But in these two passages

from the tirst Critique it is noteworthy that Kant here describes the Platonic ideai

only as archetypes of empirical objects, and it is this feature ofPlato's theory which

Kant will repeatedly criticize.

Not that he ignores the idea11s praetical function. Indeed, Kant believes that

Plata "found his ideas primarily in ail that is practical, i.e. that rests on freedom,

which, for its p~ stands under cognitions that are a peculiar product of reason"

(KrV, A314-315/B373). Kant reiterates the praetical indispensability of ideai,

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], l still always have the true paradigm in my

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

model.

(KrV, A3151B371-372)

This original paradigm in "my own head" is "the idea of virtue, of which ail possible

abjects of experience may serve as instances [Beispiele], but not as paradigrns or

prototypes [Urbi/der]" (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 ta be chimerical," for

oruy such an idea makes possible "ail judgement about the moral value or non-
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value" (KrV, 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 ooly have its seat in the brain ofan idle thinker" (KrV,

A3161B372):

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

ofdismissing it with the very pathetic and harmful objection that it is

unfeasible.

(KrV, A3161B372-373)47

Kant's new effort is ta argue that a constitution of the "greatest human freedom in

accordance with laws, which effeet the mutual subsistence of each person's freedom

with the others'," is a necessary idea which must infonn not ooly a'1yactual

constitution but also all subsequent legislation of any good state.48 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 astate may never be realized, yet

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

paradigm, 50 that, with respect to it, the legal constitution ofhuman

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

possible perfection.

(KrV, A3171B374)49

47 But see Rep. 540d-e.
48 This formulation of the goal of the ideal polity need nat he read as Kant's interpretation of the
Republic; the point here is merely about the status and indispensability of idea(1)s.
49 Cf. esp. Rep. 471c-473b.
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Despite this spirited and respectful defense ofPlata in the moral sphere, Kant's

critical orientation makes bis overall pieture ofPlata in the first Critique a much

more problematic one.

1.5.3.3. Critique and self-critique.

Earlier, 1 speculated that Kant's special attention to the illusions, errors, and dangers

ofPlato's theory of ideai for metaphysics can be explained by rus having read

Brucker's criticisms of the ideai as archetypes of nature; certainly Kant's description

of the ideai in the passages 1cited above (KrV, A313-3141B370-371) echoes much

in Brucker. But whatever Kant's relation to Brucker and Mendelssohn, my central

daim is this: Kant's praise and blame ofPlato in the fust Critique is equally praise

and blame ofKant's own conception ofnoumena in the Dissertation. In a sense, in

the Dissertation, Kant cammitted the very error for which he now blames Plato-and

which he also excuses as naturaI and understandable-namely conceiving the pure

ideas ofreason as speculative objects. 50 As we saw above, in the Dissertation Kant

sanctions the notion ofa divine intellect which generates or contains, through

intellectual intuitio~ the noumenal archetypes (Diss. §1om 397). This is precisely

the view he now attributes ta Plata: "The Ideas are for Plato paradigms of the things

themselves ... flow[ing] out of the supreme Reason., whence human reason [cornes]

to partake in them, ... If (KrV, A313IB370). The first Critique's criticisms ofPlato,

consequently, amount to a self-critique of the Dissertation. It is 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 ofreason. This in no way, however, diminishes the ideas' crucial and

legitimate speculative functions in science as organizing or "regulative" principles.51

50 Cf. Reic~ 1939: 352-353.
51 Yet it is striking that though Kant faults Plata 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 Platonic origin of such notions as "rational interest, Il of
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1.6. Plato's wrong intuition.

But why does Kant think that Plato fell victim to the illusion ofthe ideas' constitutive

reality, ms soul enthusiastically flapping its wings towards a fanatical mysticism?

What does Kant think saved mmself from a similar fate? Here we must retum to the

distinction 1made earlier between pure and divine intuition. Essentially, Kant thinks

that Plato became convinced of the reality of a Supreme Reason with intelleetual

intuition, on the one hand, and our capacity to attain to this same intuition, on the

other, through ignorance ofthis key distinction-one wmch it was left to Kant to

discover. This led him to the brink of Schwarmerey, Kant's rubric for a lazy,

misological, irrational, misanthropic, theosophical, and, ultimately, tyrannical

irresponsibility.52 In short, the opposite ofthe sober, careful, and Herculean labor

ofthought.53 (Agam, Kant seems unaware how entirely Platonic this contrast is.)

In the remainder ofthis chapter, 1discuss Kant's criticism and account ofPlato's

error. It is given most clearly in the essay, "Von einem neuerdings erhobenen vornehmen

Ton in der Philosophie" (1796), in §77 of the Critique ofludgement, as weIl as in

numerous of the Rej/exionen.54 In these places Kant's former association of the ideai with

moral nOImS has all but vanished. Especially in bis private refleetions, 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 synagôgë and diairesis. Cf. Phaedo, 96a7-8: v{os
W... 8a.tI~ctaT6is U1s €lT€Svunag TctvTllS TiÎS ao<piCtS 11V Sil KctÀovar.. trEpt q,V<Tews
LaTOp(CIV. Natorp, 1921: 341 on "Lust der Erkenntnis" in the Philebus. Kant, too, calls reason's
"interest" a "Begierde" (KrV. A7961B824) and a "Hang" (KrV, A7971B825).
52 For the vices of lazy reason (ignava ratio) and misology, cf. KrV, and Reflexion #6051, Ac.
00., VoL XVIII: 437; on misanthropy: "Der Mensch erhebt sich in der Schwannerey über der
~1eDSchheit" (Rejlexion #6053, Ac. ed., Vol. XVIII: 439; conceming "theosophy," cf. Reflexion
#:#6050,6055, Ac. ed.• VoL XVIll: 435,439; on the political consequences of the "aristocratic" or
"superior" tone in philosophy, cf. "vr": 627, ff. Compare: Logik, Ac. ed., Vol. IX: 93: "Die Idee
der Menschheit, die Idee einer vollkommenen Republik. eines glückseligen Lebens u. dg!. ID. fehlt
den meisten Menschen. Viele Menschen haben keine Idee von dem. was sie wollen, daher
verfahren sie nach Instinct und Autoritat."
53 "VT": 623.
54 Cf. esp. Rejlexionen ##6050-6056; Ac. Ed. Vol. XVllI: 434-439.
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buff veering towards Pythagorean mysticism. This is bis description ofPlato in the 1796

polemic against the "elevated tone in philosophy:"

Plato, eben sa got Mathematiker, ais Philosop~ bewunderte an den

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

Art von Zweckmtissigkeit, d.i. Tauglichkeit zu einer MannigfaItigkeit

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

gleich ais ob die Erfordernisse zur Construction gewisser

Grôssenbegriffe absichtlich in sie gelegt seyen, obgleich sie ais

nothwenwg a priori eingesehen und bewiesen werden kônnen.

Zweckmassigkeit ist aber nur durch Beziehung des Gegenstandes

auf einen Verstand, ais Ursache, denkbar.

('IVT:" 623)

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

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

circle, there was a kind ofpurposiveness, 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 ofmagnitude 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 topie treated in §62 of the third Critique (AnaIytic of

Teleologieal Judgement), viz., the manifest utility or expediency (Zweckméissigkeit)

ofgeometrie figures,55 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 eircle, the ellipse, the parabo~ and conie sections.
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But the very nature ofgeometry's truths and ofits objects-at least on Kant's

theory of mathematics-doubly misled Plato. Plata 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 tum. 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 ofthose entities. As we saw

earlier, geometry is the branch of pure mathematics which deals with space, llgiving

expression to the form ofall our sensitive cognition" (Diss., §12/II 397-398).

Further, Kant thinks he has shown in the Transcendental Aesthetic that space is the

subjective fOIm of a1l outer intuition, i.e. is that which makes possible all experience

ofobjects "in" space. Thus geometry's theorems express the truths following frOID

the laws of the form of our (outer) intuition. 1t is the formaI nature of space as the

transcendental condition of ail possible outer intuition which makes its laws a

priori.

Now Plata, according to Kant, recognized that geometric truth was a priori,

for "he c1early saw that

if he wanted to daim ta he able ta intuit the abject 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.

(IIvi:" 624, n. *)

Rence, because geometry expresses a priori synthetic propositions (geometric

tIUths) about spatial intuitions, Plata "had to assume a priori intuitions for us

humans" ("VT:" 623; cf. KU, 273-274).56 The trouble was that he could not have

56 "Wwe delighting in the apparent utility of their figures, the ancient geometers recognjzed the
a priori necessity of geometric tnIths, independent of all experience (KU, 273); and Plato,
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suspeeted ... 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 [ofall phenomena, or things

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

mathematics, are oot ofthe things in themselves but rather the

(subjective) forros ofour sensibility....

("VT: II 624, n. *)

Thus, two considerations led Plato to locate the abjects ofgeometry in a divine

Understanding endowed with intellectual intution: first, their objective

purposiveoess and utility; second, their a priority. Yet the former consideration was

based on a confusion afformaI and real purposiveness; because purposiveness is

"only thinkable in the relating an object to an 1.lnderstanding" ("VT:" 623), and

because it is c1ear that the purposiveness ofgeometric figures is "objective" and not

arbitrary, Plato quite reasonably, but wrongly, conc1uded that geometrical figures

had a real design, and hence a designer.57 The latter consideration was based, as we

have seen, on an ignorance of the a priority of our pure sensitive intuition.

Here in the "Vomehmer Ton" essay, Kant describes Plato's purported

conception ofthis divine Understanding injust the way we saw him describe the

divine intellectual intuition in the Dissertation and the tirst Critique.58 God's mind

directly intuits Ideas which are the proto- or cuchetypes [Urbilder], as weIl as the

ultimate ground [UrgrundJ ofall things. That is: of all things which we ooly

indirectly intuit (albeit as synthetic a priori) as ectypes or "shadow-pictures"--the

phenomenal appearance of the things in themselves ("VT:" 624). Moreover, our

soul is afilicted with the schizaphrenia 1mentioned earlier-a falling out iota

himself 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).
57 KU, 271, 274.
58 Cf. e.g. A5?? quote on p. 35 above.
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But while the purpose of reason as a reguIative guide of the understanding may be

advanced by its illusory projections, not recognizing them forwhat 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

rnistaking what is subjective for what is objeetive.62 Critique is the rectification of

that reversai: it aims to demonstrate the subjective ground ofwhat is naturally and

pre-reflectively taken to be objective. The errors Plato allegedly committed are aU

explicable by bis lack of critique. But as we will see in the next chapter, it is all still

much more complicated.

62 KrV, A2941B35 1; A2971B353-A2981B354; ete.
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Und hier bin ich bei meinem Anfang zugleich in meinem Mittelpunkte.
--Hermann Cohen1

2. From Kônigsberg to Marburg.

2.1. Introduction.

Three quarters ofa century pass between the last we hear from Kant and the first

appearance of the neo-Kantian schools that come ta dominate German academic

philosophy between the 1870'g and 1920's.2 It goes without saying that this period~

which sees the flourishing and decline ofwhat is called "German Idealism~" and the

subsequent rise ofwhat 1calI 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,

l will focus on three key concepts: posit (Setzung); history; process. The neo-Kanti~,

and especially the Marburg School, took these notions and made them the core of their

reinterpretation ofKant.

2.2. German Idealism: posit and process.

Paul Natorp's work, Platos ldeenlehre, carries the subtitle, "Eine Einfiihrung in den

Idealismus." Natorp insists that the Marburg philosophy is critica/ idealism, and that

he is interpreting Plato's theory ofideas as a form of such idealism. Yet, as a doser

examination of the Marburg School will show~ it differs importantly from Kant's own

conception of idealisffi. This difference might tempt one to overrate the neo-Kantians'

innovation; in faet, I shaH argue, neo-Kantianism's main deviations from Kant's

Kritizismus 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" ofknowledge (and

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

1 Cohe~ 1916: 303.
2 Cf. Schnadelbach, 1983b: 13.
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As 'we know, Kant aimed to put an end to the "dogrnatic" approach of

speculative metaphysics by subjecting to critique and interrogating the subject's

cognitive capacities.3 Where such a metaphysics pretends to investigate the

transcendent grounds of the empirical world, critique asks whether our capacities are sa

constituted that a transcendent, hyperphenomenal reality is in principle accessible to

them. As we aIready saw in Chapter One, the answer is, ofcourse, No. Because the

mind's passive or intuitive faculty cao ouiy give the mind phenomena, the mind's active

or a priori categories can have no application beyond the given phenomena. 115 other a

priori concepts, the ideas, are neither passively intuited (for they are not phenomena),

nor do they play an active raIe in the constitution of experience; they merely guide the

systematic ordering of that experience.

Kant calls rus philosophy, equivalently, "transcendental"4 or "critical idealism."

1t is "transcendental" insofar as it studies what "precedes experience a priori," viz. the

nature ofour cognitive faculties which are, in Kant's parlance, the conditions of

possibility through which experience, the a posteriori, is constituted. And 50

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 rejeets) 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 philo50phy is not idealistic in this sense;

indeed, he hastens to add that it !lis the very contrary" (Kant, 1950: 36). Kantls

philosophy is idealistic only in its daim that none of the qualities of existent abjects

have any "proper existence outside our representation" ofthem, or, in other words, that

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

3 Beek, 1950: Lx. Cf. Kant, 1950: 122-123, n. 2.
4 c.r. KrV, All-121B25.
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appearance" (Kant, 1950: 37). Anotherway ofputting this point, adopted by the neo­

Kantians, is to say that all qualities are but possible predicates ofjudgement--by the

cognizing subject.

Thus we may caU Kant's transeendental idealism a form ofsubjectivism5 in the

following specifie sense: as "transcendental" it considers the a priori faculties of the

cognizing subject, as "idealism" it holds that this subjeet's a posteriori experience is

entirely determined by those facu1ties. At the same time, however, it is 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 ta us as to what they are in themselves ...

[are] not therefore less aetual" (Kant, 1950: 36). The true idealism against which Kant

eontrasts bis "very contrary" sort, deDies the existence of any such things in themselves.

The feature l want to bring out through this précis ofKantian idealism is the

preservation of an extra-subjective6 realm which in sorne (necessarily) ineffable way

functions as a counterweight ta the subjective activity of the categories, namely the realm

ofthe Ding an sich. l now suggest that it is in the rejeetion of the IIthing in itself' that

the key neO-Kantian concept ofSetzung finds its root in post-Kantian idealism. 50 long

as the Kantian dichotomy ofnoumena (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 1use tbis term with sorne trepidation, since "subjective" usually connotes "arbitrariness,"
"relativistic," etc.-the opposite of "objectivity." That is decidedly not what l mean. Kantdoes not
think that our cognition is arbitrary; on the contrary, one of bis chief aims in the first Critique is to
show how the use of the subjeet's categories can have objective validity (objektive Gü/tiglœit) (cf.
KrV, B120; Rose, 1981: 2, ff.; Pippin, 1989: 8; 16, if.), for ifthey do not, then subjectivism in the
sense ofarbitrariness would inevitably arise.
6 But not therefore "objective!" (See previous note.) Qnly that which is susceptIble to the activity of
the categories is possibly objective, for it is through that aetivity that it becomes (or is) an abject for
us. The Ding an sich is not so susceptible, hence aIso not objective. It falls outside any possible
categorial pUIChase.
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be in themselves" (KrVBI64).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 ofcritique-perhaps even more so than Kant himself. Fichte

takes Qver frOID Kant the notion of the mind's spontaneity,9 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 cali it an active

somethin& for this expression refers to something subsistent in which activity inheres ll

(Fichte, 1982: 21; quoted in Pippin, 1989: 44). As Pippin writes, the mind's activity

"[flor Fichte ... appears to mean a kind of complete autonomy" (pippin, 1989: 44). The

completeness of the mind's autonomy entails the rejeetion of any counterposed

transcendent reality as contributing (in whatever mysteriaus manner) ta the constitution

of the mind's abjects, as weIl as the rejection of the faculty of intuition as a receptive

faculty.lO

Now the "activity" of the intellect consists in the reflexivity ofabsolute "self­

positing" (sich selbst setzen); the absoluteness ofthis self-positing seems encoded in

how intellect posits itself, namely as 50 positing itself. ll Schlegel distills Fichte thus:

"Der einzige Anfang und vollstiindige Grund der Wissenschaftslehre ist eine

Handlung:"

[D]ie Totalisierung der reflexen Abstraktion, eine mit Beobachtung

verbundene Selbstkonstruktion, die innre freie Anschauung der Ichheit,

7 Cf. Rose, 1981: 4.
8 Cf. KrV, A97; B 132, et passim.
9 Cf. Pippin, 1989: 45-46.
10 Cf. Pippin, 1989: 52.
Il Cf. Pippin, 1989: 48, 50; Henrich, 1966. As Pippin argues, Fichte "is careful to point out that
the selfs original self-positing is not 'for irself an aet of self-creation, and that this activity must be
distinguished from what happens when you make yourself the abject of a conscious intention" (pippin,
1989: 50). This seems ta imply that the self-p0!2lting of the mind or intellect is not itself a self
conscious a~ but one which must follow from the conception of mind as pure spontaneity.

2:4



•

•

des Sichselbstsetzens, der Identitat 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: IV; emphases added)12

The totalization ofreflexive abstraction, a self-construction connected

with observation, the inner free intuition of III-ness, Il ofpositing-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.

Again:

Er [the first principle] muB nach der Sprache dieser Epoche, "schlechthin

gesetzt" sein, und zwar von einem "schlechthin unabhangïgen,

urspIÜIlglichen Selbstll
, das Il gesetzt ist, nicht weil es gesetzt ist, sondem

weil es selbst das Setzende ist". Dies ist Fichtes "ursprunglich durch

sich selbst gesetztes Ich", das sich durch Il absolute Kausalitat" selbst

setzt und in seinem "Gesetztsein ... durch nichts auBer ibm bestimmtll

ist.

(Schelling, 1856-61, Vol. 1: 96, ff.; cited in Schlegel~ 1958:

xxxix; emphases added)

The tirst principle must be, in the language ofthis epoch, "absoluteLy

posited," to wit, by an Ilabsolutely independent, originary Sel!:" which is

Ilposited, not because it is posited, but because it itselfis that which

posits." This is Fichte's 1111,' which is originally posited through itself,"

which posits itselfthrough "absolute causality," and which is, in its

"being-posited, _.. detennined through nothing external to itself."

12 Cf. Taylor, 1975: 529: "[T]he truth of speculative philosophy is just that thought, the Concept,
produces its own content out of itself. In the end, aIl matter must he seen as posited by the Idea."
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This notion of the "posit" (Setzung) thus represents a shift from an apparently staric

Kantian conception of mind to an exclusively dynamic interpretation of subjeetivity.13 1

do not pretend to comprehend the rneaning ofthese mysterious phrases, but they seem

ta suggest that the rnind just is the self-creative act of thinking itself. Perhaps there is

no way to explain th.is further, what is worth painting out is that the neo-Kantians come

to talk in the same way about their conception of minci, explicitly aclmowledging the

Ratsel of the Ursprung, of the mind's self-positing.

Now, for Fichte, as in German Idealisrn generally, the interpretation of mind is at

the same rime an interpretation of science (Wissenschaft). Since mind is that which

knows (weiss), i.e. which does science, the true interpretation of the rnind as knowing

amounts to understanding the conditions ofpossibility of the sciences. For that reason,

in turn, the science of mind amounts ta a science of science. Yet, because the science of

science is the rnind's knowledge ofhow aIL other sciences are possible for it, that science

cannot be itself "conditioned" by any other science; rather, as the science of science its

principle (erster Gnmdsatz) must be of entirely philosophical origin. As we will see

below, this close connection-if not confusion-of philosophy of rnind and philosophy

of science becomes important for understanding the Marburg School's rejection of a

psychological or "psychologistic" interpretation ofKant's philosophy.

It is hard ta say whetherthis historicization ofknowledge 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 ofGeist, but rather of one and the same

conflict being played out again and again. i4 Their attempt nonetheless ta reconcile this

13 Cf. Schnadelbach, 1983b: 106-107: "Dynamisienmg der Wissenschaft; 113, 114, lI5. 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 ofsystem.

Schnadelbach writes:

A philosophy which has based itselfon the absolute point of unity of

thinking and being, subjeet and objec~ truth and goodness, can represent

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

comprehends in itselfeverything, and whic~ moreover, for the sake of

the scientificity ofthis knowledge, must be a system and not a mere

aggregate ofcognitions.

(Schnadelbach, 1983b: 20)

For Hegel in particular, philosophy conceived as such an absolute system of

lmowledge-as absolute science-must consider all actuallmowledge of the sciences as

finite, relative and pre-philosophical, as needing, in short, incorporation ioto the absolute

system. 15 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 philosophys special ~k to

ground such a system.

To sum up: the most important link between the German Idealism and Marburg

neo-Kantianism is the transfonnation ofKant's conception of spontaneity into a

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

15 Cf. Schnadelbach, 1983b: 20-21.
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cognized. This move retums 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 ofcognition, freed from the

gravity of the ineffable noumen~ are reconceived as entirely dynamic and spontaneous,

"positing" or projecting the objective world as a kind ofspeculum or mirror in which

Gets! manifests itselfto 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 ofcategories, while radically reinterpreting

these notions in light of the natura! sciences and the s(;ientism which followed upon the

lapse of German Idealism.

2.3. German empiricism and psychologism.

The collapse of speculative idealis~ followed by the rise of scientistic empiricism is a

commonplace of German intelleetual history. Yet., as Max Wundt writes, "die Wendung

von dem Zeitalter der spekulativen Systeme zu dem der Einzelwissenschaften, von der

Romantik zum Positivismus, ist geistesgeschichtlich schwer zu fassen und noch wenig

gekla.rt" (Wundt, 1932: 341). Idealism did not 50 much "collapse" as retreat into the

obscurity of academic departments: "the Zeitgeist ... simply turned its face away from

philosophy in general, in order to pursue science in a post-Hegelian sense"

(Schnadelbach, 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 ofhis philosophy of nature: "dominée par un anti-mathématisme

vigoureux et opposée à 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 système était insoutenable" (philonenko, 1989: 7).17

16 Cf. Natorp, 1918: 5..
17 Cf. Scbnadelbac~ 1983b: 101, 109.
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Because Hegel conceived his philosophy as a system, the discrediting ofone of

its pillars, the philosophy of nature, cast the whole into doubt. 18 In particular, the

systematic approach was called inta question. As early as 1811, Schleiermacher, in his

lectures on dialectic, criticizes the practice of

setting up an epitome [InbegriffJ of propositions which ostensibly

cantains the essentiaI elements of knowledge in such a way that all the

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

logic, or metaphysics or naturaI philosophy, or whatever.

(Schleiennacher, 1976: 28, fT.; cited in Këhnke, 1986: 77)

Schleiermacher here attacks speculative idealism's characteristic rnanner ofpositing a

"so-called axiam [Gnmdsatz] at the head [of the system] as that with which knowledge

necessariIy begins, and which itself must simply be assumed withoU! having been

previously contained in prior thoughts from which it could have been developed"

(Schleiermacher, 1976: 28, ff.; cited in Këhnke, 1986: 77). Positing principles or

axioms as the cornerstone of one's system led to what Këhnke calis the "anarchy of

systems" (Kôhnk:e, 1986: 77). The "anarchy of systems" is anotherway ofdescribing

the contrast between philosophy's Personengebundenheit and the natural sciences'

commitment to impersonal research programs. 19 This contrast indicates an important

difference between the Marburgers' notion of systematicity and that of the speculative

ideaIists, which l will discuss below.

To say that beginning in the 1830'5 German science becomes "empiricized" is

not ta make a statement about actual scientific praetice of the day; rather, it is to make

the metascientific point that during this era the nature of science cornes 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.;
Scbnâdelbach, 1983b: 100, ff.
19 Cf. Schnâdelbach, 1983b: 120.
20 Cf. Schnâdelbach, 1983b: 108, 110.

2:9
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scientificity the deductive-systematic approach of a Schelling or Hegel~ favoring in its

stead certain procedural mIes.21 These "standard operating procedures" in turn

generate scientific experience, properly 50 called (Schnâdelbach, 1983b: 108).22 This

generated experience is the proper abject 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 ofGennan

empiricism~ Hermann von Helmholtz: "genuine science [is] ... nothing but methodically

and purposely completed and cleansed experience,"23 where "cleansed" means

"experimentally generate~" and "completed ll means "induetively generated."24 The

Marburgers ultimately attack empiricism at what they consider its weakest poin~ namely

its inductivism, the result ofwhat they argued is a misguided commitment to

psychologism.

What is psychologism? In our conte~ "psychologism" is an umbrella term used by its

critics25 to belittle the supposed error of various empiricist theories of cognition which

held sway in Germany from the 1830's26 through the 1920's.27 Mach, Avenarius and

21 Cf. Schnâdelbac~ 1983b: 109.
22 Cf. Diemer, 1968.
23 Helmholtz, H., cited in Konig, in Diemer, 1968: 90, ff., cited by Schnadelbach. 1983b: Ill.
24 Schnâdelbac~ 1983b: Ill.
25 Schnadelbach's erroneous remark tbat Husserl and Frege \Vere the Ione fighters of psychoIogism
typifies the neglect the Marburg School-and especially Natorp--bas suffered among scholars. Cf.
Natorp 1887. 1901; Frege, 1918; Dumme~ 1994: 22, ff.; Kusch, 1995: 276.
26 Perbaps Friedrich Eduard Beneke first articulated logical psychologism in post-idealist Germany.
He saw as central to philosophy a pure psychology. "rein aufunser SelbstbewuBtsein begriindet

... Nur auf diese Weise ist wahre Einheit und Ordnung ... [und] Allgemeingültigkeit
für die Philosophie zu erringen. Alle philosophischen Begriffe sind ja Erzeugnisse
der menschlichen Seele; und nur durch die Erkenntnis der Art und Weise aIso, wie sie
entstanden sind in dieser, konnen sie ihre hochste Klarheit erhalten.

(Beneke. 1832: 89, ff., cited in Kohnke, 1986: 82-83)
On the one llaru:L as Kohnke suggests, the early psychologism of Beneke and his contemporary,
Friedrich AdolfTrendelenburg, was the first herald ofa philosophy that abandoned speculative system­
building, and saw itselfas "theory ofknowledge [Erkenntnistheorie] (Kohnke. 1986: 109). Yet. on
the other band. it was precisely psychologism in the realm of logie which the Erkenntnistheoretiker
of Marburg, as weil as Frege and Husserl, would particuIarly come to combat. On Fries as the
originator of a Kantian psychologism, see Natorp, 1887: 262.
27 Kusch shows that "the wide variety ofcharaeteristics suggested [by the term. "psychologism"}. as
weil as their vagueness, makes it an easy feat to identify psychologism or psychologistic tendencies in
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Cornelius, who argue for a "biological foundation oflogic from the perspective of the

'economy ofthought'" belong to the psychologistic sinners as much as the logicians,

Sigwart, Erdmann, Heymans, Wilhelm Wundt, Riehl, Lipps, and Schuppe, to name but a

few.28 All29 are said to have derived their views from the associationism30 of the

archpsychologists Hume31 and the Mills, père32 et fils. 33

The particular species ofpsychologism most relevant ta the philosophy of

science, and which cornes most ta exercise critics such as Natorp, Husserl and Frege, is

/ogica/ psychologism. This term is notoriously slippery and opaque, and has been given

a startling variety of definitions. 34 Let us use J.S. Mill's as a tirst orientation:

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

Sa far as it is a Science at all, it is a part or branch ofPsychology.... Its

each and every philosoplûcal system" (Kusc~ 1995: 6). See esp. ms chatt of"Accused and Accusers,"
on p. 7.
28 Natorp, 1901: 277.
29 It bas been pointed out to me by Stephen Menn that not all forros of psychologism in faet are
based on associationism; the anti-associationism of such thinkers as James McCosh and Leonard
Nelson would also have offended Natorp. l will explore these aspects of the psychologism-debate at a
later tïme.
30 Ryle, in bis account of the philosophical movements against psychologizing theones of mind
writes: "Brentano realized tbat the then prevalent English theories of mentallife were impotent to do
justice to the notions of conception, judgement and inference, of the will and of the feelings. The
atternpt 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, betweenjudgment and rnere fancy, between
inference and mere suggestia~ between doubt and mere vacancy ...." (Ryk~: 1971a). However accurate
this may he as a description ofBrentano's attitude, it does not reflect the transcendental critique of neo­
Kantianism. Their problem was not that the associationism of ''English theories" implied a "rnndom
coagulation" ofthoughts, but on the contrary, that associationism presupposed the mind attending to
certain features of experience, its associatioœ happening through (rule-govemed) procedures of
identification and compansan. These procedures, it was argued, presupposed certain a priori concept­
[unetions. This is discussed below.
31 "Here is a kind of attraction, which in the mental world will be found to bave as extraordinary
effeetsas in the natural, and ta shew itself in as many and as varions forros" (Treatise, Book 1, §IV).
Cf. esp. KrV, A7661B794.
32 James Mill gave Hume's associationism its "most rigorous exposition:" "In bis Analysis ofthe
Phenomena ofthe Human Mind [J. Mill] describes 'sensations' and 'ideas' as the two 'primary states of
consciousness'~these were mecbanically linked by association, now reduced to a single principle-'order
ofoccurrence. 1 115 strength is determined by two main conditions-frequency and vi\idness"
(Encyclopaedia Britannica, 1968: "Psychology").
33 !lIn particular Mill's System ofLogic (1843) stimulated (chiefly as an emetic) a gala'<)' of original
thinkers ioto reconsideration of the principles of logic, episternology and psychology" CRyIe, 1971b:
215).
34 For a representative catalogue, see Kusch, 1995: 4-5.
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theoretic grounds are wholly borrowed from Psychology, and include as

much afthat science as is required ta justify the rules of an art.

(NIill, 1874: 359)

The "laws" oflogic, according to ~l, are ultimately rooted in experience, out ofwhich

they spring as generalizations in accord with the psychologica/ laws of association.

Renee, "logic, as Mill saw it, does not yield necessary truths, only propositions whose

negation we take as inconceivab/e (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" (11ill, 1843: Bk. II, Ch. 7, Sec. 5; quoted in Macnamara, 1986: 13). From

this spirit, theu, 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 ofKant's separation of objective and subjective validity, of the question ofright

from the question of fact, 35 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 ofpsychologism" (Macnamara, 1986:

Il). The point is not hard to see. In the first Critique, bath the Transcendental Aesthetic

and the Transcendental Analytic seem straightforward1y to conceive logic as the rules by

which the understanding constitutes objective experience. As Rose puts it,

a transcendeotal account may transfonn the logical question ofvalidity

ioto the epistemological question ofhow 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 whale project for a transcendentallogic reduces

35 Cf. Rose, 1981: 2.
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validity to the synthesis of representations, ta the description of

processes of consciousness.

(Rose, 1981: 4)

This psychological interpretation ofKant was not universally held in the German

psychologistic camp. While Helmholtz and especially Wilhelm Wundt36 did sa

understand Kant, the more common view seems to have been articulated by Benno

Erdmann. On the one hand he defines logic as the "general, fonnal, 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 ofthinking."38 Yet Erdmann goes on to argue that since logic

studies the validity of assertoric judgements, and since judgements are psychological

aets, logic must investigate those mental processes "factically found in our

consciousness" which make judgements true or faise, valid or invalid.39 Thus he

opposes Kant insofar as he thinks Kant's separation of logic from the actual contents of

cognition FIgees too far,1I 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 ofthose mental processes "factically found in our

consciousness" which ground the possibility ofjudgement. 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 tirst place to generate any concepts

whatsoever.41 Thus psychologism, at least of the l\1ill-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 Kan~ KrV, A541B78.

39 Erdmann, 1907: 26. Cf. esp. Natorp, 1887: 261, ff.; Sluga, 1993; 1980: 12-13~ Carl, 1994: Il.
ff.; 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

fundamentallogical rules; on the other hand, it in particular constitutes the investigative

method ofscience (i.e. generalizing over the empirical data experimentally gained);

hence, scientific thought is inductive both qua thought (psychologism), and qua

scientific (em.piricism).

Antipsychologism. Antipsychologism often hints of the alarmist-psychologism is not

just false, we must not allow it to be truel-the same tone encountered among opponents

of relativism. This is not accidentai: the danger of psychologism precisely lies in the

prospect of relativism and skepticism. Sînce the question of psychologism's danger is

distinct from that ofits truth, l shaH take up each in turn.

Firs!, 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 Icnowledge, and not probable

conjecture; or, alternatively, as a system of laws and not mere regularity or Il constant

conjunction."42 For if our concepts, and thus our judgements, cao be no more than

probably or for the most part true, then how can the judgements of science and ethics

not lose their respective daims to apodicticity and normativity? Of course, someone like

Milljust doesn't see this consequence as a problem with psychologism, much less an

argument against it. As we saw above, he simply adroits the contingency of even s,lch

an apparent "necessityll as the law ofcontradiction; insisting that it is necessary will not

maye him who says it merely seems so.

Psychologism's enemies must show why it is wrong. One line of attack, familiar

frorn Frege and Husserl, is to show that psychologism makes nonsense ofthings we

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

42 Cf. Natorp, 1917: 227.
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there is no objectivity, communication is rendered impossible. For ifthoughts and

meanings were them.selves constituted in and by the individual psyche, they \yould he

radically private and meanings could not be communicated. If what l mean by "dog"

and what you mean by "dog" is really constituted in our respective mental processes, we

could never know ifour meanings were the same; nor could we even lmow ifwe meant

the same thing by "same." Communicability ofmeanings presupposes their objectivity

and trans-subjeetivity, and cannat therefore belong to the private reaIm of empirical

psyches.

As if the incoherence ofcommunication were not an ill enough consequence,

related consequences prove even more vexing to psychologism's defenders, for they

undermine the scientistic foundation ofpsychologism itself. Even if one disregards the

fact that mthout communication science is scarcely conceivable, it is more direetly

threatened by the sacrifice ofobjectivity. For should science be considered as a mere

heap of individual impressions and ideas, it would forfeit the very possibility ofrigor

which is thought ta distinguish it from the anarchy plaguing speculative idealism.43

Why should the scientists' probabilities command more respect than the idealists'

posits? Do they not bath appear equally loose and arbitrary? Objectivity is required if

norms and standards are ta 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 ll whose propositions have a very high probability ofbeing

right (based on very large samples), but it is utterly embarrassing ta psychologistic

logicians, especially ifthey are unwilling to pay Mill's price:44 the sacrifice oflogic's

validity (Geltung).45 Yet, it seems, pay the price they must: for how can psychology, an

empirical science which, qua empirical, must remain within the reaim ofinduetive

43 Cf. Cassirer, 1910: 31.
44 Cf. Farber, 1943: 102.
45 Natorp, L887: 262.
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probability or relative~ justify such an absolute bindingness?46 Ifpsychologism is

true, the truths of logic and arithmetic themselves are reduced to the stahls of mere

probabilities-a result only a radical skeptic, and certainly few scientistic empiricists,

would be prepared to swallow.

2.4. The sources ofneo-Kantianism.

In the foregoing pages l have tried no more than to sketch the sources of the dilemma

faced by many philosophers who, in the words ofRyle,

[a]ll alike were in revoit against the idea-psychology ofHume and Mill;

[who] a1l alike demanded the emancipation of logic from psychology;

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

subjectivist theories ofthinking; [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

faetual enquiries to the naturai sciences and conceptual enquiries to

philosophy....

(Ryle, 1971a)

Ryle is here describing the situation ofHusserl, Meinong and Frege, of Bradley, Peirce,

Moore and Russell. He does not mention the neo-Kantians, though they tao were

leaders among those pursuing the "rehabilitation of philosophy. "47 Still, bis omission

is in a way fitting, because for ail their similarities and sympathies with the thinkers in

Ryle's list, the Marburgers differ cruciaily in one respect: while indeed appealing to a

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

46 Cf. Natorp, 1901: 272.
47 Schnâdelbach, 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 ofmeanings, but of "validity" (Geltung).

As Rose bas correct1y 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,

"[v]alidityll for Lotze, in opposition to Kant, pertains to propositions not

to concepts. Propositions cao be affirmed or denied regardless of

wbether we are in a position aett.lally 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 "oceur," or ofthings which "exist" or "are." The reaIity

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

not hold. ... This kind of reality, the validity of truths, is quite distinct

from the question ofwhether 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,49

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," l say, but not

therefore "constituted in;" in other words, just as the realm ofbeing (i.e. really existing

or occurring things and events) is accessible ta, but not dependent upon perception

ultimately rooted in intuition, 50 is the realm ofvalid 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 sinnliçhen Gehalt
nach ist, trin dasjenige, was er im Zusammenhang der Erkenntnis bedeutet: und diese seine Bedeutung
eIWachst ihm aus den wechselnden logischen 'Aktcharakteren', die sich an ibn heften kënnen." Cf.
Mac~ 1986: 42-44.
49 They do net, contrary ta Rose. Cf. Rose, 1981: 5, 9; cf. esp. Natorp, 1921b: 201.
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Lotze's demarcation ofvalidity set it apart frOID any relation either to

pracesses ofconsciousness or to consciousness in general (Bewusstsein

überhaupt). Validity was separate even frOID transcendental genesis50....

Lotze kept the examination of perception and cognition strictly separate

trom the logic of thinking.

(Rose, 1981: 9)

Lotze carves out a domain of lagic entirely separate from experience, and thus withaut

any "transcendental" import; a) the objects ofthis logic are independent ofpsychic

cognitive pracesses; b) the logie itself consequently is not the logie of the conditions of

possibility of (psychic) experienee.

Of course, it seems very odd ta say that the lagic of validity is not a (Kantian)

logic of cognition, but then aIso to call it alogie ofthinking, imagining that this would

separate logic from psychology once and for ail; for is "thinking" not aIso 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 logie frem mind

entirely (a patent absurdity), but rather ta 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 shawn ta have nothing ta with

thinking, but rather when logic is shawn not ta derive from psychological activity

specifically conceived as cognitive experience. It is for this reason that Lotze and the

Marburgers abandon Kants project oftranscendental criticism (defining the conditions

ofpossibility ofall experience) in favor ofa "pure logic,1I 51 "pure ll because the validity

(Geltung) of its truths is atemporal, and therefore beyond possible experience.

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

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

50 By this, l take it Rose means that validity bas nothing ta do \Vith experience even as its a priori
conditions of possibility.
SI Cf. Rose, 1981: 10. l dispute her point that Marburg philosophy is not transcendental in the
following paragrapb.
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of thought This strategy, while departing significantly from the philosophy of the tirst

Critique, remains fundamentally transcendental. It does not, however, concem itself

with the conditions ofpossibility ofpsychically empirical objects. Rather, it is

concemed with the conditions of possibility of the exact (mathematical) sciences.52 It is

as though they rise from Kant's primary concem with the categoriallogic ofcognition to

the ideallogic of the scientific concatenation of those cognitions. As l will argue, the

move is analogous to the Platonic ascent from dom ta epistêmê, ifby dom we

understand the objectivation of experience as opposed to the scientific norms of

objeetivity we attain with epistêmê.

Let us characterize the general strategy ofthe anti-psychologistic arguments

sektched in the previous section as "consequentialist:" ifpsychologism is true, then such

and such bad results follow. 53 By contrast, the neû-Kantian strategy54 is to show how

the psychologistic account of the inductive process itselfpresupposes certain

"functional concepts" or "concept-functions"55 which themselves cannot have had their

origin in induction; on the contrary, they are its very conditions ofpossibility. Thus, the

Marburgers do not "revoIt against" psychologism by rejeeting its scientistic, inductivist

principles outright. 56 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 Gennan empiricism differs from

speculative idealism is its foundation in impersonal rules of procedure, i.e. in method. It

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

52 Cf. esp. Natorp, 1910: 1-4.
53 For Husserl's consequentialism. see Farber, 1943: 109, ff.
54 Cf. Natorp, 1887: 262, for another approach, which l shanl rehearse here.
55 1discuss the meaning of BegrifftfUnktionen and FunktionsbegrijJïn 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 whale tradition. But by 1917. at least, Natorp argues
that Husserl bas become "entirely rooted in critical philosophy," and that bis 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 cannat be derived in

any way from experience; rather, the method by which experience is l1 cleansed, Il ta recall

Helmholtz's term, is not taken from, but rather imposed upon, empirical phenomena.

Method purifies experience,57 thereby generating genuinely scientific experience. But

since that method is itself non-empirical, the Marburgers argue, it is a priori. It is

precisely here that they resort ta that favorite term ofFichte and Schelling, Setzung, to

name the activity of rnind that constitutes the a priori of scientific method. The next

step is a natura! inflection, linguistic and cooceptual, ofSetz-ung (posit) iota Ge-setz

(law), from the activity iota i15 result.

It is crucial ta 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 anooymous subjectivity to which any individual

scientist subjects himselfqua 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 "positll in or forthemselves individually,

but always in accordance with the method of science which, though not empirical is aIso

not for that reason subjective. It is in method that the scientific mind consititutes itself.

Method, then, is the neo-Kantian, post-positivist name for an a priori, anonymous

process, the objectivity ofwhich is warranted by its trans- and inter-subjectivity. It is

this objectivity alone which, in turn, underwrites the legitimacy of scientific faws.

Whereas empiricist theory of science holds the laws of nature to be no more than

inductive generalizations, the neo-Kantians offer the idea1istic alternative of law as a

concept-fimction which makes possible the process of induction itself. This alternative

entails a radical and transcendental reconception of the relationship between abject and

concept.

57 "Erfahrung ist selbst eine soIche Synthesis der Wahmehmungen, welche meinen Begriff, den ich
vermittelst einer Wahmehmung habe, durch andere hinzukommende vermehrt" (KTV, A7641B792).
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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 cao yield

genuinely scientific propositions, propositions, that is, which gelten with the atemporal

absoluteness proper to the realm ofvalidity.59 For Natorp, there is no such thing as an

"'inductive proot:' which tries to conjure up universal propositions out ofindividualfact

(as ifsuch were already secured in advance)" (Natorp, 1917: 241). Thus, to argue that

the process of induction presupposes an a priori concept-funetion is no! intended te

show that inductive conclusions possess bona fide scientific status after all; this

argument applies only against the psychologistic view that ail our propositions are mere

a posteriori generalizations, by showing that generalization itself presupposes certain a

priori concepts.60 Second, the establishment of the necessity ofa priori concept­

functions for all thinking naturally leads the neo-Kantians to the further and distinct

view that science in actual practice does no! proceed by inductive generalization at ail,

but by hypothetical positing, which just is the activity of a priori functions.61 The

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

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

2.5.1. Induction dependent on "concept-functions.1I

In Substanzbegrijfund Funktionsbegrifj, the last of the Marburgers, Ernst Cassirer,

gives a lucid account of the transcendental tum 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 Beziehung ... zuletzt ein
abstrakter Gegenstand, ein alIgemeines Vorste/lungsbild sich entwickelt, in dem die àhnlichen Züge
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, he followed by a confirmatory induction: "confirmation of the thesis through
its execution [i.e. through working out its implications] is the meaning of aIl 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 ofthis realism in Aristotle's logic and

ontology.62

Aristotle's realist axiom is that a world ofindependently 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 manifes!; 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,63 But

as Cassirer adds, the "concept is not a mere subjective schema, in which we pull together

the common elements of sorne arbitrary group of things;" rather, the concept that is

50ught by the process of abstraction is the "realform, which warrants the causal and

teleological connexion of the individual things ll (Cassirer, 1910: 9). For Aristotle, the

fonnal concept, which is given as a part ofthe individual thing, counts as explanatory of

that thing.64 The ontological category of substance, conceived as an individual thing, is

paramount: a "solid thing-Iy substrate" must be present at hand (vorhanden) in order

for any of the higher "logicai-grammaticai kinds ofbeing to find their real traction and

ground" (Cassirer, 1910: 10). Cassirer's account of Aristotle is simply the orthodox

Marburg !ine, most polemically and painstakingly advanced by Natorp. AristotIe.. the

neo-Kantians say, took a tum that would bend European philosophy in favor of the

substance-interpretation of the concept: "[t]he basic categorial relation of the thingto its

qualifies from nowon remains the guiding point ofview..." (Cassirer, 1910: 10). He

turned, they say, inta a blind alley.

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

were) inta the present clay. Later disputes between nominalists and realists, and even

62 Cassirer, 1910: 4, ff. Cf. Natorp, 1887: 276, ff.~ 1969: 8~ 16, ff.~ Pl: 384-456.
63 Cassirer, 1910: 5.
64 Cf. Cassirer, 1910: 10.
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Berkeley's IIpsychological critique of'abstract' concepts," all take for granted that a

concept, be it of things or of ideas, is properly defined as a representation oftheir

common features, Le. oftheir simi/arities (Cassirer, 1910: II).65 Ali alike fail to

question whether "the genuinely scientific concept-particularly of mathematics and

physics-might not have a different task to accomplish than the one which this scholastic

explanation sets forthem" (Cassirer, 1910: 11-12). The "substantial forms" that

constitute for Aristotle the aim of abstractive conceptualization are replacecL in the

modem 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 ofNfill's associationism (Cassirer, 1910: 13). "The only

difference between the ontological [Aristotelian] and the psychological [Nfillian] point

ofview is that the 'things' of scholasticism were heings copied in thought, whereas the

abjects of the latter view are no more than contents ofmental representations"

(Cassirer, 1910: 14; emphasis added).66

The full scope of Cassirer's critique ofwhat has been sketched as (Aristotelian)

realism will become clearer when we uncover its Natorpian roots in the course of the

next chapter, l want here juS! to focus on Cassirer's undermining of the empiricist

account of induction as the origin ofconcepts. As we have seen, this accoun! makes

!wo key claims: (a) things exist and are given to us, along with (b) their similarities or

commona/ities, which allow us, by sorne psychological process (say, "association"), to

fonn 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], ifit is grasped andjudged as such [i.e., as similar].

Da13 die "unbewuBten t
' Spuren~ die von einem früheren

Wahrnehmungsbild in uns zurückgeblieben sind, einem neuen Eindruck

tatsachlich gleichartig sind, bleibt fur den ProzeB, um den es sich hier

65 Cf. Cassirer, 1910: 12, 14.
66 Cf. Cassirer, 1953: 11
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bandelt, 50 lange gleichgültig, ais beide Elemente nieht ais ahnlieh

erkannt sind. Pamit aber ist zunachst ais Grundlage ailer"Abstraktion"

ein Akt der ldentifikation anerkannt.

(Cassirer, 1910: 19; emphasis added)

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

which have remained in us are in faet similar ta a new impression., this

faet is irrelevant for the process we are interested in here as long as bath

elements are not recognized as similar. However;7 this immediately

means that an aet 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 tum depends on a eriterion of similarity;7 which the manifold manifestly

cannot of itself provide. A moment of refleetion 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).67 Rather, the criterion is decided or posited by the minci; it is the "function" or

"aet" (HandJung)68 by which certain features of the manifold are discemed as similar,

or (as Cassirer, following Natorp, adds) different, or even or odd, bigger or smaIler, etc.

It thus funetions as the Grundlegung for the "perception" of similarity, difference, and

any other categorial (conceptual) features in the manifold.69 Without this grounding

function, "'abstraction' would remain directionless and rudderless" (Cassirer, 1910: 31).

We see now how the neo-Kantian outflanks the psychologistic realist. He

demonstrates, by transcendental argument, that the mind controIs an autonomous and

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

67 Cf. Natorp, 1917: 227.
68 Natorp, 1910: 22.
69 Cassirer uses the terms, Grundlage and Grundlegung, loaded with Kantian (transcendental)
significance, a~ e.g., 1910: 19, 22, 33.
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provide the criteria for our judgements concerning the phenomenal manifold.. These

jùnctional concepts (of which mathematical functions are Cassirer's paradigm70) serve

literally to generate objects out ofthe manifold. Thus, while the neo-Kantians expose

the explanatory crudeness and inadequacy of the induetivist doctrine of abstraction, they

at the same rime calI into question the meaning of the realist ontology.

Nevertheless, our discussion thus far will have left sorne scratching their heads:

is it not psychologistic to speak of the a priori functions, whatever they are, as sorne

kind ofa 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 anYt:hing

to do with mind (psyche). This seems paradoxical, as l said above, since thinking seems

inconceivable without (a) mind to do the thinking. Husserl tries ta evade the problem by

positing a "transcendental ego" as the object of his "pure"-i.e. non-psychologizing, yet

not therefore psych%gical-phenomenological investigations. As dubious as sorne

might fmd Husserl's move, at least he makes the effort; the Marburgers do not. It

therefore remains for the charitable interpreter to do bis best to figure out how they cao

conceive oftbinking without a thinker, ofthoughts, as Dummett puts it with regard to

Frege, "extruded from the mind."

The basic problem lies in the ambiguous meaning of the Marburg shibboleth,

"functîon." In Natorp especially, and to a lesser degree in Cassirer, "funetion" is used

synonymously with "Akt" or "Handlungll (act), in which use they appeal to Kant. A

function, then, is a "thought-act, Il an aet of synthesis, of relation, of construction. But

they aIso use llfunction" in the sense of "Grundfunktion" or "basic function" of thought

to name (Kantian) categories. Are the categories aets? What could that mean? Thirdly,

Cassirer illustrates the conception offunction 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 Cohe~ 1902b: 447, ff.; 1916: 307.
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paradigm case. Are mathematical functions lI acts?1I Are they assimilable to categories

in sorne respects? The common issue in aIl 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 50, in what sense they could still be considered aets.71

Natorp sometimes speaks of "Denkinhalte ll
:
72 these thought-contents are what

is thought when we think. Secondly, Natorp means, when he speaks ofthinking,

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 synt.hesized a

priori, and then app/ied 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. 1t helps to remember that Kant, too, not ooly conceives the

Grundfunktionen of thought, the categories, as Ilfunctions,Il but aIso has a conception of

non-analytic synthetic concepts that seem to fit the Marburg sense of "function." [n

discussing the notion of synthesis in Kant, 1. M. Young writes:

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

which Kant thinks are characteristic of mathematics and naturaI science,

we begin, as it were, by legis/ating 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 detennine 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 tbat
could he interpreted non-psychologistically.
72 Natorp, 1910: 21.
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of the concept (in empiricaI science). '" [W]e begin by layingdown 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 fonning the

manifold, that is, bringing it into the relations prescribed by the concept.73 This phase

of the concepts' application ofcourse requires a thinking mind, aIthough the concepts'

"validity" holds whether or not this particular mind applies it; sa its "existence" does not

imply psychologism. Moreover, although the concept required a mind to construct i~ it

did not require any particular mind ta 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 funetion­

concept? It made clear ta itselfwhat 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 ofvision to illustrate this very platonistic point of view.

Plato's metaphor of the mind's eye can he read as suggesting a beliefin intelleetual

intuition; l suspect this is why Natorp avoids ail mention of the cave allegory in Pla/os

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 ofbeing visible, it is thinkable. We could therefore

rephrase Natorp's "thought-content" as a "thinkable" (parallel ta the Stoic lekton, or

"sayable").74 Just as a lekton need not be said to "exist," but in fact makes the sayer say

something instead of babbling, sa 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 ta
generate a genuine abject, 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? l believe 50, as
long as one recognizes that seeing is in no wise passive, that vision, too, synthesizes, tbat is, can he
said to "pick out" its abjects, and sa constitute them as seen objects for itself.
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mind ta "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: fus!, 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,75 to the intuitional manifold that is

concretely give~ he 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 govem

(or describe) the relational structure ofthese 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"76 ofscientific erperience, of which the

ideally rigorous paradigm is "exact science ll (e.g. theoretical physics).77 Science is a

faet; as Cohen curtly puts it, "die Wissenschaften ... liegen in gedruckten Büchem vor"

(Cohen, 1902a: x). These II printed books" contain propositions expressing cognitions

of objects or objective states of affairs, and daim to be systems of knowledge, i.e. of

science. Philosophy's task is to give a non-inductivist account ofhow these knowledge­

systems (science) are possible.78 The inductive method of abstraction and

generalization can never yield exactness of scientific cognition, where "exaetll (aiso)

75 Cassirer thus speaks ofthese functional concepts generally as Ifcategorial functions" (cf. Cassirer,
1910, Cbs. 1-2). Natorp aIso thinks ofthese categorial concepts as unlimited in number, unlike Kant
(Natorp, 1910: 35).
76 Natorp, 1969: 11, et passim.
77 In this~ neo·Kantianism truly does continue a projeet begun by Kant, perhaps most clearly
exemplified by the "Second Pan of the Main Transceooental Problem" 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 It is crucial to see that this specifically philosophical task presupposes an interpretation ofjust
what the "fact of science" consists in. As we have already seen, the Marburg interpretatioil bas it that
science determines the laws 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

funetional categorial concepts, in Kant's sense of Verstandesbegriffe, enables the

Marburgers to give a transcendental account ofthis ideal scientificity. Yet while both

Kant and the Marburgers would agree that categories are active funetions which "make

possible" or indeed generate scientific experience, there is nonetheless a big difference

between the two systems.

Here the necrKantians adopt a key modification made by the German Idea1ists

to Kanrs idealism, the abolition of the Ding-an-sich, which here, too, results in the same

"total idealism. 'l Fichte's unbound, unbounded subjeetivity entails that the world of

nature is the posit or Setz-ung of mind; 50 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.79 But as l 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 ofGerman

Idealism as a legitimation crisis of subjectivity. The speculative philosophers conceive

positing as a brute aet by a selfwhose nature it simply is to posit; yet such a view of

subjectivity, while appearing ta grant it total and absoLute power, in fact fractures its

autonomy dt 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 ta a thetic

compulsion. The Marburg move ta 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 itselfto what Natorp elsewhere80

caUs the Law of Lawfulness (Gesetz der Gesetzlichkeit), which enjoins that there ought to

he /aw. The fact that subjeetivity itselfposits this first law in no way lessens its

imperative force. On the contrary, it cements it. For subjectivity posits the law

categorical/y, and 50 simultaneously places itselfunder it. It is precisely in this self-

79 Cf. Cohen., 19ü2b: 449; 1916: 308, ff.
80 E.g. Natorp, 1887: 285; 1911: ;1917: 246.
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giving oflaw, withoU! restriction, that subjectivity asserts its auto-nomy; it is through

abiding by it that it confirms its legitmacy.81

If the law oflawfulness is the prime directive of scientific rationality, it is

through method that this directive is executed. The neo-Kantian ootion of method is

based 00 a view ofhow empirical science in fact works: the rational community commits

ta common mIes, in accordance with wbich it systematically proceeds and progresses

towards an ideal of complete knowledge of nature. The propositions of science are

neither deduced from, nor incorporated ioto sorne speculating iodividual's staric system,

established and justified by intuitive fiat.82 Moreover, neo-Kantianism, like empiricism,

understands method as the rational cleansing of ordinary experience by which it

becomes Ilscieotific experience."83 The key difference is that this cleansing is oot

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.84 For as we saw above, the Marburgers hold that ooly 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 ta

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

81 Cf. KrV, A8391B867.
82 Cf. Natorp: 1887: 259-260 (emphasis added): "Auch diese allgemeine Correlation zw1schen Gesetz
und Gegenstand dürfen \ViT ... wohl auch sachlich als festgestellt annelunen; festgestellt nicht durch das
Gutdanken oder die Systemsucht dieses oder jenes Philosophen, sondem durch die That der
Wissenschaft, die überall im Gesetze den Gegenstand constituirt'l
83 Cf. esp. Natorp, 1917: 237; 246; 1969: 13.
84 Cf. Natorp, 1917: 226.
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Reconstruction ofroot-functions and "categories." In earlier sections l have tried to

explain why, from the transcendental standpoint, the objects ofexperience are conceived

as the products of synthesis (and not simply given ta 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:

[D]as Denken schafft zwar (in den Wissenschaften) nach sicheren

Gesetzen der Synthesis, aber in weitem Umfang ohne dieser Gesetze

sich zugleich bewuJ3t zu sein. Sein Interesse sind unmittelbar nicht sie,

sondem das, was an Erkenntnisgehalt durch ihre Kraft zutage gefàrdert

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

ganz neues Stadium der Reflexion, nicht nach dem jedesmaligen

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

überhaupt irgendein Gegenstand der Wissenschaft sich zum Gegenstand

erst gestaitet. Diese neue Art der Reflexion ist es, die wir Logik85

nennen.

(Natorp, 1969: 10-11)86

It is true that thinking aperates [schaffi] (in the sciences) in accord with

secure laws of synthesis, although ta a large eX!ent at the same rime it is

uncanscious of these laws. 1ts interest is not primarily these laws, but

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

Thinking is in each case focused upan its particular abject. An entirely

new level of retlectian is required ta investigate, not the particular abject,

but the laws in accordance with which tlùs and any scientific abject in

85 Cf. Natorp, 1969: 13.
86 Connected to Plata (Republic) al Natorp, 1969: 12.
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general first constitutes itself as an object This new kind ofref1ection

we caU "logic."

For Natorp, this new kind of reflection or 1l1ogic" takes the form. of a "reconstructionll of

the synthetic aets that come prior to and generate experience by giving the law to the

manifold. Given the transcendental doctrine offunction-concepts, reconstruction seeks

the pure, categorial root-functions of synthesis.87 And since the logic of science starts

from the "faet" 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 aIso leads ta the clea.nsing of scientific experience, since the

analYtic ascent is complemented by a re-synthesizing, constructive descent to cognition;

this second sYQthesis, while no longer the business of philosophy, but rather of science,

is nowJully scientific-i.e. "Iogically" justified-because the prior analysis has laid bare

the source ofits "unconscious" laws and their bindingness (Gü/tigkeit).88 Science

proceeds constructively on foundations precisely known and anchored Cit is hoped) in

the bedrock of reason's ultimate principle: /aw. 89

Just what, then, are these root-functions ofcognition? Both Natorp and Kant

take thinking to be a discursive cognition through concepts.9O Concepts, in~ are the

predicates of possible judgements.91 Hence, for both Natorp and Kant, the root­

functions of thinking are the root-functîons ofjudgement as such, abstracted from any

content, and these are categories.92 Nonetheless, Natorp seems undecided whether one

can exhaustively tabulate the categories, as Kant does in the Transcendental Analytic.

Though we cannat here explore the differences between neo-Kantian and Kantian

87 "Teh verstehe ... unter Synthesis in der allgemeinsten Bedeunmg die Handlung, verschiedene
Vorstellungen zueinander hinzuzutun, und ihre Mannigfaltigkeit in eiDer Erkenntnis zu begreifen"
(KrV, A77IBI03).
88 Natorp, 1969: 13. Cf. Natorp, 1917: 224; 236; 241; 243; 246; 1888: 128, ff.
89 Cf. Natorp, 1969: 10. Cf. esp. KrV, A77-781B 103, ff.
90 Cf. Kr V, A681B93.
91 Cf. KrV, A691B94.
92 Cf. KrV, A701B95.
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doctrine, it is important to note that for Natorp and Cohen, "category" has a much

broader meaning than for Kant93 The categories are no longer merely the conditions of

synthesiziog sensible intuition iota empirical cognitions, but are themselves the laws of

scientific thought.94 Thus the functioo ofKant's "Ideas" is collapsed ioto that ofhis

categories, yielding a new, fluid, hybrid a priori concept. Perhaps this is because they

dissolve Kant's distinction between "predicaments" and "praedicabilia" (Pradikamente

and Pradikabilien). "Predicaments" is another ward 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, A81-82JBI07-10S).

Natorp seems to consider praedicabilia, too, to be "categories," as weil as ail other

scientific concepts that are posited and împosed a priori upon the phenomena. Thus,

e.g., he narnes the Kantian praedicabile, "force, Il in the same breath as "acceleration,

energy, atom, ion, etc.," all ofwhich are a priori junctional concepts.95

Nonetheless, this does not mean that Natorp holds that there are no primitive

root-functions. Take the following remark:

"Absolut" ist ..., wenn man sa will, die Methode, die GesetzlichJœit der

Bestimmung; absolut-wenn es gelange, es mit voUer Sicherheit

aufzustellen--das kategoriale Grondgerüst....

93 This is an inheritanee from Cohen. For Cohen. every concept is a Grund/egung (Cohen, 1902c:
377), which, in turn, is a "category.'1 For discussions ofwhat Lembeek (1993) calls the 'Iradical
openness ofCohenls category-system.lt cf. Lembec~ 1993: 128~ Ede!, 1994: 334, ff.;~ 1981;
1984.
94 To understand the use Cohen makes ofPlato's ideas in bis epistemology, one must understand how
Cohen conceives the relatîonship of tbat epistemology to the natura! sciences. It is primarily by
elaborating the role of epistemology vis-à-vis the natura! sciences tbat Cohen thinks of himself as a
Kantian. This role bas a double moment: (1) it determines and grounds the sciences, Le. it gives the
correct interpretation of the meaning of scieIlCe~ (2) it grants philosophy its own proper scientljïc role
in the unending l'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 anempt 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 he an indispensable element of understanding Kantls
contemporazy (Le. nineteenth-eentury) importance. 'TC]'est en étudiant la science de la nature, et non
in abstracto, dans réther de la spéculation, que Kant en est venu à 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)96

The method is "absolute," the /awfU/ness of determination; absolute, that

is, ifone were successfu/ in erecting the basic categoria/ structure with

complete certainty.

Natorp sounds skeptical whether a "basic categorial framework" could be "set up with

total certainty.1I At the same time he admits that "lawfulness ofdetermination Il

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 ofthinking?97 Would the less certain Il categorial framework ll then not name the

system ofpraedicabilia lower down in the conceptual hierarchy? For Natorp, lawfulness

in thinking just means synthesizing (i.e. unifying), and detennining (i.e. identifying).98

Hence, he must consider at least the concepts ofunity99 and identityloo ta be absolute

root-concepts. But as we shall see below, the concept ofunity is embedded in a co­

original system101 ofother 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 l02 but

philosophical, i.e., ta the realm ofatemporal, transempirical validity of (scientific) law.

The systematic interrelations and interconnections of the root-funetions are not the real

conditions of possibility of sorne concrete psyche's aets of thinking (the object of

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

96 Cf. Natorp, 1917: 230: "[D]em echten Empirismus, dem kein Erfahrungssatzje schlechthin, als
Letztes, Absolutes gelten darf, entspricht der echte Apriorismus, dem ebensowenig irgend ein Satz 'a
priori' ais Letztes, Absolutes gilt."
97 Cf. Cohen, 1871: 96-97; Philonenko, 1989:23.
98 Cf. Natorp. 1969: 20; 1917: 233.
99 Cf. Lembeek, 1993: 128.
100 Cf. Holzhey, 1986: 229, n. 12.
101 Cf. Natorp, 1969: 21.
102 Where Husserl calls the cleansing of experience and laying baIe of this realm and its structures the
"eidetic reduction," the study ofwhich is "transcendental phenomenology," Natorp caUs the cleansing
process "reconstruction," and the study of the reconstructed realm "pure psychology" (Natorp, 1917:
226).
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"scientific mind's" aets ofgiving law to experience, i.e., ofgenerating 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 lmowledge would be threatened and

undennined_ Rather, the status ofknowledge is warranted by a particular cognition's

being anchored in, and derivable from, the system ofroot-categories which constitute

that autonomous and anonymous forro ofsubjeetivity called "scientific mind." I03

Thinking. For Natorp as for Kant, the legislation of experience, the generation of

objectivity in the flux of sensibility, is called thinking. 104 Thinking is not something

mind does "with" its categories; it does not "use" them to "have" experience; thinking is

the aetivity of the categories which are mind; mind makes experience. IOS Or, as Natorp

puts it, a category is no "organ" of consciousness. For again, ifmind were ta 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 i15 own pure concepts or "Denksetzungen" into the manifold. 106

Thinking de-termines the indeterminate flux. 107 The process of determination is a

spontaneous act ofmind, with two distinct moments: the posit ofa point ofview

(Hinsicht or Gesichtspunkt) from which ta consider the~ and the subsequent synthetic

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

103 See esp. Natorp, 1917: 225-226.
104 Agam. 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
lOS Nous is poietikos. Cf. Augustine, Confessions, Bk. XI, Ch. 5 (Augustine, 1963 :261).
106 Cf. Natorpt 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.
lOS 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).
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thesis,"109 which he literally translates as Grund-/egung, the Ge-setz or law of

synthesis.110 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 (Verknüpfung). III

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 caUs the neo-Kantian theory of objects "genetïc" (Natorp, 1969:

16). Objects are constructed, not given; what is "given" is merely and solely the utterly

indeterminate X of the manifold.112 Hence, abjects can be no more than a goal or task

of the understanding: given the~ the understanding has to detennine-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 ((ais Auj-gaben) auf-gegeben).l13

At the same rime, this process ofdetennination does not unfold in a conceptual

vacuum; it is restricted and structured by other cognitions which, for the purpose of

detennining sorne given x: are taken as (provisionally) established. Without such

parameters, "the task of cognizing the object would not ooly be insoluble, but also

incoherent" (Natorp, 1887: 258). Natorp compares the task of detennining an Xto

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 Ho1zhey, 1986.
110 Cassirer uses the concept of Ilequality" (Gleichheit) ta illustrate the necessary activity of minci in
positing or hypothesizing a point of view from which ta compare two representations as ta their
(in)equality (Cassirer, 1910: 33). Both Natorp and Cassirer follow Cohen in their use of the word
"hypothesis" (cf. Cohen, 1902b: 449).
III Cf. esp. Cassirer, 1910: 33; Natorp, 1969: 11.
112 Cf. KrV, AI09, et passim. Cf. Natorp, 1969: 16 (?).

113 Who or what gives this task [Aujgabe]? It seems that the neo-Kantians take the task as implied
by ratioruùity's prime directive. "Let there he law" must mean (at least from the perspective of the
mind's theoretical Ïnterest) "let there be law for experience," Le. "let the manifold he understandable
and understood."
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the sense [Bedeutung] ofan equation's Xis detennined through the

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

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

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

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

general sense of the x: 50 too is the general sense of the object

predetennined through what we would calI the "fonn" of cognition.

(Natorp, 1887: 258; emphasis added)

Although a given determinative act is always restricted within certain parameters, those

parameters are only ever provisionally and relatively fixed, namely with respect to the

particular point ofview 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 ofall 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 indetenninate, 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] determinab/e and la be determined' (Natorp, 1917: 233).

The objectivity or being which the mind imposes on the flux by determining the Xis

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 gegrundeten Begriffe der Mathematik,

die eben nur Begriffe von den reinen Methoden, von dem gesetzmâl3igen

Gange des Denkens selbst sind und diesen Gang ZUT hëchsten
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erreichbaren Klarheit bringen wollen. Dieser Gang ist kein Zeitgang,

aIso gewiB kein psychologischer oder bloB historischer.

(Natorp, 1969. 17; cf. 35, ff.)

AlI 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 ta bring this process ta 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 ProzejJ. Also dari das 'Faktum t der

Wissenschaft Dur als 'Fierit verstanden werden. Auf das, was getan wird,

nicht was getan ist, kommet es an. Das Fieri allein ist das Faktum: alles

Sein, das die Wissenschaft 'festzustellen' sucht, mul3 sich in den Strom

des Werdens wieder lësen. Von diesem Werden aber, zuletzt our 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 lf
]. The fieri alone is the factum: all being

which science seeks to "establish" must again resolve itselfinto the

stream ofbecoming. It is only ofthis stream [lit. ofthis becoming],

however, that one may ultimately say: it is.

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

ins Unendliche findet statt, 50 objektiv wie nichts anderes" (Natorp, 1969: 17).
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Predication and the dissolution ofont%gy. Natorp writes that "being-determined [ts]

the oo1y acceptable meaning ofbeing-giv~"which determination can only be conceived

as the "result and expression ofan act ofdetermination." (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 cao 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 ofobjectivity was

framed in epistemological tenns, we DOW confront a further result: the dissolution of

ontology. Traditionally, ontology is conceived as the study of the being ofbeings. 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 to us as such.

Just this objective being ofthings is denied by the genetic conception ofobjectivation.

~'hat in our pre-pbilosophical attitude we naively perceive as the givenness or presence

of real beings is an illusion: "Subjektiv, blo13 für uns gültig, sind im Gegenteil aile

willkürlichen Abschlüsse, die uns Stillstand vorttiuschen, wo in der Wahrheit der Sache

ewiger Fortgang ist" (Natorp, 1969: 17; emphasis added). Natorp mayas weIl have said

that "being-determined is the only acceptable meaning ofbeing, period." "Beingll 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 subjeet and predicate, thereby

synthetically generating co,gnition. As a result, "ontology," the science ofbeing qua

being, is resolved ioto a logic ofjudgement.

2.6. Plato and the Marburg theory of the history ofphilosophy.

History as history ofphi/osophy. A historiographical commonplace of nineteenth­

century German philosophy has it that the neo-Kantian labor ofgrounding the sciences

114 Cf. Natorp, 1917: 233.
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was divided between the Marburg and Baden Schools, the former attending to the

naturaI sciences, the latter to the human sciences. Recent scholarship has sought to

complicate this piCt'ùi€, reminding us ofHeinrich Rickert's contributions to philosophy

ofnaturaI science,115 and noting that the Marburgers, too, have a theory ofhistory.116

No doubt. AIready Cohen argues that the disciplinary division between systematic

philosophy and the history of philosophy is artificial and harmful; he insists that Il [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

ofKant, Leibniz, Descartes, Copernicus, Galileo, Kepler, Nicholas ofCusa-and Plato.

Still, the common view, however incomplete, is not wrong, for the Marburg

theory ofhistory 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 "faetll ofhistorical science, in the way they begin their theory of the naturaI sciences

from the "fact" ofmathematical physics. When the Marburgers speak ofhistory, they

mean history ofphilosophy, only secondarily are they interested in political, economic,

or social history, and only insofar as it advances their primary project. 118

The Marburg conception of genuine philosophy as in the first place a

transcendentallogic ofnatural science1l9 therefore restricts history to a history of

"scientific idealism."120 In rejecting the common view that scientific progress is better

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

115 E.g. Riekert, 1899, 1902. Cf. 8ambach, 1995; Cassirer, 1953: 221-222.
116 Cf. esp. Edel, 1994~ Laks, 1994~ Lembeek, 1994.
117 Cf. Cohen, 1902b: 443.
118 For more general considerations on nineteenth-eentury German philosophical approaches to
history, see Schnàdelbach, 1983b: 120, ff.
119 Cf. Cohen, 1902b: 445: "(Die Frage, welche Wissenschaft es eigentlich sei, mit der die Logik in
Verbindung stehen und bleiben mmse,] führt zu der andem nach dem Begriffe der Wissensehaft. Diese
letztere Frage jedoch ist die Hauptfrage der Logik und die Grundfiage der Philosophie."
120 "Der Zusammenhang mit der Geschiehte bedeutet zuvorderst den Zusammenhang mit der
Wissensehaft" (Cohen, 1902b: 443). Cf. Lembeek, 1994: 2, 4.
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historical bonds," 121 Cohen remarks that the "very value and security of science is

rooted in its own history, as it were connected with the general history ofmind [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 1argued above, German Idealism's abolition of the Ding cm sich

leads ta 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 ofhypothesis as the active posit of minci, 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 ofcategorial hypotheses implies that science can only be grasped

developmentally, i.e. historically.

Yet the Marburg view ofthat 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 linear evolution ofGeists self-knowledge through rime; the further to the

right you go, the more advanced the stage of (self-)consciousness. These stages-the

"phenomena"-ofGeist are inseparable from, indeedjust are their cultural

manifestations. 122 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 rime, this history is not conceived

with respect to rime. 123 Of course science develops in rime, and may be tracked

diachronically along a time-line, yet its innennost core is the self-same atemporal idea,

around which science circ/es, its progression represented by ever wider, but concentric

121 Cf. Cohen, 1902b: 439.
122 l mean "culture" in the widest sense to include religion, politics, art, and science.
123 As 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

nudeus. 125 Cohen writes: "In der Geschichte einer jeden Wissenschaft namlich

vollzieht sich immer konzentrisch die Geschichte der allgemeinen wissenschaftlichen

Vemunft" (Cohen, 1916: 310). He considers the faet that each ofthese moments of

self-consciousness must occur in concrete circumstances and have a unique point on a

real rime-tine to be as obvious as it is irrelevant 126

Plata: the historical core and living marrow ofscientific 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 i15 connection with the methodological foundation of science no less

than i15 material origin in methodology" (Cohen, 1916: 309).128 Put another way,

idealism connects with its methodological foundation by connecting with its historical

origin. 129 1t follows that idealism has two related historical tasks, on the Marburg view:

124 Kant expresses a similar thought: "Indessen dreben sich die menschliche Bemühungen in einem
bestândigen ZiIkel und kommen wieder auf einen Punet, wo sie schon einmal gewesen seyn; alsdenn
konnen Materialien, die jetzt im Staube liege~ vielleicht zu einem herrlichen Baue venubeitet werden."
(Kants Antwort an Garve, Prolegomena, 00. VorIander, S. 194; quoted in Heidegger, 1962: 43). Cf.
Schlegel's notion of philosophy's circuIar-progressive "Gang" (Schlegel KA VITI: xliv).
125 As Tom Stoppard puts it: nif an idea's worth having once, it's worth baving twïce."
126 Cohen writes: lt[N]ichts [ist] so irreführend fiir die Cbarakteristik einer geschichtlichen Tatsache,
ais die Demonstration auf ihre Einma/igkeit, die sie freilich ais brutale Tatsache behalten mu.6. Aber
von dieser Tatsachlichkeit und Isoliertheit aus erfordert ihre geschichtliche Würdigung, daB sie in Reih
und Glied gestellt werde mit allen den verwandten Zeugnissen aller Zeiten" (Cohen, 1916: 310). In
tbis 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 contras! to s:iemific­
facts. Cf. e.g. Natorp, 1994: vii, ff.
127 "Der Idealismus ist in seinem sachlich historischen Gronde aIs wissenschaftlicher ldealismus, in
der Begründung der Wissenscbaft entstanden" (Cohen. 1916: 309).
128 n[D]er historische Ursprung, wie der sachliche der Methodik., bedingt den Idealismus durch diesen
seiœn Zusammenhang mit der methodischen Begründung der Wissenscbaft." A good example of what
Edel calls Cohen's lIhermetic dictionn (Ede!, 1994: 329).
129 Cf. Cohen, 1902b: 450: "So weist der Idealismus der reinen Vemunft auf die Geschichte hinaus,
welche in ibrer nie versiegenden Arbeit das unverdàchtige Recht erlangt bat, immer neue GrundIagen
sich auszugraben. Zugleich aber giebt der Idealismus der wissenschaftlichen Vemunft 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. retracingprevious scientific connections to that same primai

ideaIis~ which alone can serve as the criterion oftheir "relatedness [Verwandtheit]. "130

The history ofidealism is therefore not ofits evolution, but ofits periodic rebirths.

The history of science is one ofoften contradictory or incommensurable

theories, each of which is represented as a ring in Cohen's image. Nonetheless--as

sdentific-the variety oftheories express the central, unitary activity ofreason: positing

hypotheses. Because ofthis constant unity ofscientific reason, a "continuous

connection ofreason and the fundamental forces [Grundkrafte] ofits history is

required" (Cohen, 1916: 310). By "fundamental forces" Cohenjust means Greek

antiquity; 131 specifica11y, Plato:

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

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

allgemein ais der Begrunder des Idealismus. Aber das Wort Idealismus

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

das fuhrende Stichwort geworden und geblieben ist, nur an leuchtenden

Wendepunkten132 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 ideaIism. But the word, "idealism," in the

Sicherheit der Geschichte, dass sie nicht zu fürchten bat, in F1ugsand ihre Gnmdlagen zu legen.; sondem
dass sie in ei.nem Scbachte zu graben vermag, der unerschopflich, aber auch unerschütterlich ist; ewig
wandelbar, aber ebenso unvernnderlich; daber den ewigen und einheitlichen Grund der Geschichte der
Ku1tur bildet, und zuvôrderst den der Wissenschaft."
130 Cf. Cohen, 1916: 310. The striking similarity between this double task and the means and ends
ofHeidegger's "Destruktionll of the history of European metaphysics will concem us in a later chapter.
131 "lm Idealismus der wissenschaftlichen Methodik erweist sich die Antike aIs die lebendige
Gnmdkraftfiirdie Geschichte derWissenscbaft" (Cohen, 1916: 309).
132 Cf. Cohen, 1902b: 450, ff.; 1916: 303.
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whole history ofculture, in which it has against the odds remained the

guiding slogan, bas only emerged at certain illuminating tumingpoints

from an unclear and inexact meaning.

History's "illuminating tumingpoints," when idealism's meaning manifests itself clearly

and distinetly, are the moments when the generative principle of scientific lmowledge

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. l34 As

Cohen puts it, "history is ... a sign [Wahrzeichen] of the inner life and growth ofall

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 Plata is to subtract from science its rational core, and deprive

it-not ofits 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: "Sa weist der Idealismus der reinen Vernunft auf die Geschicbte hinaus,
welche in ihrer nie versiegenden Arbeit das unvercUichtige Recht erlangt bat, immer Deue Grundlagen
sich auszugraben. Zugleich aber giebt der Idealismus der wissenscbaftlichen Vemunft den Halt und die
Sicherheit der Geschichte, dass sie nicbt zu fùrchten bat, in Flugsand ihre Grundlagen zu legen; sondem
dass sie in einem Schachte zu graben vennag, der unerschopflich, aber auch unerschütterlich ist ewig
wandelbar, aber ebenso unveranderlic~ daller den ewigen und einheitlichen Gmnd der Geschichte der
Kultur bildet, und zuvorderst den der Wissenschaft"
135 Yet more pregnantly, provocatively put: "Philosophie ist Platonismus" (Cohen, 1912: 245).
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Although history, according to Cohen, Ildiscloses 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 ofscience, we enable

idealism to recognize itself in its historical manifestations; these manifestations, in~

furnish the "fact" of science to be systematically determined. This reciprocity ofhistory

and theory informs the follewing passage, in which Cohen links Plato with the Marburg

program.

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

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

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

Wissenschaft fur die Logik feststeIlte und dadurch die Logik

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

Missverstândniss 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 mest profound task and the highest content of logic.

Plato found this determination by establishing logic's conneetion to

science, and thus grounding logie. The detennination lies in the concept

of the Idea [i.e. Platonic form], the misunderstanding ofwhich Led

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

does Idea mean?

In other words, ta succeed in the methodic or "logicaI" determination of idealism, we can

do no better than ask the historical question of how Plato "hits upon this

determination. Il
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Considerations. Hans-Georg Gadamer favorably contrasts Heideggers 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). Gadamers characterization ofNatorp 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 sorne 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 ofwhat in Chapter One we saw Kant to have found "Kantian"

in Plato, because the entire domain of the "Ideas" or Vernunftbegriffe has disappeared

from nea-Kantianism.

The Marburg "theory" ofhistory, in sum, is this: Plato's moment ofinsight into

the truth oftranscendental idealism (à la Cohen), is followed by millema of clark

irrelevance, punetuated by the shining rings of recollection, culminating in ... the

Marburg SchooL If there was something abstraet or even cubist about the Marburgers'

ontological dislocations laid out earlier in this chapter, the picture l have just painted of

their Philosophiegeschichtsphilosophie137 will strike many as downright surreal. 1 shaH

not plead the contrary. Yet before leaning in to scrutinize Natorp's Plata, it seems rigbt

to note the following.

Though we must understand the Marburgers' conception of history in order to

grasp their motivation for reading and re-reading Plata, yet we need not accept that

conception in order to appreciate either Cohen's lagie of science or Natorp's readings of

Plato. Karl-Heinz Lembeek puts it weIl in the introduction to Platon in Marburg.

136 Still, Cohen can write: I1Idealism is the idealism of the Platonie idea, and Kant, with a profound
understanding ofhistory, alse eennected his idealism te Plato ll

(Cohe~ 1916: 305).
137 The term. is Lembeck's; cf. Lembeek 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 sa is taken for granted. It is however

something entirely else ta show why Cohen and Natorp believe that

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

(Lembeek, 1994: 5)

Fortunately for them, we can betray their idée fixe ofPlata as the living heart of

transcendentai 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

Plata ifwe do no! think ofit as support for Marburg idealism peT se, but simply as an

ingenious attempt ta make sense of the relation of ideal faIm and empiricai particular, an

attempt that merely takes Cohen's logic of categoriai funetions as its point of departure-­

as a hypothetical springboard.



3. Natorp's Plata.

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 ideai. 1

Examining sorne twenty dialogues through more than 450 pages, Natorp relentlessly

promotes the thesis that the ideai signify not noetic substances or things, but

"hypotheses," or, equiva!ently, "laws ofthought," "methods of science." For all its

severe adherence to the Platonic texts and its strict interna! coherence, traits which give

the work a sense of almost hermetic self-containment, Platos ldeenlehre stands at that

extraordinarily complicated nexus of influences and arguments which l sketched above.

Natorp dons the mantle-as sa many others-ofan 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 îcon.2 For juS! as the true

philosophy is perennial, 50 are, Natorp thinks, its misunderstandings, and Aristotle was

the first misunderstander. Thus, in criticizing Aristotle, Natorp is at once attacking a

whole tendency ofthought that is parasitic on the perennial philosophy, a canker wruch

now threatens Kant, Idealism's latest bloom.

Perhaps the most suspect feature ofNatorp'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 orthadox interpretation

of the ideai, are crisply explained away as "metaphorics." Natorp is convinced that to

read Plato is ta see idealism sprout and grow in its pristine, native habitat: "In Plata ist

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

1 On Natorp's relation. and specifically PIs indebtedeness to Cohen, see Philonenko, 1989: 10-ll.
2 Cf. esp. Natorp, 1887: 276. Here the confliet between Plata and Aristotle is likened to, if not
identified with, the confliet between contemporary Idealism and Positivism; wlùch conflict, in~ is
rneraIly described as the "5treit wn den Vorrang 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 Ursprllnglichkeit."
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idealism grows slowly, and blossoms late. Plato's idealism has to pass through severa!

phases, from starie concepts through static categories before producing the mature and

infinitely feeund theory of functional hypotheses-the seeds of all genuine science. This

pieture also governs Natorp's chronology of the dialogues, a ehronology which is based

less on stylistic or stylometric considerations, and more upon bis view of an evolution

from a dogmatic ta a functional interpretation of the ideai.4

In depicting and elucidating Natorp's Plato, l will not try to summarize bis

argument as he pursues it through all the dialogues, but will focus on those which best

exemplify bis view. l begin with the Phaedrus, because it is here that we see Natorp

deal with the "mystieism" that 50 distresses Kant, and the ocular metaphorics that lead to

the Aristotelian reading ofthe ideai-as-things.5 l then turn to the Theaetetus, which

Natorp considers a watershed in Plato's development, before finally tuming to the

Phaedo. 1t is in the Phaedo's account of the method of hypothesis that Natorp thinks

4 Cf. PI: i.x-x. Kant already expresses a similar anti-philological sentiment in a letter ta Karl
Morgenstern, thanking the latter for bis de Platonis republica: ItIch werde darnus viellernen.. ... und
ich glaube an Ihnen den Mann zu finde~ der eine Geschichte der Philosophie, nicht nach der Zeitfolge
der Bücher, die darin gescbrieben worde~ sondem oach der natiirlichen Gedankenfolge, wie sie sich nach
und nach aus der meru;chlichen Vemunft bat entwickeln müsse~ abzufassen im Stande ist, so wie die
Elemente derselben in der Kritik cl. r. V. aufgestellt werden" (Letter of 8114/1795, 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 effons to
argue for a chronology primarily on material rather thanformal, Le. stylometric, grounds.

For the reasons l discuss below, Natorp felt compelled to establish an early dating for the
Phaedrus, i.e. before the Theaetetus, the Republic, and of course the lale 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 Kan~
however, the Marburgers may weil he charged with that fourth henneneutic misdemeanor identified by
Robinso~ viz. "misinterpretation ." for the sake of insinuating the future, that is ta say, of reading
into your author doctrines that did not become explicit untillater." As he puts it: "Such insinuation of
the future is often a way of improving your author, of smoothing out bis mistakes; and it is common
both among those who wish ta increase the prestige of an ancient writer and among those who wish to
recommend a modem doctrine" (Robinso~ 1953: 3). It is another question whether Natorp's
"misinterpretation" might not prove to be a "valuable device" for "disentangl[ing] a new idea from old
matter, and to develop it more than its originator did" (Robinson, 1953: 4). Cf. Augustine,
Confessions, Bk. XI.
5 Heidegger includes a reflection on the Phaedrus, very much opposed to Natorp's generalline, in
Heidegger, 1992. He emphasizes the rhetorical 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 ofa sober logic of the

sCIences.

3.2. Phaedrus: the enthusiastic program.

Stubbom naivety. For Natorp, the Phaedrus marks the threshold between the

"Socratic" and the "idealistic" Plato: here he for the first rime focuses upon oon­

empirical concepts qua non-empirical, and especia1ly how they must he 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. Ta

Natorp, it seems as though Plato, in his enthusiastic rush to get inside, hasn't properly

wiped bis 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 ofextravagance, Natorp thinks, invites Aristotle

and all the other critics to charge the theory of ideai with the paradoxes of separation.

While he insists that Plata is merely speaking metaphorically here, ~atorp nonetheless

adrnits that more than poetic licentiousness is ta blame: Plato himself has not fully

disentangled the ramifications of bis insight into the "reality" ofa priori concepts.6

In particular, Natorp holds that Plato's talk of intuition or psychic vision betrays

a lingering psychologistic conception of cognition. Earlier l discussed the

correspondence between psychologism's logical and its psychological doctrines. l aIso

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 ofinner sense

6 Cf. esp. Natorp, 1911: 66, f.; PI: 293.

3:3
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as organon is dogmatic, because its view of the subject presupposes an object as given.

Natorp holds that the naïve, essentiaIly pre-philosophical world-view ofdogmatism is

overcome ooly slowly, ifat all, in self-refleetïon. For even when the mind gains an

inkling that there are such things as pure concepts, its dogmatic preconceptions incline it

to think ofthese 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 naïve dogmatist at the moment the notion of pure a priori concepts dawns on him. A

lingering Ding-ontology leads Plata to describe a super-sensible realm oftrue being,

one in which the disembodied soul views or intuits (Cl/lSchaut) essences, objects

radically divorcecl from the sensible warld ofbecoming. Thus dialectic-the operations

oflogical 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.7 This kind of language suggests that these essences

are, as abjects ofvision, abjects external to the minci, 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.9

7 Cf. Dununen, 1994: 62-63. "Wbat Frege here ["Logik" (1897), Posthumous Writings, 145] calls
'the most mysterious process of ail' is the mental aet of grasping a thought. From the standpoint of
his mythology of the third rea1.m, it indeed appears mysterious. We perceive physical objects by means
ofour 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 directio~ in particular physical
circumstances. But with what organ do we grasp a thought? It cannot be presented to you and to me
in different ways: ifyou grasped it in one way and l in another, the way each of us grasped it would be
part of the sense, and bence it would net he precisely the same thought that we bath grasped.

This is what Barry Smith refers ta as the 'linkage problem. 1 ••• n

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 camai 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 Ideas. In that work, Natorp argues, one can actually
observe Husserl overcoming the tenacious dogmatism encoded in bis talle of "eidetic intuition.," and
advance to a functional account of the eidé. Cf. esp. Natorp, 1917: 231.

3:4
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Plato's program. Natorp describes the Phaedrus as a mixture ofpoetry and

philosophy-in this he states the obvious. On the other hand, bis explanation of this

mixture deserves close scrutiny. 1have already mentioned the tirst 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 Schleiermacher in considering it to be a programmatic dialogue, both as

a sketch of genuinely Platonic pbilosophy, and as an "explanation of [plato's] intended

manner ofteaching," 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 ofphilosophy, it exhibits little of the same, striking, as it may, the reader as a

collection of precepts: Plato's purpose here is simply to assert distinctions in a

schematic way, \Vith the tacit promise oflater justification (e.g. in the Iheaetetus). To

this end, he requires language that \ViU irnpress as strongly as possible upon the reader

the radical novelty of bis conception of dialeetic and its relation to the true, pristine realm

ofbeing. That language unfortunately is a poetic Metaphernspiel which suggests an

intuitionistic interpretation of the Platonic doctrine. Plato asserts bis theses, for instance

in the third speech, in. the fonn 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 concemed with the concepts ofvarious virtues,

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

10 "Nur darin irrte [Schleiennacher}, dafi er deshalb [Le. wegen der programmatischen Absicbt des
Dialogs} glaubte den Phaedrus ganz an den Anfang des platonischen Wirkens setzen zu mÜ5sen. Er
bezeichnet gleichwohl einen Anfang. namIich den Anfang des ganz eigenen, über die Sokratik
selbstitndig hinausgebenden WiIkens 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.l1 The formallogic 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 itselfworthy of Ilscientific 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 ofdialecti.c as method is, therefore, the "tirst,

foundational science;lt as he puts it somewhat breathlessly, "the world-historical name of

Plato's method is 'dialecticlll (PI: 64; cf. 72-73).

In the Phaedrus we ostensibly find prefigured the dialectical method of

synthesis and analysis. While the formai 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 fonnal structure of philosophy as Plata henceforth understands it. u This

emphasis on the Phaedruss 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 specifie and more conditioned concepts). It is

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

11 Cf. 2:28.
12 Plato of course does not use the words Ilsynthesis Il and "analysis"-Natorp is referring ta the
Phaedrus's well-known description of diaiectic as a dual process of collection and division.
"Collectio~"may he read as combining species (?), individuals (?), and so ascending in generality,
while "division," separates such dialectically (synagogically) collected wholes into their "natural" parts,
and 50 descends into specificity. Natorp discusses synthesis and analysis in detail in bis (1910: 16-26),
q.v.
13 Cf. PI: 64~ cf. 66.
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he fears that precisely the PhaedruSs presentation of that identity might tempt one ioto

a non-discursive, intuitionistic interpretation of minci, and so ofPlatonism. 14

Method andbeing. Carresponding to the thematization of dialectic, the Phaedrus aIso

demarcates a special region ofdialectic's proper objects, namely pure concepts.

According ta Natorp, it is just this separation of the pure concept from any admixture of

sensibility which Plata tries to express by starkly opposing the realm of (sensible)

becoming and that of (noetic) being: ilEs soli der Begriff von allem Sinnlichen rein

abgeloSl, es 5011 die Denksetzung rein nach dem darin gesetzten Inhalt, ohne jede

fremdartige Beimischung, im Gedanken festgehaIten werden" (PI: 71). Natorp writes:

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

vol1en Klarheit gekommen ist, und was er ausdrücken will mit der durch

blofJe Vemunft, durch ungemischte d.i. von aller Sinnlichkeit unberührte

Erkenntnis erfal3lichen, farb- und gestaltlosen, unberührbare~ 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 ais wahrhafte Erkenntnis nur in dem ist, d.h.

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

(PI: 72)

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

seen with full clarity, and which he wants ta 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 ta do

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

14 Il appears that Kant's condemnation ofPlato's mystical tendency, too, is aimed at the Phaedrus
("VT").

3:7
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realm. other than the one we now call real, and that true cognition is ooly

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

It is this, and this alone, Natorp maintains, that we are to understand by the vexing term

chôrismos, namely the separation of the standpoint from which reason and concepts are

to be considered. That is, we are to consider them apart from (chôris) 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, epistêmê, or, for the Marburgers, Wissenschaft. This

cognition (Erkenntnis)-viz. the pure, unmixed elements ofcognition-is conceived as

the "absolutely original' aspect of cognition, the priority ofwhich is expressedas

supersensible intuition. Plato speaks metaphorically about the conditions under which

the soul might attend ta its own pure, ncn-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. Tc the incarnate soul, this supersensible

intuition is available oruy derivatively, "ais schwacher Abglanzjener ursprunglichen

Schau," i.e.,

as recol1ection ofthat which the soul saw once upon a rime, as it

surveyed that which we now say is, when it clave up into true being

([Phaedrus] 249c).

(PI: 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 shane around us, and pure

were we, without taint of that prisonhouse which now we are encompassed withal, and

caU a body..." (Phdr. 250bc).15

15 Hackforth, 1961.



Natorp, interpreting this "poetic" passage in light ofPlato's later, purportedly

non-mYtlrical explications of the same basic notions, dismisses the visionary cloak of

metaphors as symbolism derived partIy from Orphic sources, 16 partly from the

vocabulary ofParmenides's poem. One may distill the purely "logical" meaning of ail

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 Ilconcept, Il which is used merely as an instrument for the treatment

3:9
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(Bearbeitung) of other representations, whatever their source might be. He is now

fastening upon the concept as the "pure, proper creation [Schopjùng] of thinking," and,

coordinately, upon the "proper object of a proper, or mther 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 fust moment a discursive analysis of the pure concepts

which underlie all ofthinking's synthetic work. 17 Qnly by taking these pure concepts

as its objects cao dialectic transcend the ancillary role of an organon, of a "blo13

immanente Methode" in the service ofanother science, be it ethics, mathematics, or an

empirical science.

3.3. Theaetetus

Natorp considers the Theaetetus ta be the first instailment of the program announced in

the Phaedrus, and dates it between the Phaedrus and the Phaedo CP1: 96). At long last,

Plato gives the "most central of all philosophical questions," the question of

knowledge,18 a rigorous, non-metaphoric treatment, in isolation from ethics (PI: 92).19

16 Cf. Hamilton, 1973: 54, n.l.
17 Cf. esp. Natorp, 1910: 9.
18 Precisely wbat Natorp means by "lmowledge" 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 Platols fundamental question. But, he
writes, ifwe translate ÈTTL anilJT] as "&kenntniss," we may be making an error: "Wir übersetzen
hierbei [i.e. mit Erkenntniss] jedoch das griechische Won nichl ganz genau; wir kônnten und~
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He separates and orders the faculties of sensibility and of conceptual thought, and

develops a new theory ofjudgement to "ground" our cognitions (PI: 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 Grundséitze. That is, according to Natorp,

the Theaetetus shows how the elements ofscience-namely individual cognitions-are

possible. In turn, the Phaedo wLL show by what method these cognitions can be

conneeted into judgements, the further systematic concatenation ofwhich is science.20

Eidos and idea. One of the key claims of the Marburg interpretation of the ldeenlehre

is that the Platonic idea somehow goes beyond the Socratic eidos.21 A concept, in the

Kantian vocabulary, is a representation of the minci that unifies any number ofintuited

vieUeicht ebenso genau übersetzen: was ist Wissenschaft.?11 (Cohen, 1902b: 447~ emphasis added).
TIms, it appears that IIErkenntnis" signifies (as it does for Kant) the moment of empiricaI cognition,
the moment, tbat is, when the psyche understands an intuitively given representation (what Rose calls
a "cogneme" [Rose, 1981: 10]).Whïle Cohen goes on to interpret the questionofknowledge as the
question of science, Natarp, in bis philologically more circumspeet way, seems to interpret the
Theaetetus, at any rate, as restrieting its claims to psycho10gy, albeit pure or transcendental
~sychology, in the sense discussed above.

9 This view, that a lingering IISocratic" interest in ethics hampered Plato in developing bis tIlle
interest-the pure tbeory ofknow1edge-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 Natarp's chronology is that it expIains and justifies Plato's assumption of the
existence of the forros 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 bave been current before the Phaedo. In any case, the important point 15 that Plata
does explain the sense of the eidos 50mewhere, and 50 need not feel compelled to repeat this
explanation in the Phaedo. Thus Rowe's judgement tbat"by portraying (the idea tbat forms somehow
exist separately from particulars] as a familiar topic ta those present Plato avoids the need to explain in
detail what believing in 'forms' might amount to," is much tao harsh (Rowe, 1993: 8). The
lIimplicationll is not, or need not be, "that any philo50phicaUy-minded reader will easily come to 5ee
that, whatever 'forms' may be, and whatever their relationship with particulars, the assumption that
they exist is necessary and uncontroversialll (Rowe, 1993: 8). The implication might instead be, as
Natarp argues, that tlùs relationship may weil be controversial and opaque, but that it bas already been
established elsewhere. One needs a good argument ta counter Natorp's point that it would he perverse
for Plata, in the middle of stressing the need for justified hypotheses, siroply to assume the hypothesis
of the forms (PI: 137-140).
21 Cf. Brommer, 1939/40~ Poma, 1997: 23-24.
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(either a posteriori or a prion) abjects, with respect to one or more similar

characteristics".22 This--or something very like this--is what the Marburgers think Plato

means by eidos. Nevertheless, up to this point in Natorp's chronology ofthe dialogues,

Plato bas used the ward idea in more or less the same sense.

Drawing a Kantian distinction, Natorp considers the meaning of"concept" from

two points ofview. On the one hand, a concept functions as a means of determining a

"given" (i.e. an intuition). l intuit a sense-datum (dos Gegebene) which my

understanding then isolates from the flux of experience by determining or identifying it

as, say, lia plate." My understanding is ooly able to do this if! have formed the

(empirical) concept, "plate," whose typical traits l 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 l do not need to have a plate before

me (i.e. actually he perceiving a plate) in arder ta think the concept. l can represent the

concept "plate" to myself either in my imagination or by a mere definition or logos.

Again, l can think this concept, abstractly, in relation ta any numher of other concepts:

without once having to pieture plates or cups or silverware, much less actually sense

them, l cao manipulate the mere concepts of "cup," "plate," and "silvenvare," say, while 1

determine how many and what sort of these items l will need in the course of a

banquet.24

Now Natorp thinks that eidos means concept (BegrifJ) generally, but that it

stresses the tirst aspect of the concept's funetion, i.e. the unifying, synthetic grasp

(Grifl) ofa multiplicity ofgiven instances, and which takes the fonn of a logos-a

"Begriffserkliirung, Definition" (PI: 98-99). Theaetetus himselfillustrates the

procedure ofBegriffsbestimmung with a mathematical example. Begriffsbestimmung

22 Cf. KrV, A3201B377.
23 Cf. KrV, A1371B176.

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 bas been grounded., 1do not have imagine a plate
everytime 1use, meaningfully, the word "plate." Cf., e.g., Heidegger, 1993: 155.
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here amounts to "grasp[ing] together inta a unity, by which we can denote" the manifold

instances (Theaet. 147de)-ï.e. a definition.25 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:

lToÀÀà:s ÈlT~a1"l].la.s tvt À6y~ lTpOo"E:l. lTE:îv.

(Theaet. 148d; emphasis added)

Imitating your answer about the dunameis, try ta encompass these many

beings in one eidos, and in this way express the many [kinds of]

knowledge in a single logos.

Natorp's further interpretation of "idea," as it appears in the later syllable-Ietter26

problem (Theaet. 202ff.), seems more questianable. Natorp writes:

Noch in einem spateren Zusammenhang ... finden sich scharf

bezeichnende Ausdrücke der Begriffseinheit: die "Silbe" stellt gegenüber

den "Buchstaben", d.h. der komplexe Begriff gegenüber seinen

einfachen begrifllichen Bestandteilen, "eine Idee", d.h.... "eine Einheit"

dar (203 C); dann: ein "Eidos", welches eine ihm selbst eigene "Idee" hat

(Schleiennacher: "eine Gattung, welche ihre eigene Wesenheit und

Gestalt fùr sich hat"; ich verstehe: "eine Grundgestalt, welche fur sich

eine Einheit darstellt", 203 E); eine unteilbare Einheit (Ilein ungeteiltes

Wesen", Schleiermacher, 205 C); jedes fur sich ein

Unzusammengesetztes; ein Eingestaltiges, Unteilbares; eins und teillas

(205 C-E).

(PI: 99)

25 "... O'IJÀÀ<x~€îv ds EV, OTrJ} [rrcÎO'a.s Ta:.VT<XS} rrpocr<xyopevO'olJ.€v [Tà:S ÔIJVci~HS l"
26 The just-cited use of aIJÀÀ<X~Er;V (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 ofthe complex concept over

against its simple conceptual elements (2D3C). Next: one "eidos," which

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

its own essence and form;" 1take it to mean: "one basic fonn~ which in

itselfrepresents one unity" 203E); one indivisible unity ("one undivided

essence," Schleiermacher, 2DSC); each in itself something non­

composite; something uniform, indivisible; one and without parts (20SC­

E).

Natorp here focuses on an aspect ofeidos and idea not generally recognized in the

literature; he seems here to say that the term "ided' 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 Plata

really is using idea in a technical sense here; "mia lis idea" need not mean more than

IIsome one entity.1I

Fortunately for our project, we do not need ta decide here whether this is a

reasonable interpretation of the occurrences of idea at Theaet. 203 c 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" [«un)s; Ka:6' <dnos].27 In the

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: Ëv n YEYOVOS €'iôos, ~ôÉav JJ.(av alITà alIToi) €XoV

28 Cf. KrV, A7131B741.
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Der sa verstandene Begriff ist das "an sich" Seiende, von dem Plata

redet wie von einer eigenen, bIof3 gedanklichen Existenz. Auch diese

Existenz hat ihren guten Sinn. Ein Begriffexistiert aIs Begriff, sofem er

im systematischen Zusammenhang der BegrifIe zulânglich begrundet ist.

So reden die Mathematiker von der Existenz der Zahl1t oder e,

überhaupt des Irrationalen, des Imaginaren u.s.f., und denken dabei nicht

im entfemtesten an ein einzelnes Vorkommen irgendwo oder

irgendwann sei es in der Sinnenwelt oder in einer andem Welt hinter

oder über weser oder wie man sonst dies seltsame Ortsverhâltnis des

Nirgendwo zum Irgendwo zu bezeichnen vorzieht.

(PI: 99; emphasis added)

The concept understood in this sense is that which is "in itself:" ofwhich

Plata speaks as ifof 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 connectionlrelation

[Zusammenhang] of concepts. Thus mathematicians speak of the

existence of the number 1t or e, and in general of the irrational or

imaginary [numbers], etc., without ever in the least thinking of a

particular occurrence somewhere or somewhe~ be it in the sensible

world or in sorne other world behind or above it, or however eise one

prefers to signify this strange locative relation between the nowhere and

the somewhere.29

The "existence" of a concept-i.e. juS! the sense in which we say it "is"-is entirely

determined by its relationship ta a system of concepts. A given concept "has being" ifit

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

29 Cf. Hilbert, Foundations ofGeometry.
30 The method by which snch coherence, and thus being can be tested and confumed 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 ofeidos 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 caUs 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 ofclearly defining philosophy's proper objects, viz. "jegliche

Natur eines jeden von dem, was ist, in seiner Ganzheit."32 Ifphilosophy is knowledge

of the "realm ofbeing," Natorp insists that this "being" means nothing else than a) the

being ofconcepts as possible predicates ofjudgements (the sense just described)~ and

b) the valid predication of those concepts of a subject Ca sense yet to be discussed).33

No symbolic talk of paradigms (Musterbilder) should mislead us ta believe that

Plato has in rnind sorne ether sort of being than that which is

grounded in the systematic connexion ofconcepts, in true cognition. "It

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

obtains as stated," .... It is 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 ofthinking, and nothing

else.

(PI: 100)

31 Cf. Natorp, 1887: 283.
32 ... 1TtXCrtXV lTliVlll <pt/cnv È:PE1JVlIl~{V" T~V OVTlIlV ÉKliaT01J oÂ01J ... (Theaet. 174a).
33 "0er Logos selbst ist nicht nur teine der Gnmdarten von dem was ist, sondem die grundlegende für
alle: würde uns das genommen, 50 lieBe überhaupt nichts mehr 5ich aussagen, mit Sinn u. Geltung
aussprechen (Soph. 260A), ja es würde überhaupt nichts mehr 'sein'. Nie und nirgends bedeutet 'Sein'
bei Platon, wenn yon der [dee ausgesa~ etwas anderes ais den Aussageinhalt." (Natorp, 1911: 70;
emphasis added).
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AIl 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 abjects 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 is as such synthetic (syllabic); pure concepts are the pure forros or

types ofsynthetic unity-categories (in Kant's sense), basic concepts, Grundhegriffe.

As forros 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 Theaetetus: being; identity and difference;

singularity and plurality; number in general;35 similarity and difference.36 Earlier in our

discussion of Cassirer's argument against abstraction, we saw that these basic concepts

cannot themselves be given as sense-data. They must therefore be a priori. Natorp

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

Erkenntnis ist nicht Sinnesdatum.37 Natorp focuses on Theaetetus's first hypothesis

concenùng the nature ofknowledge, viz., that it is sense-perception. He interprets this

hypothesis as Plato's via negativa t")wards a positive account ofknowledge: by

dialectically deconstructing what Natorp calls Protagoras's (psychologistic) "sensualist­

relativist" thesis, Plato purporteclly Lays the groundwork for bis own transcendental

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

34 Cf. Natorp, 1911: 71, 73.
35 Theaet. 185cd.
36 Natorp, 1911: 73.
37 Natorp, 1911: 70.
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sensualist account ofknowledge, he advances beyond the Phaedrus by giving "the

legitimate daims ofsensibility their due" (PI: 101-102):38

Die Sinnlichkeit ist ibm [plata] nicht mehr blo13 der finstre Nebel, den

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

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

Erkennen, in genauer, unaufheblicher Beziehung zur Denkfunktion,

zuerkannt.

(PI: 102)39

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

ta attain ta the light oftruth [as in the Phaedrus]; rather he recognizes

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

indissoluble relation to the thought-function [Denkfunktion].

Ag~ this passage makes oblique reference to the Critique ofPure Reason. In Kantian

language, the goal ofNatorp's argument is, ultimately, to show that the meaning of

"knowledge" for Plata is not knowledge ofpure forms as such, but knowledge through

pure forms.40

Socrates's attack on sensualism is a classic example of what Gadamer caBs

"speculative dialectic:" Sacrates does not adduce external counter-arguments ta the

"Heraclitizing time-philosophy41 ... of the subtle Aristippus."42 InsteacL he subjects the

theory ta an immanent critique by deveLoping the consequences ofits principles ta 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 seant 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 ofand not through
ideai, then this knowledge is only possible through intellectual intuition. For if it were oot, it would
have to he knowledge afideai, through ideai, which would lead to an infinite regress. In the end,
knowledge must be grounded in intuition, if it is to bave "sense." Cf. KrV, A2401B299.
41 Cf. Theaet. 152e-153a, for mention of Heraclitus and the description of fire as "0 oit K(Il. nn.Àa:
Y€VV4 KeIl. È:TTl.Tp01T€VE:l.," but which is itself generated "È:K <PopcÎs KC:l. Tp{q,€IDS· TOUTID ôÈ:
Kl.v1fC1E:l.S. 1I See also: Theaet. 153cd; 17ge ff.
42 Cf. Natorp, 1911: 71.
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point where the theory dissolves itself.43 Natorp presents Plata as advancing a

transcendental argument from the fact ofdeterminate concepts.44 It establishes this faet

by extending the sensualist's position to its necessary extremes, namely that the senses

deliver ta 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 ta give a straightforward Kantian interpretation

ofthe Theaetetus's "doctrine" of sensibility, viz. that in transmitting the bare,

indeterminate flux ofappearance, the senses provide consciousness with its matter, i15 X

or "problem." Plata accepts the "Heraclitean-Aristippean" theory its basic daim that

((TT~ <q.tÈ:1o' ydp> OVÔÉlTOT' ovôÉv, d:rd ôÈ: y(YVE:T<Xl. (Theaet. 152 de). Like the

sensualists, Plata attributes sheer flux ta 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 ta the concept-Junction" by which the

mind generates (relatively) stable objectivities in that flux (PI: 103).45 Plata thereby sets

43 On "speculative dialeetic, It see Gadamer, 1976. In language that suddenly seems laclen with Kantian
import, Socrates ironically descnèes bis attack upon the sensualists' theory as "uncovering the hidden
truth oftheir mind ( à:vôpcdv ovoJ!«tanJv Tfis 61.«tvot«tS' TT)V <XÀri8€1.<:v <XlTOK€KPUI.IIJÉVllY
aUVEç€p€uV'I1aCIIJ!«tl. ]" (Theaet. 155de; cf. 152c), 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 seIlSlble world of appearance, Natorp now aIso interprets the denial of the
possibility of spatial (and, implicitly) temporal detemtination of appearance at Theaet. 153de as
anticipating a transcendental argument for the ideality of space and time. See also: PI: 105; LlO; 161;
277; 323; 365; 374-376.
45 1confess that it is at such places that 1question my own general interpretation of the Marburg
conception ofknowledge and science. 1have been generally arguing that the "matter" upon which the
mind's Begriffsfimktionen operate is not sensory data, however conceived, for that would return us to
the realm of psychology. Rather, 1argued, 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 ofaccount
Natorp gives here of the relation of thought to sense-pen:eption. The tension is evident throughout his
corpus, [ should say, in faimess to myself.
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into relief the detenninate position (Setzung) of "unity," IIbeing in itself,1I "something,l'

etc. (PI: 103).46

Plato begÏns by translating Theaetetus's simple statement, that "knowledge is

nothing but sense-perception" (Theaet. 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" (Theaet. 152a). Kantians must acknowledge a correct insight here, namely that the

measure oftbings is grounded in the measuring-i.e. cognizing-subject, and not in the

measured abject. But Plato and the Kantians reject the (alleged) conclusion that

knowledge therefore is itself"subjectïve," i.e. "relative"-ta the human species or the

individual human psyche.48 It is on account of that conclusion that Natorp cansiders

Protagoras the father of "subjectivism" or "psychalogism" (PI: 104).

Socrates grants the Heraclitean-Protagorean flfSt principle, that all is motion.49

Ali motion is either action or passion (Theaet. 156a). Active and passive motions, when

they come into contact, always generate "twins," viz. perception (ctrU6T1(HS) and the

perceived!perceivable (ctLu8lJT6v). The perceptible qualia (À€VKOTlJS', (JKÀTlP6v, 8€pJ.l6v,

KTÀ.) 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 (Theaet. 156e-157a). Hence Socrates reasons that, on the

subjectivist view, one cannat speak. of "being" (Theaet. 157a), II since being implies

detenninacy" (PI: 104).50 Worse, one also cannot speak "ofanything through which

46 Cf. Natolp, 1887: 283.
47 Theaetetus's definition in faet stems from an observation which from the Kantian point of view is
entirely coneet: "BOKEî où ... ~al. b ÈlTl.O"TliIJEV6s Tl. <Il.a6cive0"6(Il. TOUTO Ô ÈlT~o"T<IT<Il.lI-and this
(in itself correct) perception of Theaetetus merely appears (falsely) in the form of this experimental
defmition
48 l say "alleged., Il because, strictly speaking~ one need not draw a relativistic conclusion from the
dictum at alL Indeed, one can draw a purely KantianlPlatonic conclusion. The problem arises when
one interprets it, as Socrates does, to be about phenomena (cf. bis violent rephrasings at l58a and
15Se). Relativism clearly follows from making phenomena the basis of the "measurement," since, as
both sides agree, there is nothing fixed in the flu.x of appearances that could serve as a standard of
measurement. But then Protagoras speaks of onta, and says nothing about phainomena.
49 TO 1Ta... Ki'VTJaz,s ~v K<It. àÂÀo 1T<Ipci TouTa allô{v (Theaet. 156a).
SOIt should be noted that Schleiennacher consistently translates the word l v, not as "Eines," but as
Itein Bestimmtes."
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something would be mentaI/y determined [gedanklichfestgeste/lt]" (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 ... " (Theaet. 157b). Conclusion: "Renee one must only

speak in this way [i.e. only of something coming-into-being, or decaying, or acting or

being aeted upon], bath of the [single] part as weIl as of the things compounded of

many [parts), by which composition 'human being,' 'stone,' and each living creature and

its kind [e:iôos] are designated lare posited:' Ti8e:VTa:1. ln (Theaet. 157bc; emphasis

added).

But what ofdreams, or insanity, or other kinds ofmisperceptions? Such cases

would seem easily to disprove the sensualist-relativist thesis, since they are, almost by

definition, perceptions ofwhat is not the case.51 Yet, while it seems ludicrous to

consider dreamt or hallucinated figments to be true percepts, simply in virtue ofbeing

percepts (as Protagoras would have us do), Theaetetus can think of no clear sign by

which one can tell ifone is awake and sane, rather than asleep or mad.52 As the

sensualist (ironically played by Socrates) presses ms point, the properly relativistic

consequences ofProtagoras's theory are drawn: the becoming or being53 of the

perceiver is linked to the percept--and only lha! 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.54

51 Cf. Theaet. I57e-158a.
52 Cf. Theaet. I58e.
53 Force of habit or unsophisticated ways of thought may force us to persist in the primitive language
of "being" (Theaet. 157b).
54 l note a problem here. In the conteX! 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 qua/ity, Le. a predicate. The being meant here can therefore only he copulative being.
Is this how scholars generally interpret the use of the ward OVTtllll in Protagoras's dic~ that the
sentence means "of the things tbat are [xl, that they are [x], and of the things that are not [xl, tbat they
are not [xl"? Not the existence of Socrates or of the wine is in dispute, but of the "bittemess" or
"sweetness" "oft the wine. Natorp does not seem te address this question directly. Yet it is important
insofar as the dispute over the "existence" of concepts seems to bave centered on concepts ofqua/ity or
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Sa sind aIso t1wir", ich und mein Objekt, nur in untrennbarer

Wechselverknüpfung mit einander. Es gibt überhaupt 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).

(PI: 105)55

Thus, "we," land my abject, 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 witb. respect ta something else:

of a subjeet with respect ta an object, of an abject with respect ta a

subject (160AB).

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

this wine t1is" sweet for Socrates when he is "healthy-Socrates" at tI, but bitter when he

is "sick-Socrates" at t2-then

my sense-perception is true for me, for it is always my being. Hence,

according to Protagoras, l am the judge [Kp~TriS] bath 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 ifmy mind (Ôt({VOta:) truly judges these things l sense are [x] (or are becoming

[x]), then l must know them (Theaet. 160d). Therefore, sense-experience is knowledge.

According ta 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 ofa subject, rather tban
predicates of the "is of identity" Ce.g. IISocrates is a man. Il). Does Natorp think that ail concepts (eidê)
u!timately are to he thought of qualities? Sa that tlùs last example means: "Sacrales 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, if. (§2).
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appearance ... does not transmit absolute determinations; rather, it merely

indicates ... [the rea1m] of limitless relativity, unless 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 "detenninations" 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 "1" for whom "s is pli could be true. In this way, the

relativistic thesis hits an apex that necessarily tlips over to its "self-negation

[Selbstaujhehung]" (PI: 106). for, as Natorp writes,

[t]his limitless relativity is unthinkahle; 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 (deternrinate) appearance.

(PI: 106)

Ifeverything were constantly gripped by flux, both spatial and qualitative, should

nothing persist or subsist for a single moment, "then no subjeet could even he identified

as that which changes" (PI: 109). No-thing would remain that could be thought:

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

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

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

new language ta he able ta express such an utterly fluctuating state of

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

of all we would calI it the indeterminate (a1f€l.pov) (l83B).

(PI: 110).56

56 Cf. esp. Natorp, 1911: 70.
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The transcendental strategy has now become clear: since, on the one hancL this

"charaeter ofthoroughgoing relativity and subjectivity really is the character ofpure

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 Plata, renders vain any thought of

any (sensible) thingbeing given at all, from which sorne concept could be abstracted.57

Therefore, the "predicates of identical determinacy and so ofobjectivity must belong to ll

a being that stands over and against pure sensibility (PI: 107).58 In a word: "AlI

determination is therefore the achievement ofthinking," of the "Denkfimktion" CPI:

110).59 And this "functionll ofthinking is what Natorp caUs a 'Ithesis,1I "thinking's own

positing, and not a datumll (PI: 106).60

At the same rime, Natorp argues that these concepts only have sense with respect

to sensibility. True, Plato continues starkly to oppose the reaIrns 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.61 As foundationaJ concepts, the categories operate upon the as yet

entirely indeterminate, and thïs, as we have seen, just is the flux of the sensible

manifold.62 Since the sensible manifold is endlessly indetenninate, it can and must

57 tiSa kann aIso von keinem 'gegebenen' Gegenstande mehr die Rede sein; aIso auch nicht von
Erkenntnis als bl06er Analyse dieses Gegebenen. Gerade der Gegenstand vielmehr istAufgabe, 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 ofe1ements already determined to sorne degree, which are conceived as
manifold with respect to sorne 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.63

Thus Natorp finds in Plata a conception of cognition as an infinite synthetic (unifying)

process of objectivation, as defined in Die logischen Grundlagen der exakten

Wissenschaften: "Erkenntnis, ais auf den Gegenstand gerichtet, [ist also] notwendig

Synthesis inKants Sinne, d.h. Erweiterung, bestândiger Fortgang" (Natorp, 1969: 18).

Thinking is judgement ofrelations. What is a synthesis? It is the setting of two or

more disparate elements Ca manifold) into a single relation.64 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 diverse65 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.66 He argues that Plato, tao, grounds judgement in the synthetic act of

relating.67 Moreover, judging (KpCV€!.v)-specîfically the judgement ofrelations-is the

basic function ofthinking (Ôl.CXVO€îCT8ca).68 Because the manifold is in flux, thought

must "overarch [übergreifen]" the temporal separation CAuseinanderstellung) of the flux

in past, present and future, "by setting that which is necessarily 50 separated in sensible

appearance into a (supertemporal [überzeitlich]) relation ll (1911: 73).

63 We need, of course, not be convinced For one thing, it is not clear that concept denotes a mental
function or act of unification, rather than the result of such an aet. And again, the examples of
unification of multiplicities in the Theaetetus include unification of non-sensibles, such as geometric
entitiesand letters.
64 This is not to say that the meaning of the relation is unifying. IlA differs from BIf 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 he of a spatial manifold?
There is not enough textual evidence to he able ta answer these questions, but perbaps Natorp believes
that spatial intuition is somehow parasitic upon temporal intuition, that the intuition of space only
follows upon the temporary fixation of the sensù,le flux. If so, one cannat ignore the similarity of
this view ta Heidegger's anempt at deriving space from lime in Being and rime.
66 PI: 112; cf. esp. Theaet. 186ab.
67 Natorp quotes Theaet. 186b: lTpàs <ÛÀTlÀCI Kp(V€tV.

68 PI: 113; cf. Natorp, 1911: 73; esp. Theaet. 186ab.
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The pieture is this. Mind is presented witb. a manifold in flux. This flux (qua

flowing) appears under the form of intuition called time. Time aIready fOlms, 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 ofsuccessive appearances, and this connection is

the synthetic act of thinking. Thinking traclcs the temporal succession, i.e. goes thraugh

the intuited appearances as they succeed one another, while also overarching and

holding them together. The holding-together «(n.IX-ÀC(B€~v) itself is "supertemporal"

insofar as the overarching, bincling connection is not given in or through the temporal

phenomena themselves, but is imposed from "above," i.e. from mind's (relatively) stable

vantage.

Renee, insofar as thinking tracles the temporal succession of phenomena, it is

thinking-thraugh (ô~d-vol. a:), viz. through time; iosofar as it synthesizes these

phenomena by fixing them in a relation, it passes judgement. This judgement is just

what Natorp caUs the "answer" ofmind to the "problem" or "question" posed by the

senses. Or to put it more precisely: the senses give the problem, out ofwhich intuition

formulates a proper question, to which thought (logos) gives an answer in the fonn of a

judgement.69 It is the judgement that such and such relation obtains which generates a

comprehensible objectivity, a cognizeable object or being, but because the problem given

by the senses is an infioite task, the inner dialogue through which logos passes

(Ôl.€~€PX€T«l.) must be an infinite dialogue, a way towards (met-hoc/os) 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.71 Thus cognition or knowledge or science

(È:1naTtlJllJ) is "reduced [zurückgejùhrt] tojudgement, to the generaljunction of

'synthetic unity;' concepts are reduced to basic concepts as the basic types ofsynthesis,

69 Cf. Natorp, 1911: 71,72,73.
70 Natorp, 1911: 73.
71 PI: 113; Theaet. 189.
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as the basicjûnctions ofjudgement' (PI: 113). Not that all judgement is knowledge, not

every dom is epistêmê. For a doxa ta be true, ta become genuine knowledge, it must be

connected to and harmonized in thorough-going unity with other judgements, integrated

into a "system ofjudgements, Il viz. science.Tl

Although, according ta 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 Theaetetus. 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, Il in wbich Plato animates the lifeless Grundhegri.ffe

into (neo-Kantian) IIbasic posits ll or Grundsetzungen. Dnly then can one understand

the method ofmind's binding the temporally disparate, which is also the binding of the

conceptual and the sensible realms themselves; oruy then, too, will "experience ll in the

strict sense be comprehensible.

More anti-intuitionistic consequences. Just as Natorp drew psychological

consequences from bis critique of intuitionism in his reading of the Phaecirus, so too

the epistemological resuIts of bis Theaetetus interpretation again lead him ta draw

conclusions about what mind cannat 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 sorne receptive, mediating function on

the part of consciousness.73 If the cognitive subject, the psyché, is IIpurely and

rigorously defmed through the unity-function of consciousness...,"74 then lI[t]his

'psyché' is thus not sorne kind of thing, but pure activity; it is aIso not the organ of such

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

72 Pl: 113-114.

73 Let it be said that., at the very leas~ Natorp is reading into Plato's teX! here.
74 This Einheitsfùnktion is more closely identified as IIthat unity (J.li'cx ns tôla:) towards which the
sensible manifold must commonly tend (~lJVTetV€l.), üwe are ta recognize it as one, identicaI, etc."
(Natorp, 1911: 72). Psyché meanst IIconsciousnessll for Natorp; cf. PI: Ill, ff.
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1911: 72). The transtemporal nature ofthinking 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.75 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 indetenninate 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 Grundstitze purportedly introduced in the Phaedo.76 My aim here

goes beyond explicating Natorp's analysis ofthe Phaedo: l am more especially

interested in how these "basic propositions" are related to Natorp's puzzling daim that

in the Phaedo Plata radically transforms the sense of"idea," from meaning "pure

category" to meaning "scientific method," andjust what he means by "method" here.

Natorp's identification ofthe ideai in the Theaetetus with Kant's categories may

strike many as forced and anachronistic. Still, if "ided' signifies and stresses a certain

aspect of"eidos," viz. the concept considered qua concept; and ifPlato bas in mind a

priori concepts; then one might admit a certain isomorphism-if not in authorial intent,

perhaps in philosophical content-between idem as they appear in the Theaetetus and the

75 Cf. Natorp. 1911: 73.
76 At the end of bis cbapter on the Phaedrus. Natorp sketches Plato's progress; bis program is to
have evolved through three main stages: first, the Theaetetus establishes the existence and nature of
Grundbegriffè; these are developed into Grundsatze in the Phaedo~ the Gruncfsatze, finally are
organized into a concatenated system of science in the Symposium and Republic (Pl: 76-77). Cf. PI:
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 Ausdruckko~ von sonstigem., abweichendem Sprachgebrauch unbeint, das Prinzip des
Idealismus nennen; wofem diese Vorsicht nëtig 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 ta 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 aider 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 ifeidos and

idea are interchangeable terms, especially since, on bis account, idea is but an aspeCl of

eidos.77

The more serious problem lies in bis reading itself, particularly in the strange­

sounding daim that idea means "method."78 Natorp's thesis that in the Theaetetus idea

rneans lIconcept" retains what plausibility it has partIy because "idea-as-concept"

implies a certain unity and fixity, what one might cali the concept's "determinateness" or

Bestimmtheit. But if idea were to signify logical procedure, it would lose the

connotation ofdeterminacy, since the notion of procedure implies movement. In the

Platonic context, one natura1ly connects "procedure" with "dialectic," which Plato indeed

describes as an upward or downward movement. But this movement would seem ta be

a movement "up" towards or "downll 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 ta 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 idea1s 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 eidê which are grounded in a system of scientific cognitions. An eidos taken as such
need not bave that connotation, in Natorp's view; after aIl, 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 ta the

orthodox view ofthe ideai as transcendent substances. Of course, he severely qualifies

their r'reality" as an (mdispensable) rational construct, indispensable, that is, for

systematically ordering our cognitions. We should especially note that Kant explicitly

likens the Platonic idem not ta his own Ideen (Vemunftbegriffe), but ta ms ideals, and

these in fact do have an immanent function in scientific research.79 Thus the Kantian

ideals in a certain way approximate the Marburg conception ofcategories, and indeed

both Kant and the Marburgers equate their respeetive notions of ideal and category to

Plato's idea.

On the other hand, the methodological, scientific raIe of the Kantian ideals

depends precisely upon their fixity. As immovable standards and goals for bath 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 ofwhich is the infinite task of the understanding.

Now the Marburgers, as we have seen, calI any concept which determines data a

"category;" moreover, it is just this detennining act which is that concepts 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 idem as Kantian

ideals or perfect exemplars, for, as we have heard again and again, the idem are merely

functions; and functions are not themselves instances ofwhat they generate, a fortiori

cannot be perfect exemplars thereof.

The idea in method. The Phaedo is the "chiefwitness" for Natorp's daim that "Plato's

'Idea' rests on nothing else, has as its essential content nothing other than /ogica/

procedure" (PI: 133). This "1ogical procedure," in tum, Natorp identifies as dialectic or

79 l argue for this point elsewhere.
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pure logic-il 1T€pt TOVS À6yovs T€XVl) (Ph. 90b). Only by following this technical

procedure can one hope to reach truth, or "cognition ofthat which iS"-TllS nôv ~VTCùV

dÀl)8Eia:s TE Kcà ÈlTl.CfT111TJS (Ph. 9Od):

Denn in den Denksetzungen (À6'Yo~) ist, nach dem (99E) bestimmt

ausgesprochenen Grundsatz des Idea/ismus, die Wahrheit dessen, was

ist (derOVT<I), in den logisch gegrundeten, nach 9üC den "wahren und

sicheren, einsehend zu erkennendenll (OVTOS Ôl] n vos d:ÀTJ8ovs Ka1

~Eacdov ÀOyov K(d ÔVVa:TOV Ka;Tccvono-(I~),nach der ganzen, weiteren

Ausfiihrung 99 ff. durch zulangliche Deduktion gesicherten "Aussagen"

di. Satzen der Wissenschajt ist die Wahrheit der Gegensttinde allein zu

ersehen. Diese Sicherheit aber gronder sich in nichts ais dem lQgischen

Verfahren· wie es nicht nur eingehend entwickelt sondern auch unter

diesem Namen der" Weise des Verfahrens" (Tp61TQS' Tf1s uE86Ôou

97B vg1 99D lOOB usw.) hervorgehoben wird.

(PI: 133; emphasis added)80

The clearly expressed principle [Grunds-atz] ofidealism Cat Phaedo 9ge)

states this: that the truth ofwhat-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 ofobjects is only to be seen in the propositions [Sâtzen] ofscience.

This security rnoreover is grounded in nothing more man the lQgicaI

procedure itself-a point which is not only developed in detail but which

is stressed by the ride "manner ofprocedure" (rOO1TOS TUS u€8oÔov

97B cp. 99D lOOB etc ).

80 Cf. Natorp , 1913: 179.
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ThePhaedo's "technique of logoi" develops the so-called Unte"edungskunde of the

Phaedrus, by elaborating the notion of"pure thought" (ô~dvo~alô~(tvo€îO'ea~ [PI:

134])81 already advanced at Theaetetus 18ge, which Socrates there charaeterizes as

À6yov ôv avrl} lTpOS' a:vTi]v fi q,vxrt 81.€~ÉPX€TO:l, lT€Pl. mv ŒV

O'KOlT'Û ... [in which the soul] ... 8~o:voovJ.l{vrJ OVK <XÀÀo T~ 't)

(Th. 18ge; emphasis added)

a logos, which the soul itselfby itselfruns 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 itselt: affirming

and negating.

The question-and-answer of Socratic dialogue is coordinated with the Platonic doctrine

of recollection82 into authentic dialectic, in which the soul asIes and answers its own

questions itselfby itself, discovering (recollecting) its answers, restricted exclusively to

the domain ofpure 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 ofthis 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

, ,
<X:1TOKpl. VOJ.le:vo~ .•.•

(Ph. 78cd)

81 Cf. Natorp, 1969: 16.
82 As we might expec~ 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.



•

3:32

The very ausia ofwhose einai we give an account, askingand

. 84answenng...

aÙTOÛ TOi) Ko:ÀOV Kat a'ÔTO?) TO?) <iya8oû Kat Ôl.Ka(01J KCtl. OC1(01J

"[aUTO] Ô €C1Tl. ",85 Kat EV Taîs ÈpCilTl'nsO'l.v ÈPWT(l)VT€S Kat Èv

(Ph. 75cd)

For our logos does not now concern the Equal more than it does the

Beautiful itselt: and the Good itself: and the Just, and the Holy, and, 1

say, all those things upon which we stamp [this (seaI?)], the "w hat it is

[itselfJ," both in our questions, when we ask questions, and in our

answers, when we answer.

Tlty TOU Ô €CJ"Tl.V.

(Ph. 92d)

84 Cf. Rowe, 1993: 183. Natorp: "Jenes Sein 'selbst' (oùa{a: und zwar lIùTi) ft oùa{II), von dem wir
Rechenschajt geben, dafJ es ist, im Fragen und Antworten" (PI: 134).
85 Whereas for once all the manuscripts agree here [d2]: "... È:TT~a<t>p(tYl.(olJ.E:61I TOUTO 'ô Ean',...,"
the editors bave experimented as follows. Robin opts for Bumet's emendation: "...Èlna$pa.Yl,'6~E6a:
TO 'a.ÙTO Ô ECTn',..."; Rowe and the OCTeditors opt for Heindorfs compromise of tradition plus TO:

"...€TTl.a<ppayt(olJ.E:6« TOUTO, TO 'ô ECTn',...." Natorp himselfquotes the manuscript version (PI:
134): "Es ist hier nicht bloB vom Gleichen die Rede, sondem ebenso gut vom Schônen selbs~ vom
Guten selbst, vom Gerechten, vom Heiligen, kurz von allem, welchem wir diese [!] Marke aufpdigen
des Was es ist' (È:lna<t>p«y~(6pEea. TOVTO Ô Ean, was hier ganz ais Formel zu verstehen, mit dem
ais bekannt vorausgesetzten Sinn: was 'es selbst', d.h. was der Sinn der jedesmaligen Pradikation ist),
in WlSem Fragen, wenn wir fragen (z.B. Was ist das Schëne?), in WlSem Antworten, wenn wir
antworten (Das Scoone ist das und das).t1
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For it was stated that our soul~ before it enters the body, is in the same

condition as that ausia which belongs to it, which is called,

eponymously, "that which it is. "86

TOUTO ycf..p J.lO~ 5oK€î dt1q,<xÀ€(JT(ITOV e:iv<Il. Kcd ÈJ,lCXVTril

lTOTe: lTEcrE'iv, àÀÀ' à:cr~<xÀÈs Eivcu. Kttl È~ot K<XE. é)T~o7)v <XÀÀ€tl

<broKPCvcxcr8cu, OT~ T@ K<lÀ41 TeX KaÀ« K<xÀcL..

(Ph. lOGe)

For this seems to me to be the safestlmost certain way ofanswering

both myself and anyone else; and ifI cling to this [answer], 1believe I

will never fall~ but that it is safe to say, in answer bath to myself and

anyone else, that the beautiful things are beautiful through the Beautiful.

(Ph. lOlcd)

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.

the ô E<TT~ or ovcr(cx-are nothing but the answers to the soul's dialeetical self­

interrogations. Moreover, the rightness ofthese answers is grounded in nothing but the

86 Rowe (1993: 220) disputes the well-attested IIVTils. recommending IIVTTl instead TIùs would of
course not suit Natorp. who uses this passage as evidence that that Being (ousia) which is called the
"wbat it is, Il is the special possession of consciousness, which is clarified as such through an interna!
dialectic ofquestion and answer.
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procedure ofthat interrogation, is not in any way underwritten by sorne extemal warrant

oftruth. Nothing but the dialectical methodofjustification itselfprovides 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 ail of the mind's cognitions, to maximize their security, a)

by linking them all to "something sufficient," and b) by hannonizing 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 meaningfuJ

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 lita €o-T~" as a formula to

express the "Socratic requirement" for giving definitions, the "ô (C1T~" is now

embedded in a procedure ofjustification and proot: and this latter procedure "is raised

to the actua1foundation ofthe doctrine ofideas" (PI: 134).88

The new link with a deductive proof-procedure (Àoyov ô~56v(n) deepens the

notion of idea:

[Idea] 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 law must be valid in

unchangeable identity through the entire manifold of cases, upon which

it is not aiJplied, but rather into which it is developed.

(PI: 136)

Thus "the concept is grounded in the law,89 and each law is grounded in ever higher

laws up to the highest that are reachable" (PI: 136). The Marburg understanding of the

meaning ofbeing, its preoccupation with the "logical procedurell of science, and its

87 Cf. PI: 156-157.
88 Cf. Natorp, 1911: 75.
89 ln the senses discussed earlier: Ge-setz: thesis, posit·io~ Grundlegung: hypo-thesis.



•

•

3: 35

transcendental orientation come to full expression here, for the logical procedure of

giving proofand justification (Begründung and Rechenschaft) is the ascent to the

ultimate condition(s) of possibility ofthinking, that is of positing being in relations, and

doing this in a systematic way.

A6yov Ôl.ô6v<xl. and the meaningofbeing. In our discussion of the Marburg School's

dissolution of ontology, we saw tbat the only meaning ofbeing they countenance as

having any sense is the being ofpredication, of the copula. This becomes very

important in understanding Natorp's account of the relation of ousia and logon didonai.

ô €O"Tl.-the "what it is ll equated with oV<Ti<x-amounts to notbing more than "the

meaning of the respective predication [der Sinn der jedesmaligen Prtidikation]" (PI:

134). When Plato (or, as Natorp would have it, any right-thinking persan) speaks of

"being,1l he means the being of predication, which is "the own property of

consciousness" (Ph. 76de), through which the judgement of a relation is made. 9O For

ail relations are expressed in a judgement of the basic fonn "S i..s P, Il 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 ô (<TTl. or o'Ùu(a.) is the answer, i.e. the predicate P

in the judgement, Sis P. Thus, Pis the idea, a concept, a possible predicate. The

predicate answers how S is to be detennined, namely as P. The meaning of "is" is

nothing, according ta Natorp, more than the indicator ofthe mind's subsumption ofS

under P, by which S is detennined. Insofar as a given P defines this S, P constitutes the

ovcr(ex. ofS; by being subsumed under P, S "participates" in P.

Yet ifwe leave it at tbat, then any P said ofSwould by definition be an idea, and

that consequence is nonsense. Any statement, ilS is P," rather, is merely a dom, insofar

as it is judged ta (seems to) subsume S; what elevates it ta the higher epistemic status of

"truth, Il and the "P" ta that of idea? P becomes an idea by beingjustified, namely by

90 Cf. P[: 134.
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being given a logos that grounds it in ever higher reasons-aod ultimately in sorne

sufficient (t'K<tVOV) reason-at the same rime systernatically integrating it with ather so

established ideai. Only once this is done cao the is in the propositio~ Sis P, take on the

strong sense ofbeing associated with the idem, namely that oftruth and lmowledge. In

Marburg terms, ooly this justification cao confirm a doxds scientific status. This

"strong being," the copula in a scientific judgement, is, as Natorp puts it, simply "the

'being' in the logically groundedanswer to the question: what is the Beautiful, the Good,

etc." (PI: 134).91 1t is crucial to stress, however, that the ideds status does not depend

on the system being completed, as though sorne last cataleptic closure to the system of

ideai were required to justify its absolute truth. For Natorp, al/ that is required for an

ideds justification is that it be implicated in a methodical process of rational ("logical")

grounding. The system is open; justification, like detennination, an infinite task. AlI

that grants scientific status is the adherence to method-govemed thinking.

3.4.2. Analysis of the dialogue.

Pure concepts assumed. Natorp sees the development of the theory of ideai presented

in four distinct stages in the texts of the Phaedo, beginning with the "First introduction

of the theory ofideas: pure thought and the pure objects ofthought (pag. 65-68)" (PI:

137). This section covers much the same ground as the Theaetetus. Indee~ as Natorp

wouId have it, it takes for granted the key accomplishments of the Theaetetus, i.e. the

isolation and determination of pure concepts and the positive role of the sensibility. The

main point in the Phaedo's reiteration is the impossibility of reaching truth via the

senses: the soul attains truth, or "etwas von dem was ist," not via the body (i.e. the

senses), but

alone through the pure activity ofthinking, in which it releases itself

from the body and is "by itself."

91 Cf. Natorp, 1911: 76.
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(PI: 137)92

As soon as Socrates has established the unreliability ofthe senses (Ph. 65a-c), he

abruptly changes the tapie, asking Simmias:

Do we say the just itselfto be something or nothing?

We certainly say 50, by Zeus t

And the beautiful and the good-do we assert these ta be something?

How could we not?

(Ph. 65d4-8)

It is in this exchange that Natorp sees Plato's assumption of the Theaetetus's deducti.on

of "pure determinations ofthought" In short, Natorp again stresses Plato's attention to

that being or "whatness in itself' which is not transmitted or mediated by the senses (PI:

137-138). In particuiar, he points to the formulaic use ofllœvTo Ka8'œvTo" which he

takes to signify nothing more or less than the exclusive focus on the posited "self­

identical" content ofthe concept-exclusive, that is, "of any particularity or change of

whatever other detenninations that may interweave themselves (with the concept] in a

given case:" "The purity afthinking and efits abject thus far signifies nothing more

than the purity of abstraction" (PI: 138).93 Natorp argues that the matter-of-faet use of

this phrase suggests that the Phaedo follows the Theaetetus, where the existence of

concepts, identified as aVTO Ka6'aVTo-was arguedfor andproved, in explicit

contradistinction ta the "boundless relativity" of our sense-data (PI: 139).

Occasional sensibility. The second section's heading encapsulates what is perhaps the

mest truly Kantian element ofNatorp's reading of the Phaedo; it reads: "The origin-ality

of cognition, and the contribution of the senses." In this section he interprets the

92 Cf. Ph. 65cll-d2: "...ft TOÛ $l.Àoao4Jou 1VuXTt JJ(iÀl.crTlI à:nllci'€t TO a~Jl<I K<I~ ?€vY€L
CtTr'aÙTOû, 'T)T€t ôÈ <l'Ùrl) Ka.6'<IvTitv y(yvEcr6<I1.."

93 Cf. Natorp, 1887: 270-271.
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Il originality of cognitionIl as the a priority94 of our pure concepts; the aet of

"recollection" as the philosophical insight into those concepts as a priori; and this act

itself as necessarily dependent upon the intuitions of the sensibility. From the point of

view of the critical philosophy, the "discovery" of pure a priori concepts in the

Theaetetus is unsatisfactory, for they remain tao rigidly opposed to the senses. AlI titis,

we are told, changes for the better in the Phaedo, where we are shown how sensible

experience occasions the cognition ofa priori concepts. And although Natorp does not

remark on it, Plata here and elsewhere in the Phaedo makes the very Kantian point that

this is the on!y way we humans can know these a priori concepts at ail.95 Bath of these

points are established in Plato's argument that our recognition of equality among

sensibles implies the "existence" or "realityll ofnon-sensible standards.

First, the obvious proposition is granted that ifone recollects something (X2),

one must have known it before (Xl) (Ph. 73c). Next, the somewhat less obvious

proposition is granted that one's recol1ection OfX2 may be prompted or occasioned by

an entirely dissimilar y (Ph. 73c-74a). These two possible occasions of recognition

form the basis, then, for the argument for maxima, since in the case of recollecting like

from like, unlikeness aIso pIays a role:

<xvaYKaîov roBe 1Tpoa1Tdo"XE~V, ÈvvoEîv ErTE Tl. ÈÀÀe:ClTEl. roVTO

(Ph. 74a)

94 Cf. PI: 143.
9S As far as human knowledge goes, this recognition never goes beyond the level of intimation: either
after death or nowhere, Socrates says, will we have such pure knowledge (Ph. 66e). Why Natorp
ignores this and other properly Kantian points is another interesting question. It could weIl have to do
with the neo-Kantian suspicion that this anthropological description of cognition could easily slide
into (or indeed already is) a species ofpsychologism. Thus Plato's repeated caveats in the Phaedo
conceming the limits ofhuman lmowledge go unmentioned as potential embarrassments.
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But whenever someone recolleets something from things that are

similar,96 does he not necessarily experience this as well, viz. becoming

aware whetherthis thing falls short ta sorne degree in similarity, or not,

to that thing ofwhich he was reminded?

This is illustrated by the example of "equal l1 sensibles and "the equal itself," or

"Equality."97 Here Plato makes the point that while we affirm there to be such a "thing"

as "the equal itself:" we take the knowledge of this equality from the seeing of

"equals."98 That these equals are different from "Equality" is made clear frOID the fact

that the "equal" stones or sticks-remaining self-identicaI-now appear equal, now not,99

whereas "the equal" is never aIso "not-equal."

Thus it is established both that there is such a "thing" as "the equal"-i.e., the

concept ojequality-and that we come to know it tbrough the (sensible) experience of

equal things. But this is still compatible with the concept of equality merely being an

empirical, a posteriori concept. Socrates now draws our attention ta the additional fact

that "Equality" is superior ta the equals. He asks:

fa-ov, 'rl Èv6€î T~ EK€î'VOtl T41 TO~OVTOV €!v(X~ orov Ta t'o-ov, Tl

o'Ù8lv;

(Ph. 74d5-7; cf. 75b7)

Do they appear ta us to be just as equal as the [what is] Equal itself? Or

do they fail short of that to sorne extent [Tl.], in respect ofbeing such a

thing as the Equal, or not at all?

96 Determinative yé; cf. Rowe. 1993: 167.
97 As bas been often noted, Plato speaks bath of "the equals themselves" as weil as of "Equality" at
Ph. 74b. For discussion and references, see Rowe, 1993: 169-170.
98 Cf. Theaet. 184b; Heidegger, 1997: 166, ff.
99 Cf. Th. 155bc for an almost identic:al example-Soc:rates bimself stays the samer though now he is
c:alled short, now tall.
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The empirical instances always seem somehow ta be lacking, or, put another way, ta be

"wanting ta be [l3ovÂ€T<n €iva;~]" something else: in particular, they are wanting with

respect ta a maximal standard of perfection. The central feature of the a priority of

certain ofour concepts in this discussion is already familiar ta us from Kant's argument

for such concepts, viz. as just such maxima or standards of perfection.

Agam, it is both interesting and troubling that Natorp does not take the

straightforward Kantian route here, which would be to stress the notion of

hyperempirical maxima or standards, as Kant himself does. Perhaps Natorp fears that

this would lead him back to the quasi-transcendence and ultimate illusoriness of ideas

and ideals as Kant conceives them, rather than the immanently functioning concepts he

wants ta show they are. lOO Hence he characterizes TO t'aov simply as a concept over

against the sensible TeX t'a (X , where the singular noun indicates no more than that "the

concept is ... the unity of the manifoldof occurring cases [i.e. of the concept]" (PI: 143).

This would seem a perverse simplification ofPlato's intention here: if anything, Plato

wants ta say that Ta t'uov is not merely a unity but also a standard that lies beyond

experience: after all, it is just this hyper-empirical "location" that bath makes it possible

for it ta be a true standard, and that tells us that it is an a priori, and not an empirical

concept.

Natorp's whole focus here is entirely upon the empirical occasioning of the

"pure" concept; he takes up the ideals normative function later. This "occasioning" or

sparking of the mind's self-consciousness ofits own proper (pure) concepts is what

Plato calls "recollection." As Socrates emphatically puts it at Ph. 75a:

100 Natorp interprets the imperfection of a sensible quality simply as impurity, Le. as being
complicated with "conttadictory determinations," while the idea, by contrast, is auto kath'hauto pure
and a priori. Thus, in bis discussion of the Republic, he argues that auto kath'hauto "means nothing
more or less than that we unconfusedly think One as One, the Second as Second, Larger as Larger,
Smaller as SmaIler, and sa each thing as what it is and nothing else, in determined discriminatio~

whereas in sense-perceptions the same thing may appear as One and aIso as Two, as Larger and aIso as
Smaller, without the sensibility itself being able to dissolve this entanglement of contradictory
determinations, and to decide, which ofthese mutually contradietory messages or reports of the senses
is correct" (Pl: 202).



•

•

d:ÀÀd J,lilv K«t To8€ OJ,loÀOYOûl1E:V1 J,lTl ŒÀÀo6€v CCVTO [i.e. TO fuov­

later generalized to aIl pure concepts] EVV€VOY1KÉV«l, J,ll1ôÈ: ôvv«Tèw

éiva:z. EVVOW«l. àÀÀ' Yi EK TOÛ iô€Îv l) &ttICCU6CIl. II EK Tl.VOS' <ûÀTlS

Tlllv ccia6i)(r€(&)v.

(Ph. 75a)

But this too we concede, that we have come to conceive [the Equal] from

nowhere else than from seeing or touching or sorne other of the senses­

and that we are unable to conceive it [from any other source].

A few lines later he reiterates the point: we "take up [«vaÀaJ,ladVOIlE:V]" these pure

concepts by "using our senses [T«îs- cda8t1<J€al, XplllJ,l€VOl.]" (Ph., 75e). The "taking

up," is "later" than the original, "prior" knowledge, and hence is styled "recolleeting

[dVCIIl1.J.lvUUK€a8<I1.]" (75e; cf. 74cd). Natorp sets aside Socrates's inconsequent

conclusion to the soul's existence prior ta incarnation, and focuses on the "explicit and

repeated acknowledgement of the indispensable share ofsensibility in cognition:

es sei nicht anders mëglich die rein gedanklichen Bestimmungen, die wir

freilich nur, ais urspriinglich unser eigen, aus dem Quell des eignen

BewuBtseins schëpfen kënnen, ins BewuBtsein zu heben ..., ais infolge

der sinnlichen Wahrnehmung oder von ihr ausgehend (cbro, 76A). Zwar

nur das Bewul3tsein selbst vermag, als ganz sein Eignes, den Begriff zu

erdenken, nichts Sinnliches vermag ibn ibm zu geben; aber es bedar.f, um

ihn zu erdenken, gleichwohl der Wahrnehmung: nur am sinnlichen

Abbild erkennt es, d.h. erkennt es wieder, das Urbild. Das entspricht

ganz der Rolle, welche der Sinnlichkeit im Theaetet zuerkannt wurde.

(PI: 144-145)

it is not possible to bring to consciousness the purely noetic

[gedanklich] detenninations--which, as originally belonging to us, we

can of course on!y derive [schopfen] frOID our own consciousness--

3:41
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except as a result of sense-perception or by taking sense-perception as a

basis. 1t is true that only consciousness alane can canceive the concep~

as something entirely proper to itself; nothing sensible is able to give the

concept to consciousness. Nonetheless, in arder for the concept to be

conceived, sense perception is required: only in the sensible image

[Abbild] does consciousness cognize-i.e. recognize-the paradigm

[Urbi/d]o This is entirely in accord with the role which was granted

sensibility in the Theaetetus.

Natorp again points out that the senses do not "give" the concept, but rather that they

Ilask the question, to which the concept answers" (PI: 145). Again we see the

interdependence between the sensibility and the understanding which is itself

Ildialectical" at the deepest level. The understanding is dialectically dependent upon the

sensiblity, insofar as the "entire funetion of the concept [is exhausted] ... by determining

this indeterminacy=X' (PI: 146). In this connection, Natarp stresses the relational

nature ofthese Grundhegrijfe, illustrated here by "Equality.1I As he puts il,

a relation can orny be posited insofar one at the same time posits a

I1manifold" which the relation relates ta a "unity" of thought. The

relation itself, however, is only achievedby thought; relation subsists

orny in thinking, and thinking consists entirely in relation.

(PI: 145; emphasis added)

He concludes: "This ariginality and self-propriety of consciousness's unity-function

fanns the indestructible nucleus of the entire, profaundly constructed inquiry [ofthis

section]" (PI: 145).

We thus see how the self-interrogation of the mind's dialogue with itselfby

itself is dialectical/y related to this empirical dialogue of mind and sensibility. AlI

thinking is the mind answering sorne question, and sensibility's questions are only one

hnd of question, viz. the questions whose answers constitute experience. But the mind
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can also ask questions of itself in a self-reflective mode, and it is this mode which here

appears as internai diaIeetic. Instead ofanswering sensibility, the self-refleetive mind is

spurred by its empirical dialogue now to ask how it is able ta give those answers, how it

was able ta generate the abjects it in fact ex.periences. This new internai dialectic is

simply the analyti.c ascent of a transcendental deduction; its "answers" are the mind's

own functional concepts thanks to which l can have sorne empirical a or b or c ta ask

the fi esti question about. This latter conversation constitutes what Plata designates the

"craft of logoi," described by Sacrates as his "midwifery:" the ability to bring to light

and life what is already latent in us. Philosophical dialectic, then, can ooly take its

starting-point from sense-experience, as Socrates says, and proceed ta deduce the

conditions of possibility of that experience.

When one has succeeded in purifying one's concepts, and considers them "as

objects" (PI: 146), one has bath reached the highest goal of dialectic (to anticipate: to

move solely among the eidê) and generated a (necessary) metaphysical illusion, viz. of

ideas as things-in-themselves. Here, too, lies the greatest philosopbical danger, namely

offorgetting that these abstractions are nolhing more than abstractions, and have no

meaning "in themselves." Kant thinks Plata on occasion feH prey ta this illusion;

Natorp thinks Plato never even generated it. Kant thinks the il1usory objectivity of our

ideas is necessary for providing science with its goals; Natorp ignores the problem of

scientific goals and concerns himself solely with scientific method; goals change,

method remains. For this reason he interprets the ideai as hypothetical propositions

within the body of scientific cognitions itself. To bis arguments for this interpretation,

the heart ofhis interpretation ofPlato tout court, we now tum.

The being ofbecoming. Natorp's goal in the next two sections of his discussion (C and

D) is to show that the Phaedo establishes a method for a "science of experience," where

this phrase is to be construed in the strictest Kantian sense: "science" means "system of
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cognitions;" "experience" means "sensible phenomena." The two sections are closely

linked: Section C paves the way for Section D: and Section D in turn substantiates the

daims ofC. Since, according to Natorp, Plata has thus far kept knowledge and

experience apart and opposed-as much out ofa lingering Eleatic influence as out of the

philosophical necessity of discriminating the various sources of our cognition101_-his

task now is to show how their synthesis, how real epistêmê of the phenomenal world,

and not mere dom, is possible.

Natorp argues that in the Phaedo's third major argument (the so-called IlAffinity

Argument,1I Ph. 78-84),102 Plato grants, for the fmt rime, that a certain kind ofbeing can

be ascribed to the realm of sensible phenomena, namely by fixing a relationship between

the phenomenal realm ofbecoming and the noetic realm ofbeing. Since it is for Plato

an epistemological principle that "knowledge" can only be had of what is, or IIhas

being," the possibility ofknO'rllledge ofphenomena ("empirical science") comes into

view, viz. insofar as a method ofmediating pure concepts and sensible intuitions can be

established, so that "being" can be said of phenomena. Section D, the Phaedo's

dialectical capstone, establishes the method through which the realm ofbeing is brought

into relation to the realm ofbecoming.

In Natorp1s view, the unfortunate consequence ofPlato's earlier "Eleaticism,1l the

complete divorce of the realms ofbeing and becoming, is now, at least in principle ifnot

entirely in expression, overcome. The argument for immortality from affinity takes its

101 Cf. KrV, A51-52/B75-76.

102 Natorp's title for this section (C), "The two kinds ofbeing: the unebangeable and the changeable,"
epitomi.zes bis general attitude towards the Phaedo: it is not a dialogue "lI'Ept tVvxils" (mueh less
IliJ81.K6s"), as the scholiast would have il; nor is il in the end eoncemed with "proving" persona!
immortality (as most commentators aeknowledge). Thus Natorp simply ignores the entire "deduction"
of the sours deathlessness, instead focusing on a key hypothesis from which the simplicity and
indestruetlbility of the sou! follow almost as a mere eorollary. Tbough we might aeeept Natorp's
estimation of the relative philosophieal weight to be assigned to the general argument for two genera of
being, on the one band, and to the specifie argument for the soul's immortality, on the other band. yet
it is remarkable tbat he pays no attention to the hypothetical procedure already applied by Sacrales at
this stage of the dialogue. This oIIÙssion might be no more than a rhetorical strategy: Natorp does not
want to spoU the purity of bis textual scheme, and wants to reserve the discussion of hypothesis and
the method of the ideai for the last section of the dialogue, where it is explicitly raised by Plato
himself.
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starting point from a more general question: What sort of thing is destructible

(scatterable), what sort is indestructible? Things composed of parts are subject ta

destruction, while non-composite things-should there be any-are not Most likely-it

is argued--that which al.ways subsists in one and the same condition also is non­

composite, whereas that which fluctuates in different ways is composite. Socrates then

d:1TOKPl,VOJ.lEVOl, ... [the ousia ofwhose einai we give an account, asking and

answering...]" (Ph. 78cd). Such ousiai that are always and only "themselves ll never

accept or receive (È:VÔÉXET<Il,) any change (78d). By contrast, the many equal things, the

many beautiful things, etc., that are objects ofthe senses, especially ofvisio~ these are,

as sensibilia, never "the sarne" (Ph. 78e-79a). The simple self-sames, on the other hand,

are objects ofthinking alone: "but you could not reach those things that subsist self­

identically in any other way than through the /ogsimos of thought [dianoia]" (Ph.

79a).103

Thus!Wo kinds ofbeings (ôoo Et'ÔTJ TWV ~VT(j)V) are posited (8wJ.lE:v) (Ph.

79a),104 the visible-changing, and the invisible-immutable. It is this thesis of the two

genera (eidê) ofbeing(s) which Natorp identifies as the great advance, pregnant with

consequence.

Man hat hier den bestimmten Gedanken zu erkennen, daB eine Wahrheit

der Erfahrungserkenntnis, eben auf Grund der Ideenerkenntnis t

wiederum mëglich, ja durch diese Grundlegung gerade ennëglicht wird.

Das Sinnliche ist Schein und bloBe Meinung, solange es nicht auf die

reinen Setzungen des Denkens "zuruckbezogen" ist, solange der

Wechsel der Erscheinung gesetzlos, mithin unbestimmt bleibt. Aber

cliese Zuruckbeziehung, diese gesetzliche Bestimmung des Wechsels der

103 T~V Sè KClTd TCl1JTd èx:6vTlIJ v 01JK ED"n v OT(~ rroT' cry <D.À~ Èm.À<iaotO n T~ T'ilS

Ôt,ClVOta:S ÀoytD"\.l~ ....

104 Cf. Robinson, 1962: 93, ff.
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Erscheinung ist mëglich, muB mëglich sein, aIso kommt dem Sinnlichen

ein ibm eigentümliches Sein, eine ihm eigentüm.liche Wahrheit zu.

CP1: 149; emphasis added)

Here we must recognize the c1ear view that a truth ofempiricaI cognition

is in turn possible on the basis of cognition of ideas, indeed, that it is

precisely made possible through this basis

[posit=hypothesis=Grundlegung]. The sensible is illusion [Schein] and

mere opinion as long as it is not "related back" [derived] ta the pure

posits of thinking, as long as the alteration of appearance remains law­

less, and so undetennined. But this derivation [Zuriickbeziehung], this

lawful determination ofthe mutation ofappearance is possible, must be

possible; hence the sensible is granted a being peculiar to it, a truth

peculiar ta it.

Natorp portrays bath form and conclusion of the argument as a "Kantian" one, viz. as

an attempt at deducing the conditions ofpossibility ofthejact oftIUe empirical

judgements, of predications about sensible phenomena. But this "postulate" of the two

ontic orders cao only be secured tbrough the "Nachweis der Methode einer

Wissenschaft des Sinnlichen" (PI: 149).

How is the realm of sensible intuitions conneeted with the noetic reaIm? In what

sense can we attribute ta sensibilia their own peculiar form ofbeing and truth? Since, as

Natorp constantly stresses, "being" a1ways indicates predication; and since to predicate

is equivaIent to making ajudgement; it follows that "being in general ooly signifies the

function ofjudging, and has no other specifiable sense" (PI: 150).105 The question can

therefore be rephrased: In what sense cao one make (true) judgements about sensible

intuitions? How are synthetic a posteriori judgements possible? Now, empirical being

cannot have its source or ground in our intuitions, since, as was ostensibly demonstrated

105 Cf. PI: 240.
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in the Theaetetus, sensible phenomena as such have no being, but always ooly fluctuate

in an incoherent streaming. Therefore, according to Natorp, we can make (true)

empirical judgements and form bona fide empirical cognitions only insofar the being of

these empirical judgements is grounded in, Le. derives its validity from, the being ofour

pure judgements.

Since the "being" of pure judgements functions as the foundation or warranty

underwriting the "being" of empirical judgements, the two orders ofbeing are assigned

different grades. l06 The challenge of course remains to show how pure judgements

cau be applied or "related [bezogen]" to the realm ofphenomena; or as Natorp

elsewhere puts it, how the mind can move from the tautological cognition of pure

concepts ta "heterological" cognition. Gnly ifwe can explain how it is possible ta make

the judgement IlA is B," rather than IlA is A, Il cao we account for the possibility of

making true, i.e. properly scientific, propositions about phenomena. I07

Socrates's "intellectua/ autobiography. ft The impulses that lead one into this last zone

of self-reflection become clearer as we examine Socrates's Ilintellectual autobiography."

Natorp characterizes this part of the Phaedo as the story ofPlato's own journey from

dogmatism through skepticism to criticism. 108 In order ta explicate Natorp's point, l

will focus on the meaning ofSocrates's "blinding." For it is the "blindness ll caused by

the dominant lTEP~ q,V<J€CllS' style of inquiry which led Socrates to devise ms own

"second-best" method-the method ofhypothesis which is Natorp's chiefinterest.

As Natorp says, the goal of the natura! historians is ta understand, to gain

insight into the aLTtlX ofeach thing: "€~ô€va~ ... 8~à: TC yCYVETlXl, EK(I(J"TOV Kat Ôl,<X

Ti (broÂÀvTal. Kaî Ôl.à: Ti E(fT~V [to know through what each thing cornes to be,

through what it perishes, through what it subsistS]" (Ph. 96a). What do they mean by

106 PI: 150.
107 Natorp, 1969: Il.
108 Cf. PI: 150-151.
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"each thing," and what counts as a Tt, Ôp,« which it could be explained? Based on

Socrates's account, and judging by the title of their investigations, the naturaI historians

mean by IIthing" a physical thing, a natural thing, e.g., an animal or a human being, the

mooo, a star.

This is the common-sense or "dogmatic" conception of a thing: 109 it is a

sensible, and its (XL T(<< is aise a sensible, or more accurately, a non-evident form or

function ofa sensible. Thus, in the theal)" that when IIthe wann and the cold are gripped

by putrefaction," animais are generated, the warrn, the colel, and putrefaction are sensible

phenomena; but just how the animate is to emerge from their co-presence or interaction

remains non-evident. The same holds for the other examples Socrates cites: blood, air,

tire, etc. are all proposed as that Ôl.d Tt we think, the addition ofbone to bone and of

tlesh ta flesh as that ôp,d TC the body grows. But in all these cases the how of the Ôl.d

Tt remains non-evident, that is, not itselfaccessible to direct sensible verification.

Instead, the explanatory work is done by what Natorp calls "analogies to the

sensible as the given, the purportedly understood.

One presumes ta understand the given because it is familiar to us from

experience, and then thinks the non-given [i.e. the non-evident aiT(cn] as

similar to this given.

(PI: 151)

Natorp frames tbis aetiologicaI issue as the question of causation as such. The 1T€Pl.

q,vo"€(J)S' explanations fail genera/ly because they cannat account for the how of

transition from state x to state y within the common-sense, mechanistic parameters they

dogmatically set for themselves.

Man versteht nicht aus einer gegebenen Tatsache wie eine andre, von ihr

verschiedene, in irgend einer Hinsicht ihr kontradiktorische aus ihr

hervorgehen solI.

109 Ph. 96c.
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(PI: 151)

One does not understand out of a given fact or state of affairs how a

different fact or state of affairs, one which in sorne respect is

contradictory to the first one, is supposed to come about.

This is the problem, according to Natorp, which "blinded" Sacrates, which shacked him

out ofthe naive dogmatism that underlay even the most sophisticated lT€pt q,V<fECIlS"

explanations, and sent him spinning into "skepticism"--or at least into d:1Top{a.

Natorp compares this moment to Hume's insight into the problematic concept of

cause (PI: 151). This comparison, while not entirely apt, 110 deserves further attention

since it furnishes a window into Natorp's conception of natura! science. As the just­

quoted passage puts it, the phenomena themselves by themselves cannot suffice ta

explain their own mutation. But this insight is not the crucial one: indeed, the lTEP~

QlvaEfJ.lS" writers themselves share it, insofar as they resort to the non-evident in their

aetiologies. Rather, the crucial insight is that the concepts we use in framing our

explanations as cognitions of phenomena do not derive from the phenomena

themselves, but from the mind. As long as we merely look at the phenomena-conceived

by common-sense as the things themselves, as Ta: lTpdYIl<XTa:-and try ta discover the

causes in the phenomena, we will be blinded. And as long as we conceive of the causes

as non-evident but nonetheless same in kind as their effects, à la the natura! historians,

we will aIso be blinded-only by a more dazzling light. 111

The point is made clear by Socrates's own puzzles concerning relative size. He

used to think "that when a large man stood by a small one he was taller by a head, and

so a horse was taller than a horse," though he "now" thinks that he is "far, by Zeus, from

believing that l lmow the cause of any ofthose things" (Ph. 96de). The physical

110 Hume attacked the a priori reading of causation into phenomena, not the a posteriori reading of
causation in phenomena
III Consider Socrates's mocking account of vision in the Afeno, in which he uses the jargon of
Empedocles's theory of emanations. Cf. Ph. IOOe.
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explanation that the cause ofone man's tallness is that he is taller "by a head" than

another is not a real explanation, because "by a head" could just as weIl be adduced to

explain the other man's shortness (Ph. 96de, lOOe; PI: 151); hence the same "cause"

would explain two contradietory "effects." Conversely, in the case of the generation of

the same effeet-a pair-two different "physicalistic" descriptions, two contradietory

"causes," can be adduced, viz. "bringing together" or "splitting apart" (Ph. 96e-97b). As

Natorp writes, the tOO implies that for a proposed cause (Gnmd) ta count as a !rUe

cause-i.e. have explanatory force-it must be an "identity." 112

Ifnatural science, a science of experience-a system of cognitions that explains

phenomenal fluctuations with apodictic force-is to be possible, then the grounds of this

possibility can only be gained by the transcendental tum. In the "easy" cases of size or

number adduced by Socrates, this means recognizing that "tallness," Ilshortness,"

"unity," and "two-ness" are not traits ofthings in themselves (lTEc:PVK{V<Il. ).113 Instead,

for the (nec-)Kantian, they are concepts laid into (hineinge/egt) or imposed upon the

given phenomena by the subject making the respective judgement: "s is taU;" Il S is

short;" liS is a unity;1I "s is a pair;" etc. On Natorp's view, Socrates was blinded, as was

Hume, by looking directly at TeX OVTa: (Ph. 99d), at TeX lTpdYJ,l<InI (Ph. 9ge), and

realizing that in this way one can discern no cause (i.e. frame no explanation), and thus

gain no knowledge.

But unlike Hume, who consequently surrenders the possibility of science in the

strict sense, (plato's) Socrates does not remain a skepric. Natorp draws this contrast

three rimes in Pla/os Ideen/ehre; 114 his point is always the same. AlI rationalists­

starting with Plato-"who have been clear about their own principles.," agree with Hume

that

112 PI: 151, 153, 156.
113 Cf. Ph. L02bc.

114 Cf. Pl: 151, 163. 431.
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[dlie gegebene empirische Lage, oder auch der bisherige Lauf des

Geschehens, ... keinen Grund [i.e., no «rn.ov] [enthalt] warum in dem

und dem Zeitpunkt die und die Veranderung erfolgt.

(PI: 431)

the given empirical situatio~ or the preceding sequence ofevents, ...

contain no reason why such and such a change results at such and such

a point in tÏme.

But the (critical) rationalists advance beyond Hume by rejeeting the conclusion that

there are no cdT(U, only constant conjunctions that are habitually thought of as causal

links. Instead they acknowledge the reality of a.LTL(U, ofGriinde, whose reality is

grounded in the "law," in the Ge-setz: that which is posited, laid-down, laid-over, or laid­

under, the phenomena-by thinking. Natorp echoes Kant here in his estimation of

Hume, who performed a great service in undermining the "ineradicable [Aristotelian]

dogmatism of things as causes," but did not advance beyond this "correct negation" to

the "positive answer that clarifies everything" (PI: 431): he failed to see the "law" as

(XrT~OV (PI: 163).115 It is just this positive insight which Natorp identifies in the

"second-sailing." 116

Socrates prefaces ms own method with an account of a guide he thought

promised an escape from the blinding dogmatism of natural history: Anaxagoras.

Socrates says that he had once heard someone read from Anaxagoras's book "€lis <l'PeI

vovS' È:UTl.V b Ôl.a.KO(J"J.Ul)V T€ KeIt lfaVTlJlV œrTl.OS ... [thatnousis the orderer and the

cause of all things (the universe)...]" (Ph. 97bc). This notion pleased young Sacrates

because "l50~{ J,lOl. TPOlTOV n.vd EV €XE:~V Ta TOV vovv €ivœ~ lT<iVTWV œt'Tl.OV [it

struck me in sorne way to be right that nous should be the cause of the universe]" (Ph.

115 "Plato trug mystische intellectualia, Aristoteles logische intelleetualia vor, Letzterer fehlte darin,
daB er sagte, sie wâ.ren auch in den Sïnnen gelegen. Denn der Begriffder Ursache lag niemaIs in der
sinnlichen Anschauung." (Kant: "Reflexionen zur Metaphysik," #4868, Phase 4>. Academy Edition,
Vol. XVllI: 15.) Cf. Kant, 1950: 5--6.
116 TOI' Ôe:';TE:POV rrÀoûv-LSJ report this as a proverb, meaning "the next best way."



97c; emphasis added).117 Socrates specifies in what way he thought, at that time, nous

should serve as an explanation, and how he expeeted Anaxagoras to use nous:

rrdVT<I KocrJ.l€îv Kat lKCXcrTOV T1.8Éva:1. T<IVTU OTrTI (Xv ~€ÂTl.O'T<I lXl1

TrOl.E:îv. ÈK ôÈ: ST) Tot) Àoyou TOUTOU oVôÈ:v cXÀÀo crKOTrdv

(Ph. 97cd)

And l figured, if this is the way it is, then certainly nous, in doing the

ordering, will order everything and place [tithenar] each thing in whatever

way is best. Now if someone wanted to discover the aitia of each thing,

in what wise it cornes to be or perishes or subsists [esti], it is necessary

3:52
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for him to find out this about it, [namely] in what way it is best for it

either to exist or to suifer [undergo] or ta do anything at all. On the

basis of this logos it is not fitting for a person [anthrôpos] to

seeklinvestigate [skopetn] anything other than the gaod and the best,

bath conceming this [particular] matter and athers....

Socrates expected Anaxagoras to explain the cause of each thing individually (É:KcicrTltl),

and of ail things generally (KOl.VÛ TTâ.crl.), by explicating the best state (T() ~€ÀTl.O'TOV)

for the individual and the good (TO d:Y<I86v) for the whole (Ph. 98b).1l8 Socrates was

ofcourse disappointed in this expeetation of a teleological natura! history, since

117 Cf. Rowe, 1993: 234.
118 Cf. PI: 152.
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Anaxagoras relied purely on mechanistic Ilcauses," altogether neglecting nous or

considerations of goodness or fitness as explanatory factors.

A Kantian interpreter of tbis passage faces several problems. On the one hand, a

tum away from a mechanistic explanatory scheme in favor of a teleological one would

seem attractive, insofar as such a turn amounts to a rejection of the naive materialism

described by Socrates at Phaedo 96a-d. On the other hand, the kind of appeal to nous

described by Socrates remains "pre-critical," a) insofar as nous is seen as a real cause,

acting in a world of material tbings as a kind of objective Providence; and b) insofar as

teleology is seen as an explanation of the things in themselves and ofthose providential

arrangements, instead of merely an indispensable heuristic device for explaining

phenomena. 119 Why then does Sacrates mention Anaxagoras? Because, disregarding

the just-mentioned problems in both young Socrates's and Anaxagoras's conceptions of

nous, the aJ.T!cu of the world are for the tirst time located in mindor a subject, rather

than in things or abjects. This is the crucial first step towards the "transcendental tum."

Implicit in this turn is a vertiginous double-switch in perspective. FOI just as the

subject's cognitive apparatus is made the site of all objective determinations, 50 all reality

seems ta get sucked out of the world. As the familiar solidity of everyday things

dissolves into abstract "functions," 50 the things themselves retreat mutely behind a

noetic veil. Ontology yields to epistemology: we are left with "objectivities" but no

objects, wholly abandoned to our own internal complexities; falling ioto ourselves, we

are no longer with things, and they are no longer with us. However dismaying this

sudden loss of all things may be, it is crucial to distinguish it from the ontic 1055

suffered through subscription to the "Heraclitean relativism" or "Protagorean

subjectivism" discussed earlier. As "sensualistic" doctrines that COllOt nothing but the

sensible-phenomenal flux as real, they admit of no being whatever, whether ontological

or logical. That 10ss is absolute. By contrast, the ontologicalloss of the critical

Il9 It will he interesting to detemùne how Socrates's early commitment to teleology and the "good"
implicit in nous is maintained in the method of hypothesis he ultimately construets.
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philosophy is only relative. On the one hand, being, i.e. objeetivity, is retained, as we

have seen, as a function ofjudgement On the other hand, external reality is not denied

in principle-only knowledge of it is denied us.

To see the ontologicalloss implicit in the transcendental turn as merely relative

allows for a straight Kantian interpretation of Socrates's otherwise somewhat puzzling

characterization of his method as the second-best option or "second-sailing." We can

see, for one thing, what the ideal option would have been: direct looking, direct knowing,

unmediated intuition of the things themselves. Yet because all we can intuit (look at) is

phenomenal (or: phenomenally mediated), and the phenomena are continuously t1owing,

we are faced with three options: two equally unattractive (1 and 2); and one less so (3).

Either 1) we go with the flow, entirely giving up on the possibility of rational

explanation ("sensualisrn"); or 2) we persist in framing causal~ rational explanations~ as

ifour senses delivered not merely phenomenal flux but real objects (the dOgffiatism of

the naturaI historians); or 3) we recognize the flux of sensibility but seek the ground of

its rational explicability in the subject, not the things. The last option--a compromise or

mixture of 1) and 2)-happens also to be the only one that-for the Kantian-truly

refleets our situation. 120

Socrates's response to this compromise exhibits a corresponding mixture of

disappointment that our powers ofcogrùtion are not unlimited,121 and hope at the

120 There is yet another interpretation, one which l have come to believe is correct after finishing this
chapter. In short, 1would argue that the second sailing is not second-best with respect to an immediate
intuition of causes "in" things à la the mechanists-Socrates rejects the peri physeôs thinkers outright
Rather, bis Itconfused" method is second-best compared to the te/eological mode of explanation
"promised" by Anaxagoras. SOCraleS laments having never encountered a teacher of this method just
prior to describing the second sailing. This interpretation gains support frOID a parallel passage at 85c,
where Simmias speaks of resorting to a malœshift raft in the absence of a divine doctrine. My view is
that the teleological mode of explanation to be just such a divine doctrine, which Anaxagoras as a mere
mortal could not possibly have delivered. Thus my interpretation brings this passage into very close
connection with Plato's account of the form of the good in the cave allegory, and the images at the end
of Rep. 6; forthe question now arises ofhow teleology and hypothesis are in fact connected. 1 am
working this out in a separate article.
121 Socrates's critical impulse is expressed in bis vocabulary offear: e.g. lÔEl.C1(I (Ph. 9ge); ôeôl.Ws
(Ph. IOld); of the clumsiness of our thought (Ph. lOId); and what is "safe" (Ph. lOId).
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heartening prospect that despite the limits ofthese powers, we nonetheless have access

to real truth and knawledge. He says:

K<X.TCXq,V-yOVTCX Èv ÈK€CVO~S' .,.K01T€'iV TWV OVTlllV TllV <IÀ118E!.CXV.

CTVYXOOp(1i TOV EV À6yo~S' f1KOlTOVJ,l€VOV T<I OVTa: Èv €~K6(J"z. J,lâÀÀov

.,.KOlTEtv li TOV Èv €Pyo~S'.

(Ph. 9ge-lOOa)

l was afraid lest my soul be utterly blinded, in looking at the pragmata

with my eyes, and trying ta grasp them with each of my senses. It

seemed necessary to me, seeking refuge in logoi, to see [skopein] in

these the truth of the on/a. Maybe however my manner of description is

not quite accurate; for l would completely disagree that he who looks

[skopoumenon] at the onta in logo; is looking at them in images [eikosi]

more than he who looks at them in faet [ergois].

Socrates is not denying that he is looking at things by images; he is simply asserting

that the dogmatist also ooly sees images or icans ofthe things themselves, and that bis,

Socrates's, "logical" method will let us see or inquire into the pragmata, the on/a, safely,

whereas the dogmatist will surely be blinded.

1t is important to see that Socrates does not conceive bis own mixed method as a

method ta solve the problems ofhis V€pt <f>v.,.€WS youth. That aetiological project, such

as establishing the real cause oforganic growth, has been given up altogether, and a new

set of problems, an entirely new Fragestellung has emerged. l22 It is this new

122 Wben Sacrates bas fmished relating the kinds of issues the fust problematic deals with. Cebes
asks,

vûv S€ Sil _ TC crot. ÔOK€'î lTEPl. CIVT6iV;
(Ph. 96e)
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problematic which Socrates's mixed method addresses, viz. how to get the images or

icons of reality right

The method ofhypothesis. After Socrates has finished ms Selbstdarstellung, and

recounted bis disappointment with Anaxagoras's false start, he finally introduces rus

own mixed method.

(Ph. lOOa)

Well then, at any rate, 1turned in this direction., ancL laying-down

[lnro6iJ,lEYOs] in each case that logos which Ijudge to be the strongest

one, 1posit [Tt81un] that which seems to me to agree with [that logos] as

being true, whether concerning causes or anything else, [and 1posit] that

which does not [seem to me to agree with the logos] as being not true.

Natorp interprets this passage and its development as evidence for his three main theses

about Plato's mature thought. First, Platonic idealism is Il critical idealism:" the logoi are

the Urbi/der ofwhich the phenomenal things are the Abbilder. Second, this critical

idealism is aIso a methodical idealism: the togai are confirmed as IIscientific cognitions,"

secured in a system of other such cognitions, which entire system is based on pure basic

But now what seems to you ta he the case regarding these things?
"Now" means "nowll

: the moment in which Socrates is relating the autobiography, the "now" of the
cel!, a rime when he bas long been using bis own mixed method. One might expect him to say: with
my method, an is clear! Instead he replies:

lTOpp(l) TrOU ••• È:J1È etVlXl. ToD OrEaSal. TrEpt TOVTlllV TOU T'ilv lXiTCav
d8ÉV(I1. ....

(Ph. 96e)
[It seems tbat] [am far indeed from believing myselfto know the cause ofthese
things.

This is the sign, if we are to seek one, of SocratesIPlato's "transcendental tum": the search for "causes"
of the things themselves is given up because we become "blinded" if we try to look ni lTpaYl!aTa

directly in the face: "Anschauungen ohne Begriffe sind blind" (KrV, ASIIB76).
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conceptsljudgements (Grundurtei/e), and ultimately anchored in the jundamentum of a

single sufficient principle. Third, since these logoi ultimately reveal "the truth ofwhat is

(of the onta, here definitely: empirica/ truth), Plato's method[ologic]ical [methodischer]

idealism amounts to an idealistic method of natural science" (PI: 154). Let us

investigate these three daims in arder.

What does Natorp mean when he says that the "logische Gestalt des Seins" is

the Urbild, the IIparadigm" ofaIl objects, and that these, in turn., are i15 Abbild (PI: 154)?

To answer this, we must first remember that he means by the "logische Gestalt des

Seins" the pure judgements ofthe understanding that are expressed as definitional

predications. Since Sein can only mean the predicative copula, it can only have meaning

within a logical structure or Gestalt (e.g. a well-formed sentence); at the same time, the

structure ofbeing is pure and a priori (all a posteriori experience is ofbecoming).

Now it is these logoi which are the predicative acts ofthe thinking (pure) ego, or,

to avoid all hint of psychologism, of pure thinking tout court: thinking just consis15 in

this spontaneous power of (predicative) being. This act is an act of "laying-dûwn," of

setting down propositions, and in this aet thought itself is what it is: it gives itselfits

hypo-theses, i15 pro-positions, its Grund·legungen, i15 Ge-setze--in short, its laws.

Herein it exhibits its spontaneous autonomy.

Ooly what faIls under such a "law" can even count as an objectivity-not in the

pretheoretical sense, but in the proper, scientific sense. For only in science is true

objectivity attainable, i.e. in thinking that is not bound in any way by phenomenal

fluctuation, but that proceeds wholly autonomously, in accord with its own

Denksetzungen. Because these objectivities are law-fui, because they hang together

systematically, according to a rational principle, all phenomenal objectivities must now

be hannonized with these noetic objectivities, to the extent any knowledge, and not mere

doxa, is to be had of them. In other words, these highest logoi, which lay down

objectivity, are not abstracted from lower, less clear and distinct phenomenal
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objectivities. They have an entirely independent source in the understanding, and

determine ta what degree the latter are objectivities at ail, i.e. conform to their absolute

standards. This is what Natorp means by cailing logoi "Urbi/der." The Abbilder are

coherent, thinkable Bi/der only insofar as they conform to the determinations of the

Urbilder. 123 Hence these logoi have a normative funetion as well, namely as standards

for both perceptual and doxastic objectivation, enabling us to correct the

misunderstandings and faIse opinions rampant at those levels. 124

Participation. Like the Urbi/d-Abbildterminology, Natorp regards Socrates's

description of the relation between phenomenal and noetic objectivity as "participation"

as another vividly metaphoric attempt ta express an inchoate, germinating thought. The

logos is the Urbild in that it is itselflogically prior and unchanging with respect to the

particular phenomena it objecti.vates. Tt expresses the definition of a concept as an

unchanging identity, unchanging insofar as logos is a pure, self-identical product of

thinking alone (though not therefore unreviseable or irreplaeeabLe). The phenomenal

object is the Abbild insofar as it "participates" in the "logicaI concept."

Natorp's interpretation ofthis mas! doubtful ofPlatonie notions is. impudentLy

simple. Socrates begins to talk about the relationship of particulars to forms at Ph.

lOOb, ff. AlI beautiful things are beautiful because they J1€T€X€~ in the Beautiful (Ph.

lOOe); whieh is equivaIent to the lTlXpOVaCcx or KO~V(j)V(cxof the Beautiful in the beautiful

(Ph. l GOd). This relationship is left intentionally vague by Socrates:

€t'T€ OlTTJ 6i) KCXt OlTll)S' lTpoay€voJj€VTJ, où ydp ETE. TOVTO

6~~axvpl'ol1CX:~t d:ÀÀ' l5T~ Ti;) K<IÀii) lTcivnx nI KCXÀ« y('YV(T(X~ KcxÀa.

(Ph. IGOd)

123 Agam, it must be stressed that Natorp is not making the psychological daim tbat the generation
of Abbilder (empirical objectivities) bappens at the level ofperceptual objectivation; railier, it happens
at the noetic Level of self-reflective objectivation of "scientific" entities.
124 Natorp believes tbat Socrates prescribes the method for this correction in the rest of this passage.
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1do not want further to assert anything about whence or in what manner

[this presence or participation] cornes about, but that all beautiful things

become beautiful through the Beautiful.

Natorp interprets this "participation, Il here as throughout Platos Ideenlehre, as meaning

II subsumption." A sensible k is called kcorrectly (i.e. calling it "!è' expresses a truth

about it) insofar as K, the "logical form" is predicable of it.

We must be clear about what Natorp means by participation-as-subsumption.

He cannot intend the usua1 meaning of suhsumption, namely that an individual is

subsumed under a concept if it possesses the features which the concept "bundIes

together. 11125 This latter interpretation of subsumption leaves no room for the functional

notion of concept (i.e., the notion that the individual is generated by the concept), but

seems more naturally linked ta the substantial or "essential" notion of concept: the

concept is conceived as separate from the individual (either really or nominally), and the

subsumption relation is determined by matching the traits of the one with the ather. But,

as we saw above (2.4.), the Marburgers reject Substanzbegriffin favor of

Funktionsbegriff. What does "participation" or subsumption mean on the functional

interpretation?

Natorp's meaning becomes clearer when, like Cassirer, we take a mathematical

equation as an example. In a plane whereon a Cartesian coordinate system has been

irnposed, the points on the plane constitute a manifold. 126 Now take the following

simple equation:

y=x2

125 Cf. PI: 155-156. Subsumption, from this passage, clearly does mean the falling of an individual
under sorne concept. Natorp qualifies this by saying that in the passage under discussion (Ph. loo-102)
subsumption bas not yet been considered with respect to time. Perhaps the way to put the matter is
this: subsumption and participation can he seen from a subjective~active or objective-passive point of
view. Subsumption carries an active, participation a passive sense, but refer to the same relationship.
In subsuming an individual under a function-concept, mind in faet generates the individual as an
individual, viz. of such and such nature. The "resulting" objectivity then can he said to "participate" in
that concept, to faU under it. Cf. esp. PI: 156.
126 Ofcourse, the points on this plane have already heen determined in virtue of their relation to the
coordinate system.
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This equation-expressible as the function: j{x) = x2_ t1 determines the manifold,"

generating an objectivity-a parabola-in and out of the manifold. In Marburg language,

certain points in the manifold can be said to "participate" in/, namely those whose

coordinates it generates. Thus (-2, 4) and (3, 9) "participate" in F, whereas (10, 10) does

Dot Moreover, the entire curve described by the generated ordered pairs "participates, Il

in! The function here is entirely a priori with respect to the manifold and to the

coordinates and curve it generates. As a formula of a rule, it gives the law to the

manifold, out ofwhich, a posteriori, the parabola may be generated. The function is in

no way itself a curve; yet the parabola falls under it, is subsumed, participates in it. The

paradigm and model is the function, not sorne parabola drawn in a noetic topos or in the

imagination. The graphed image of the parabola is an "Abbilcl' of the funetion.

This interpretation of methexis naturally leads to Natorp's explanation of how

empiricaljudgements are "grounded" and thus are able ta be "true." They derivetheir

contingent truth from the necessary truth of the definitions or Grundurteile under which

they fall as a "case" does under a IIlaw." The latter tIUth never changes, but a particular

phenomenal objeetivity may cease to he subsumed under it, and come to faH under its

contradictory. Ifthis happens (as it always does in the flux), the tirst correctly

predicated concept llretreats" and the other "conquers," to use the tenns of the Phaedo.

But the frrst concept does not "perish," does not cease to exist as a definition which cao

be validly predicated ofother phenomena, or of the same phenomenon at another point

in time.

Beingand lime. Being, in the strong sense, as Natorp believes to have shown, resides in

pure concepts and pure judgements. Empirical objects and objectivities are said "to bel!

in a secondary sense, insofar as they participate in a pure concept, i.e. are subsumed by

it. But how is the becoming, and not just the being of an objectivity explicable? That is,

how can a heing change from hot to cold, from small to large, from A to not-A? For"es
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sagtjeder Satz des Werdens von demselben Subjekt-Xkontradiktorische Prâdikate A

und nicht-A aus... 11 (Natorp, 1911: 76). Or, as he puts it in the Ideenlehre,

the logical foundation for empirical judgements ... consists solely in this:

to demonstrate the general possibility of connecting contradictory

predicates with the same subject.... Forthis is the concept ofbecoming­

generation and corruption-that at one point it is said of it that it is A, and

at another point, it is not A, and that both assertions nevertheless can

subsist with each other as weil as with the basic judgements

[Grundurtei/e]

(PI: 158)

Natorp sees bis own theory ofrime anticipated, inchoate but with "all premises present,"

in the Phaedo's discussion of how contradictory predicates may be said of the same

subject, or, in Platonic language, how the same thing can IIparticipate ll in contradictory

ideas. According to Natorp, Plato solves this problem in a quasi-transcendental fashion,

by introducing something like the notion of time in the requirement that contradictory

predicates somehow be separated. The contradietories do not

in faet coincide [aujeinandertreffen] (in which case they would of course

be mutually annihilated), but are held apart, either by a difference in

temporal relation [Zeitbezug] (A holds [gilt] at moment 1, not-A at

moment 2), or, given an identical temporal relation, by sorne other

relational difference (e.g. B is large compared to A, small compared to

C).

(Natorp, 1911: 76)127

The predicate or determination itseLfin no wise changes, onLy its relation to the subject

does.

127 Cf. PI: 158-159.
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[D]as Werden, die Veranderung wird Wanderung der dabei immer

identisch bleibenden Bestimmtheiten (€toTl, U5lo:l., ~oP4la;0 A, B ... von

Stelle zu Stelle des zu Bestimmenden, Sinnlichen (von Xl zu X2 zu X3 ...,

die im letzten Gronde nur den Stelloezug selbst bezeichnen).

(Natorp, 1911: 77; emphasis added)

Becoming or change is seen as the migration of constant, identical

detenninations [Bestimmtheiten] (€tâll, iôÉa;l., ~oP<t>aJ), ~ B, ... from

place to place ofthe sensible Xthat is to be detennined (i.e. from Xl to

X2 to X3 ..., which ultimately merely denote the place-relation itselt).

Renee Natorp interprets the Phaedo's talk of a forrols "retreat" as the "possible change

of the relationallocus [Beziehungsort]" which enables contradietory predications of the

same subject (Natorp, 1911: 76-77); this relational change presupposes "a 'migration'

[Wandel] of concepts, Il as weIl as space and time as the "basic condition[s] of

possibility of a proposition ofbecoming" (Natorp, 1911: 77). "Time means and

ultimately merely is this separation [Auseinandersetzung] in (logical) consciousness"

(PI: 159).128 Through temporal separation, contradictory predicates are placed

[auseinandergestellt] into different logical places [Stel/en], specifically temporal places

[Zeitstellen].129 Time here is conceived logically, i.e. as a condition of predication, not

psychologically as an element or feature of sorne "experience" (Erlebnis) of fluxion.

Again, we must keep in mind what Natorp is trying to accomplish. He is no! seeking ta

account for the flux itself; for that, there is no account. Rather, what demands

explanation is how objectivities in the flux are possible, how, that is, we can say any

thing has "beingll in becoming. For that is what science does. Further, he does not

want to explain everyday time-consciousness, any more than he wants to explain

128 IIAfter all, we assert that the past is no longer, and that the future is not yet, Le. that bath are
not. Where else can this not-being [Nichtsein] he posited [gesetzt] if not in thinking, since being, and
so tao [vol/ends] not-being have absolutely no specifiable sense besides affmning and negating
positing in thinking?" (PI: 159)
129 PI: 159.
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everyday consciousness in general; rather, he wants to explain what time must mean in

arder to lmderwrite scientific judgements about empirical reality.

Granting that this scheme explains the possibility ofchanging predications, the

status of the subjec! of predication nonetheless remains obscure. For the temporal and

spatial "places" (Stel/en) are not what the predicates determine; the places are

"nothings,"130 or more precisely, "in themselves empty places," what Natorp caUs a

"substrate"131 of "carriers" (Trager), into and out ofwhich the determinations are

shuttled and switched (PI: 160; original emphasis), through which they "wander."

Natorp's solution to this problem is murky (partIy due to lamentable terminological

imprecision). At one point he caUs the stock ofpredicate-detenninations the

"Grundbestand' ofeidê, and at another he caUs the Stellensystem itself a Substrat; then

again he speaks of the necessity of aSubstanz des Geschehens CP1: 161) or a Substanz

des Werdens (Natorp, 1911: 77). AlI ofthese "stocks, Il "substrates," and Ilsubstances"

represent different structural elements whose stahi/ity is a precondition for thinking

through the fluetuating X

As l can reconstruct Natorp's train of thought through several different texts,132

"substance of becoming" signifies not sorne metaphysical substrate of becoming but

rather the dialectica/ requirement (Denkforderung) that when we think change,

... we must think sorne foundation [Grondbestand] or "substance" of

becoming in al1 becoming, ifbecoming is to be conceptually grasped at

all; this is the essential result ofthis deduetion [Le. in the Phaedo].

(Natorp, 1911: 77)

130 Cf. PI: 375. The StelIen must be empty, for "everything through which they would otherwise be
defmed would again he such detemtinations which are not bound to this or tbat place, but can change
their places" (PI: 160). Natorp interprets xcipa. in the Timaeus as signifying just this notion of an
empty, purely receptive container for determinations (ideai). Cf. PI: 160-161; 366; 375.
131 Cf. Natorp, 1911: 77; PI: 371-2; 374; 375.
132 PI; Natorp, 1911; 1969.



•

3:64

Because this "substance" is conceived as having being, i.e. as being determined in sorne

way, one must distinguish this term from the spatial and temporal Stellensysteme, for

these places are merely emptyjorms (not of intuition, but of the relation-function).133

Rather, Substanz des Werdens can on!y signify one of the "factors" which occupy the

places in the system, i.e. one of the determinations. Such a determination must by

definition again be an idea-not one which itself retreats, but one which provides a

"foundation" (and not merely a "place") for the other determinations to be said ofit. As

such posited ultimate factors, Natorp names "matter, material elements, mass points,

etc. li (PI: 406). He himself considers "energy" to be the scientifically most radical

factor of experience yet discovered (Natorp, 1969: 383-384). For the law of

conservation ofenergy expresses the maintenance (i.e. "being") of change, or, as he puts

it, of "change itselfin its substance (i.e. an ultimate identity).

Das ist das groBe Paradoxon, mit dessen Erkenntnis der aIlererste

Zugang zu einer Wissenschaft von den Veranderungen der Natur

gewonnen...war: daB der positivste Bestand des Seins in der

Verânderung nichts anderes ist ais die Substanz der Veranderung selbst.

Weun nichts vorginge, d.h. sich ânderte, 50 wâre es so gut, ais ob

überhaupt nichts ware~ allgemeiner Stillstand wâre allgemeiner TcxL

Zunichtewerden des "physischen" Seins, das eben Sein des Werdens

(<pU€uSa:l,), nicht Sein als Gegensatz des Werdens ist. Die Veranderung

selbst in ihrem Grundbestand sich erhaltend denken, hei13t "Natur"

denken. Das liegt ais tiefster Sinn in der Forderung der Erhaltung des

Bewegungszustands und nicht des Drts, d.h. der Nicht-Bewegung.

(Natorp, 1969: 368-369)

This is the great paradox, whose discovery constituted the very first

entrance to a science of natural change: that the most positive subsistence

133 Cf. Lembeek, 1994: 263.
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[Bestand] ofbeing in change is nothing but the substance of change

itself. Ifnothing occurred, i.e. altered, then that would amount ta nothing

being; a general standstill would be a general death, the annihilation of

"physical" being, whichjust is the being ofbecoming (phyesthal), but

not being as the contrary of becoming. To tbink ofchange itself as

maintaining itself in its basic subsistence means ta th.ink "nature." This

is what constitutes the deepest meaning of the requirement of the

preservation ofmotion, and not of place, i.e. of non-motion.

Ofcourse any subject-determination is ooly ever re/atively a "substance of becoming,"

namely ooly with respect ta other detenninations predicated ofit. Even "mass" or

"energy" are concepts which science recognizes ever more c1earLy to be "merely

footholds [Ansdtze], not ultimate foundations; oolyassayed, not final detenninations"

(Pl: 406). Ultimately, theu, even the ultimate objectivities of (scientific) experience

which function as the substance ofall becoming are hypotheses with no daim to

absolute existence.

3.5. Conclusion.

Herewith the essence of Natorp's interpretation of the theory of ideai has been

expounded. Let us summarize. It should be clearer what Natorp means by cailing the

ideai lImethods" of empirical science: it is but his peculiar way of saying that an eidos

(or idea in the weak sense of "pure concept") becomes an idea in the strong scientific

sense by being methodically justified. A logos or account must be given of an idea­

candidate, which a) implicates and harmonizes the candidate in a network of other,

already established ideai; and more especially b) deduces it from a higher, a1ready

established idea. But Natorp aIso means the equation of idea and method in a more

literai sense: method conceived as the progressive scientific determination of flux solely

consists in ideai, which function as footholds ofthinking (Haltepunkte des Denkens), or
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in the words ofRepublic VI, as "springboards" (epibaseis). These footholds constitute

method in its most literai sense of a "path-towards" knowledge, Le. an "approach" which

yields science. Scientific knowledge is not conceived, on this view, as something which

is ever absolutely attained or attainable, but as a judgement (and collection of

judgements) which are justified, Le. anchored in logoi. Thus the ideai are not methodoi

towards sorne end ofknowledge, not to speak ofthemselves beingthat end (which is

perhaps the orthodox view); rather, "method" here is equivalent to posit, Ge-setz, law,

hypo-thesis, groundwork (GrundIegung). Yet whereas these latter terms connote the

immobility of the foothold, "met-hod" connotes thinking's ceaseless (dialectical) motion

among the ideai and its active generation ofever more idem. Moreover, as we have said,

this activity is an unending task because, as Natorp thinks, the ideai are not isolated auta

ka!h'hauta, but only have meaning and sense with respect to the flux, and the flux is

infinitely determinable. Finally, they maintain their normative mIe iasofar as they are in

faet justified, and so not mere doxai.
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4. From Natorp to Heidegger.

4.1. Introduction.

Like Natorp, Heidegger uses Plata ta think with, and for the same reason: Plata is a

radical, an original thinker. l do not mean by this that Plato's ideas are novel, but that his

thought aims at the root or archê of the world. But what does this mean? As we have

seen, Natorp idealistically interprets the root as root-functions. 1 These root-functions

are coneeived as the spontaneous, mutually implicative "hypotheses" or "laws" that

underlie all scientific consciousness (i.e. knowledge) of anything whatsoever. These

foundational posits in turn are again subordinated ta a single principle, the law of

lawfulness, whieh Natorp identifies with the idea tou agathou. The conditions of

possibility of scientific eonsciousness are ultimately reducible to this single origin-the

Ur-sprung.

Our task in this ehapter is to understand how the Platonie root might be

differently construed, namely in the specifie context of Heidegger's phenomenology.

To fulfill this task, we must tirst describe how Heidegger's notion ofphenomenology

diverges from that ofHusserl. largue that Heidegger critieizes and goes beyond

Husserl at just those points where the latter tends towards Natorp's and Cassirer's

genetic theory of objectivity. This tendency, evident especially in Husserl's ldeas

(1913), abandons, in Heidegger's view, phenomenology's ontological dimension of

investigating the phenomena as beings. Next, having established the specifie goals of

Heidegger's phenomenology, l briefly lay out its basic framework in Being and Tîme,

concentrating on those terms needed to grasp his interpretation of Plata. Once these

have been sufficiently clarified, l show why Heideggers reading ofPlato is motivated, if

not necessitated, by ms phenomenological commitments.

1 As l think is clear by now. the field of application ofthese funetions is ambiguous. l bave argued
above that the basic Marburg position is that these functions are the basic concepts which allow us ta
generate scientific systems. Natorp's discussion offunctions in Platos ldeenlehre, however, often
gives the impression that these root-functions are categorial operations of consciousness.
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4.2. Phenomenology and neo-Kantianism.

Neo-Kantianism had by 1900 attained dominance at German universities. Although it

itselfarose in response to a deep cultural crisis in late nineteenth-century Germany, and

although the neo-Kantians themselves eonceived their philosophy as a perpetuaI

revolution, academic preeminence lent them the fatal respectability ofthe mandarin.

This alone invited much derision and abuse. Their opponents saw the neo-Kantians as

ideologically allied with the liberal and technological trends of an incipient mass-culture.

In particular, the Marburgers' preoccupation with the logie of science2 provoked those

who felt that philosophy had sacrificed the rich immediacy oflived life for the aridity of

Methode. Thefin de siècle saw neo-Kantianism besieged by Nietzscheans,

Lebensphi/osophen, neo-Romantics, anti-modernists, futurists, and arehaists.3 The

situation was chaotic, the politicallines confused. Turning the kaleidoscope, the neo­

Kantians appear as conservative, even reactionary tbinkers, their opponents as radical

modernists; tum it again, and everything shifts.

However confusing the relation of neo-Kantians and their antagonists, one may

diseem a constant conflict between what l cal1, advisedly, "punctualism" and "holism."

As l argued in Chaper Two, a basic concept of neo-Kantianism is the anonymous

subject of science, a free-floating point watching as iffrom nowhere as the phenomenal

manifold-an sich mute and meaningless--flows by. Only that subject cao impose sense

by positing relations into the flux. Sinee the task of itnposing sense (Bestimmung,

Objekfivierung) is eonceived as necessarily infinite, the crack running through the worid,

separating subject and object, is in prineiple irreparable. Although on the considered

neo-Kantian view, neither the object nor the subject is ever fully constituted, the nea-

2 By "science" l mean both Geistes- and Naturwissenschafl.
3 The academic crisis was of course not limited to philosophy, nor indeed to the
Geisteswissenschaften alone. As Heidegger looks back on the first decades of the twentieth century,
all the Wissenschaften were rocked by Grund/agenlcrisen (cf. SZ: 9-10).
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Kantians' opponents, either out of malice or ignorance, often chose to read it that way.4

This atomistic or "punctual ll conception of the subject (to use Charles Taylor's term)5

and the fragmentation ofthe world are ofcourse no more than constructions within a

theory of science, but its critics saw in this very theory either the cause or symptom of

the social, religious, and cultural dislocations of the age.

For the holists, Gestalt, or integral form, is the fundameotal principle oftruly

human life. The world is not a meaningless mass of disconnected sense-data, they urge,

but in itself a harmonious unity of meaningful forms or Gestalten.6 A human life is not

a sequence ofevents on a time-line, beginning with birth and ending with death; rather, it

is informed and shaped by a Gestalt-principle that gives it unity and meaning. Sorne

holists, like the influential circ1e around the poet Stefan George, saw iodividuality, art

and religion fused in a notion ofideal community; the integration of the individual with

the divine and with other individuals through art was for them the highest Gestalt of

human life. Authentic Erlebnis, as opposed ta dry scientific Erfahrung, demands an

openness to the objective Gestalten in the worl~ as weB as the persona! integrity and

determination to give shape to ooels own life in harmony with those Gestalten. This

oeo-Romantic rhetoric sees formlessness (Gestaltlosigkeit) as itselfthe sickness of

modernity: a vast tumescence manifested in science, technology, and especially in the

technological and industrial transformation of the social sphere. Tom from the whole

fabric of farm, guil~ village, ail clearly bounded and defined by custorn, the human

being is thrust iota the urban centers, represented simultaneously as chaotic and

inhumanly regimented.7

4 Heidegger himself often speaks this way; see following note.
s Taylor, 1989: 159, et passim; Taylor most likely bas taken this term from Heidegger: cf. SZ: 119,
146, et passim. Cf. Marcuse, 1968: 57; Husserl, 1929: 202.
6 Ag~ this view is not in itself incompatible with neo-Kantianism. An important and now
forgotten work ofPlato-scholarship, Heinrich Friedemann's Platon: Seine Gestalt (1914), relied both
on the notion of Gestalt as weil as on Natorp's interpretation of the ideai as hypotheses. l stress,
therefore, that my version here is of the simplistic rhetorical tropes which. unfortunately, determined
much of the debate.
7 To sorne extent, of course, the critics have a point Neo-Kantianism was in fact a hypertheoretical,

4:3
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Perhaps because of the early Husserl's relative obliviousness to the cultural

politics that motivated many holists, his phenomenology proved the least tendentious

and most rigorous of the philosophical alternatives to neo-Kantian scientism.8 By

tuming to the "things themselves" and making it a precept not to erect theories

unanchored in a carefuI description of the phenomena, Husserl's approach appealed to a

scientistic Logizismus, and as such ignored (or abstraeted from) reallife (wbatever that means). But
both fairness and bistorical accuracy demand that we sharply delimit the validity of this critique, rooted
as it is more in the polemics of cultural revolution-particuIarly during the first World Wax and the
Weimar years-than in substantial criticism. In the case of phenomenologica1 critique (as we shall see
in Heidegger's case), it often seems assumed tbat the neo-Kanrians had unconsciously chosen science or
the theoretical attitude as their starting-point, an the while seeking the same ends as phenomenology,
viz. a description of intentional states, or of such conditions as love, anxiety, or fear of death (cf. e.g.,
!(auEmann, 1949: 807,839). As l hope the foregoing chapters have adequately shown, such a criticism
misses the mark. Preciselyas philosophers a/science, they explicitly and self-consciously exclude alI
other concems, all other modes of conscious life as possible starting point for reconstructing the
original well-springs ofknowledge.

The second point is that the anti-neo-Kantian polemics misrepresent the neo-Kantians
themselves as dogmatic Kathederphi/osophen, their academic power as monolithic. It is especially
this caricature which bas perpetuated the eclipse of neo-Kantianism, and which even now seems to
prejudice scholars who work: on neo-Kantianism; (as an example, l mention the many references to
"Kathederphi/osophen" in Charles Bambach's useful book, Heidegger. Di/they, and the Crisis of
Historicism). Not only were the various "schools" of neo-Kantianism recognized as such ooly in
retrospect, each had a distinct character and orientation. As l hope my discussion of the Marburg
School clearly indicates, Cohen and Natorp were anything but narrow-minded dogmatists. Wbat united
neo-Kantians was a commitment to philosophize in a "Kantian spirit"-a commitm.ent vague enough to
include even an opponent such as Heidegger. The monolithic view also ignores the crucial fact that
Neo-Kantianism itselfarase in an earlier phase of the same intellectual and cultural crisis-Germany's
industrialization and transfonnation into a modem mass society-and that especially the Marburgers
militantly propagated a mythology of themselves as philosophers of crisis.

Cohen and Natorp believed that once the well-spring ofknowledge bas been analytically
isolated, the system and logic of science can and should serve as a model or fnunework for the other
two chief domains ofKantian critique, ethics and aesthetics; and they hope tbat by integrating al1 three
domains, they could construct what they cali a "scientific culture. "Idealism" as they understood it
was precisely offered as an alternative (often also as distinctIy German) to the same bogies their
opponents loathed: English and French positivism and materialism. And as l have mentioned, Cohen,
Natorp and Cassirer aIl saw in this idealism the foundation not of natura! science atone, but also of the
very possibility of a distinct and meaningful German culture. This continuous sense of mission ooly
increased during the Weimar Republic and the years ofNazi ascendancy, inspiring the neo-Kantian
Klaus Reich to write these lines which could have come from Heidegger's pen: "Now in twentieth­
century Germany we have no natura! philosophical tradition, and there is therefore nothing absurd in
our falling back on historical sources and studying the thinkers from whom mankind first leamtlt

(Reich 1939a: 338). Reich likens twentieth-century German philosophy ta a "bankrupt," in contrast to
the eighteenth-century "owner of a flourishing business. Il It must be precisely in the larger cultural
pretensions of the neo-Kantian mandarins, and not in their philosophy of science per se, tbat the
competitive motivations of their many critics must be sought

At the same time, it is a legitimate question to ask why the broader neo-Kantian aim of a
philosophy ofculture should or could be based on a logic of the natural sciences. Does such an aim
not presuppose the app/icability of scientific logic to other realms alien to it? Conversely, if the
ultimate aim is to ground a philosophy of culture, why should one assume that the logic of science is
an appropriate foundation? We shall examine sorne of these questions below.
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new generation ofphilosophically serious thinkers alarmed by the deracination allegedly

implied by the neo-Kantian world-view. One of these was Heidegger. He not only

associated the chief tenets ofneo-Kantian Subjektivitiitsphi/osophie with what he

considered the slack shapelessness ofmodem rimes, but tried ta show that they were

necessarily connected. We shall for now limit our attention ta those elements of

Husserlian phenomenology which are directly pertinent to the deeper conflict between

Heidegger and Natorp.

Simi/arlties. Before tuming to the deep differences between Natorp and Husserl, it is

important ta note their general agreement about the final aim of philosophy.9 Thanks to

the long dialogue between them, this agreement became marked enough ta permit

Heidegger later to assimilate them, in contrast to bis own so-called "fundamental

ontology," and even led Gadamer to calI Husserl's later thought "neo-Kantian. lIlQ Lying

at the edge ofthe late nineteenth-century tradition ofSubjektivitdtsphilosophie,

Husserlian phenomenology, like nee-Kantianism, focuses on consciousness and the

autonomy of logical thinking. Il

Husserl, like Natorp, sees bis task as securing philosophy's position against the

claims of scientific positivism, but he came late to the fight against psychologism; the

Marburgers had already been combating it for decades when bis famous refutation

8 Cf. l(aufmann 1949: 802-803.
9 Cf. Kaufmann: 1949: 803-804. (For Marcuse, tlùs agreement is a function of merely being different
moments of "bourgeois" thought; see Marcuse, 1968.)
10 Gadam.er, 1986-87: 15, 17; cp. Heidegger, 1982: 201; Getbmann, 1989: L04, ff. If anything, it
was the late Natorp who veered from what Gadamer bas called Marburg's Methodenfanatizismus, in
his late exploration of das Urkonkrete, a tum with which Heidegger would bave had more affmity tban
with the late Husserl This is discussed in Brach, 1996, and represents an angle of Heidegger's
relationship ta Natorp which l purposely leave aside in this inquiry. 1t is my view that Natorp's
phenomenological Kehre, like Heideggers, has been exaggerated. The so-ealled "},;letakritischer
Anhang (?vletacritical Appendix]" to the 1921 editionof Platos Ideenlehre is often held up as evidence
of Natorp's purported change of heart, but even a CUISOry reading shows that he holds fast to the basic
tenets of the first edition. As Heidegger suggests in bis NachrufaufPaul Natorp, Natorp was only
beginning to revise those views at the lime ofhis death in 1924 (Heidegger, 1992: 1).
11 On "consciousness" as a key topos of the age, see: Hughes, 1961: 15,63-64.
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appeared in the Logica/ Investigations of 1900.12 Bath Husserl and Natorp approach

their common task by attempting ta found the a priori rules ofthinking that make the

sciences possible as /ogica/ systems, and both try ta demonstrate the autonomy of mind

by reconstrueting (Natorp) or reducing (Husserl) the a priori functions (Natorp) or

structures (Husserl) ofreason. And like the Marburgers, Husserl was initially

concemed with the mental phenomena ofscientific cognition.

The similarity between Natorp and Husserl most important for understanding

Heidegger's critique turns on their focus on consciousness. Despite the great difference

in their final conceptions of consciousness, the mere fact that they choose it as their

philosophical starting-point determines, so Heidegger, their respective interpretations of

the meaning ofbeing. In Natorp's case, that meaning is "the copula in a (true)

predication;" for Husserl it turns out to be "maximal intuitive fulfillment." What

Heidegger especially cornes to criticize in both of these interpretations ofthe Seinssinn

is that they unquestioningly interpret it in tenns of theoretica/ consciousness. We have

seen the reason for this it; the case of Natorp: theoretical consciousness is the explicitly

acknowledgedfact whose possibility he wants in the fust place to explai~ before

moving on to the domains of morality, politics, and art. It is less clear why Husserl

should cling, initially, to the same foundation for bis interpretation of being. As l will

show, Heidegger's critique ofPlato partiy serves to illuminate this question (although

Heidegger nowhere daims this as his purpose).

Diffèrences. The basic difference between neo-Kantianism and phenomenolC'gy may be

best illustrated by their respective conceptions ofphenomenon and intuition. Natorp

takes phenomena to be the objectivities which the mind generates out of the sensible

manifold. But these are not the objects of science; scientific objects are never

phenomenal, but are theoretically generated. Thus, an obvious problem with Natorp's

12 Husserl, 1900. For an interpretationofth.e differences between Husserl's antipsychologism and that
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conception of science is that he seems to grant phenomena no ontological status

whatever, which is on the face of it very strange;13 after all, the phenomena aré not

nothing. True, even for Natorp certain phenomena possess being, but only parasitically:

they feed off of "pure" being by being judged ta be thus and such, i.e. by being

subsumed under a concept This phenomenal being is not existential, but merely

predicative. Natorp himself says that the Sinn des Seins ofphenomena is imposed upon

phenomena As his reading of the Phaedo shows, phenomena can ooly be the objects

ofjudgements-that is, manufactured iota, constituted as abjects by an act of

judgement. 14

Let us approach phenomenology's rival conception of phenomenon through

Heidegger's slogan, "Phenomenology is Ontology. "15 This phrase seems to 'presuppose

an equivalence between to phainomenon and to on. But how are we to reconcile this

with the traditional opposition of "phenomenal! (appearances) and "onta, Il the "(real)

beings/things?" Should we not expect Ilphenomenology" to name the "science of

appearances" as opposed to the "science ofbeing(s)?" 16 Now for Kant, the world

presents or llgives" itselfto us only as appearance and never as itself, an insight which

leads ta the dissolution of ontology:17 for how cao there be a science ofthat to which we

cao in principle have no access, the Dinge (onta) an sich? Though Kant does not put it

quite this way, the sciences would on his view all be "phenomenologies," namely the

systematic con-nexions of our experience, where "systematic" means "rule-govemed,"

and "experience" always means Ilsensible"-i.e. phenomenal-experience; philosophy

ofhis neo~Kantianpredecessors,see: F3Iber, 1968: llO-Ill.
13 A l have argued, "phenomena" are beings for Natorp, for even as objects given in intuition., they are
more than brute sense-data: they have already been worked over by intuition itself, baving beenformed
by space and time; in Kant, as l bave aIso pointed out, sorne texts seem to tend in a similar direction.
14 This view, as we will see, is one of Heidegger's main targets in Being and Time. For even ifwe
gram Natorp that bis theory works as a logic of science, Le., even if phenomena considered as scientific
abjects must be thought of as "objectivated" instances of scientific Ge-setze, why should the very
notions "phenomenon" and "being" he restrieted to this scientific sense?
15 Cf. SZ: 27; Heidegger, 1982: 11; 1985: 72.
16 Cf. SZ: 28.
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would on this view be transcendental critique of such "phenomenology.1I To the degree

that an ontology could be at all countenanced by Kant or the neo-Kantians, it would not

be as a logos ofany thing, but merely of the little word "is"-a mere phantom ofwhat

ontology in the full-blooded sense intends. This Kantian meaning ofllphenomenonll

(and the meaning of "phenomenologyll Y~e might expect to derive from it) is challenged

by Husserl. 1t is by seeing how Husserlian phenomenalogy reinterprets the concept of

"phenomena" that we can begin to understand Heidegger's paradoxical slogan.

The Marburgers essentially equate the notion of "phenomenonll with "fact: 1I a

posteriori facts or phenomena require a transcendental analysis of their a priori

conditions ofpossibility. Consequently, they distinguish the empirical from the apriori

by marking off phenomena from non-phenomenal, purely logicai or discursive

funetions; the phenomena do not and cannot receive any philosophical treatment in

themselves. Husserl, on the other hand, conceives the a priori-a posteriori dichotomy

very differently: the a priori is not of a wholly different order from the empiricai, as it is

for the Kantian. Rather, aprioricity is a function of how the empirical rea1m is

approached, namely through a methodical exposure of the invariant structures of

(conscious) experience: the so-called eidê (essences). Husserl's conception cf the a

priori is thus framed more in terms of static essence, as opposed to the drnamic

potency implicit in the Kantian "condition ofpossibility." As we will see, a crucial

consequence ofhis essentialism is that it gives the a priori infinitely wider scope than a

(nea)Kantian could countenance.

Husserl's disagreement with the (neo)Kantian notion offact aiso has another

dimension: it is not scientistic. 18 As l suggested above, the natura! sciences may be

17 This view is controversial: Heidegger, for one, in bis dispute with Cassirer. thought that Kant's
projeet precisely was ontology.
18 By this l do not mean Husserl thinks philosophy is not scientific. Indeed, no less than the
Marburgers. he is concerned with the scientificity of philosophy. For the former, this is gained
scientistically, viz. by orienting philosophy by science: philosophy is scientific because it is critique
of science. For the latter, philosophy's scientificity is autonomous, depending entirely upon the
possibility of rigorous self-reflection, something Husserl thinks is ooly. and in the highest degree,
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thought of as "phenomenologies" in a Kantian sense; of course, the sciences do not

understand themselves as (merely) establishing the Mes goveming the train of

appearances, but as giving us true knowledge ofreality, and in this they take (or have

been seen by certain philosophers to take) for granted a naively realistic ontology.19 As

we saw in Chapter Two, the neo-Kantian philosophy of science is one response ta such

realism; Husserl's phenomenology is another. The neo-Kantians refocus attention on

phenomen%gy as the [ogie ofthe sciences of phenomena, and in this respect rightly

see themselves as developing a Kantian theme. Husserl, by contras!, turns his attention

to phenomenology as the "science" ofphenomena, i.e. ta the different modes in which

the phenomena give themselves (or, as Kant would put il, tiare given") ta our sensibility.

But the difference in emphasis is everything here! The neo-Kantians unquestioningly

accept the definitional restriction ofphenomena to the parameters of natural science; in

other words, the phenomena whose logic they seek are from the start the phenomena of

science. Husserl, on the other band, places no restrictions on the sorts of phenomena or

the point ofview from which phenomena are to be investigated.

The main reason for this catholicity of scope is a difference in philosophical

temper. The battie-cry of the phenomenologists is not "Back to Kant!" but "Ta the

things themselvesf" They are skeptical of a theory like Natorp's, not because it is

transcendental, but because it seems to Skip20 too quickly over the facts-in this case, the

~ssibLe in phenomenology.
9 l do not tbink Kant wouId have been upset by this (non)self.-eonception of scientists qua scientists.

Self-reflection on the conditions of possibility of science is not their job: doing science is. Of course.
Kant would have objected to a philosophical account of science that promoted a realist OD!ology.
20 Indee~ this skipping is not accidentai, but a necessary result of their obsession with reducing
subjectivity to a single, spontaneous Ursprung. We saw how that obsession Led the Marburgers to
reinterpret both Vernunft and Anschauung into the only truly active source of meaning, Verstand; they
rejected Anschauung because it was d.efined as passive, Vemunft because it is not active in the full
sense of generating experience. Moreover, they sought to reduce the understanding's categories ta a
unitary source. Reason was collapsed into the understanding, and Cohen ultimately tried to eliminate
any passive aspects of intuition whatever, hoLding the phenomena themselves to be generated by the
mind. Even in Natorp's more moderate idealism, the passively intuited companent of cognition
remains an amorphously chaotic material principle-the datum X-possessing no detenninations of its
own. It is thus so featureless as to he unthinkable, which for the neo-Kantians amounts to not being.
The entire focus for Natorp as for Cohen lies in the spomaneous aet of genetic objectivatio~ of

4:9
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"phenomena" of consciousness.21 This does not mean that the phenomenologist is

ultimately less interested than the Kantian in the transcendental conditions ofperception

or ofscientific cognition. Unlike the Kantian, however, the phenomenologist demands a

prior, thoroughgoing description ofwhatever the transcendental conditions of possibility

are to be established of, e.g. the conception of number or the electron, but aiso the

perception of the table or flock ofbirds.

In SUIn, anything which appears, or shows, or "gives ll itselfto the mind counts as

a phenomenon for the Husserlian. This includes all the phenomena the Kantian would

countenance, but a/so, paradoxically, the essences ofthose first order phenomena, since

essences, no less than percepts, are given to the mind for contemplation. Yet more

paradoxically, these essences are considered to be phenomena to the highest degree,

since they show themselves pure/y md invariably, as opposed to the factical variation

and contingency of perceptual phenomena. As we will see in the next chapter, this

Husserlian conception ofessence is of great moment for Heidegger's interpretation of

Plata.

Methods ofinnocence. Although Husserllikely would see in the SelbstverstCindlichkeit

ofMarburg scientism the naivety of sophistication, phenomenology, too, strives for a

"naive" point ofview or presuppositionlessness.22 Neo-Kantianism's interpretation of

philosophy as the Logic of science is not the main problem for Husserl; indeed, as 1said,

his own initial impulses came from seeking the foundation oflogic and of science.

Rather, he objects ta the metaphysicai presuppositions and conclusions of that neo­

Kantian Logic and its application to ail other domains of experience. Husserl therefore

adopts a more cautious approach.23 First, he acknowledges that logic and scientific

literally thinking abjects into being. For the neo-Kantians, cansciousness-specifically scientific
cognition--consists salely in this activity.
21 Cf. Kaufmann, 1949: 808, if.
22 Cf. Heidegger, 1985: 39.
23 Cf. Kaufmann, 1949: 805-806.
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cognition are given to us as psychic phenomena; seconcL he does not isolate and

privilege sorne one domain of the psychic-viz. that of science-and then ground the a

priori on it alone.24

While there is agreement that philosophy is to ·investigate the a priori, Husserl's

different conception of its meaning naturally leads to a different conception of

philosophy: not critique, but phenomenology. He conceives the latter as fundamentally

a descriptive enterprise, since the a priori essences are already given in and through a

posteriori experience. Ofcourse, they need to be isolated from and purified of factical

contingency, but that process is but a means to the end of seeing, fixing, and describing

them in their transcendental purity.

Husserl believes that the transcendental, absolutely innocent point ofview is

achievable through such various techniques as "phenomenological reduction" and

"eidetic variation."25 The reduetions proceed by means ofepoché. Where the Kantian

reconstructs the faculties or powers or functions that generate phenomena,

phenomenology reduces, "suspends," or "brackets" our commitment to the real

existence of phenomena given in the world ofexperience, thereby focusing our attention

24 Does such a tum to the "psychic" not flirt dangerously with psychologism? Natorp thinks so. The
neo-Kantian aversion to considering pre- or non-theoretical phenomena is rooted in anti-psychologism.
Phenomena that are oot considered from the perspective ofanonymous or trans-subjective objeetivity
are merely subjective. aU too closely wrapped up in the quirks of the individuallnnnan psyche. Natorp
would consider such phenomena as amàety or love or fear of death oot to he possible objects of
transcendental inquiry, but solely ofempirical psychology. For such reasons he is suspicious of
phenomenology. But whereas "psychologismll names a speculative stance concerning the ongin of
phenomena. phenomenology, as an anti-theory, aims at unprejudiced description of phenomena. It
makes no metaphysical claims conceming the nature or source ofexperience beyond what is
immediate/y given to the inquirer, the phenomenologist 15 first of all interested in just the facts-and
only then in their conditions of possibility.
25 1cannat go into the vast and quite obscure area of these methods and their varieties here; cf.
Husserl, 1922: §§56-62; Husserl, 1954b: §82; Cobb·Stevens, 1990: 153; Bernet, et al., 1993, Cbapter
2. Fer a critical view. see Marcuse, 1968: 58-61. Consider the complexity (if not confusion) injust
the following sentences: "Important motives which bave their ground in epistemological requirements
justify us in referring to 'pure' consciousness, of which much is yet to he said, aIso as transcendental
consciousness, and the operation through which it is acquired as transcendetntal ÈlTOXtl. On grounds
of method this operation will split up ioto different steps of 'disconnexion' or 'bracketing,' and thus our
method will assume the cbaracter of a graded reduction. For this reason we propose to speak and even
preponderatingly. ofphenomenological reductions (though, in respect of their unity as a whole. we
would speak in unitary form of the phenomenological reduction). From the epistemological viewpoim
we would aIso speak oftranscendental reductions...." (Husserl, 1962: 103).
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on the phenomena purely as phenomena, i.e. as appearances for the mind: "Thus we fix

our eyes steadily upon the sphere of Consciousness and study what it is that we find

immanent in itll
(Husserl~ 1962: 102). This "study," in tum, may proceed by means of

eidetic variation: we isolate the invariant from a particular given phenomenon by "free

fantasy," which seems ta mean sometbing like imagining many irreal variations of the

given and observing what remains the same.26 As a result, it is hoped, we will penetrate

to the essence of the empirical phenomenon, shining through in its purity, shining, that

is, as a pure phenomenon. We phenomenologically grasp it in what Husserl caUs,

notoriously, Wesensschau (eidetic intuition; literally: "viewing of essence"). Since any

phenomenon may be reduced to its essence, Husserl maintains that the epoché allows

the phenomenal realm to be investigated globally.27 Further, whereas the (neo)Kantians

only allowan a priori investigation of the conditions of possibility of phenomena, but

not of the phenomena themselves, the epoché also permits an a priori (namely eidetic)

investigations of the phenomena qua phenomena. Thus, Husserl holds that

phenomenology can in one stroke attain both the desired innocence of the a priori as

well as its true scope.

l earlier said that phenomenology is animated by a different temper than is neo­

Kantianism, and suggested that a skepticism towards transcendental deductions ofa

priori functions lies behind its focus on the Sachen selbsl. This difference in outlook is

substantively confirmed by the most basic observation of transcendental consciousness

that appears upon perfomance of epoché, namely that consciousness is "intt~ntional.l' In

every conscious experience, consciousness "intends," or is of, an object;28 conversely,

the object appears to, appearsjor a consciousness, no matter if the mode of

26 The free or "arbitrary" variation of a phenomenon in order to isolate its essence need not he
restrieted to phenomena of transcendental consciousness, but would seem to work also for "l.mreduced"
phenomena. Cf. Marcuse, 1968: 58,62.
27 Cf. Bernet, et al., 1993: 79, 80,84.
28 Here "objeetll is used in a broader, though no less rigorous sense than in our earlier discussion of
objectivity in neo-Kantianism. Wbere the tem there meant a phenomenon as determined (more or less)
by a cognizing subject, it here denotes the correlate ofany subjective mode of consciousness, be it
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consciousness is that ofwilling, loving, thinking, desiring, etc.29 There can on this view

be nothing that one may cali "consciousness" prior to consciousness-of-something.

Since there is no consciousness prior to its contents,30 there can aIso be no deduetion, as

Natorp thinks, of contentless functions which constitute pure consciousness. Instead,

phenomenology's task is to lay bare and articulate the manifold modes orthe intentional

arc spanning and binding consciousness (intentional subject or intenlio) and its content

(intentional object or intentum); it does not speak like neo-Kantianism of

"objectivation," but simply of abjects, since at the immediate level of consciousness we

are conscious of objects, but not of objectivation.

Hence the transcendental Kantian approach must be radically modified. For if

intenlio and intentum are ca-original, then there can be no reasan why l should begin

my philosophical investigation with the subjective rather than the objective side of the

intentional arc. I cannot primafacie consider the conditions of possibility ofconscious

experience to lie on one side or the other. For this reason, one must begin with

description. Instead of asking, "How is it possible that 1have the experience l in faet

have?" one asks more simply: "What is the quality [das 'Wie1 ofthis experience lin

fact have?" The point of this descriptive task is to expose the kind of structure we are

dealing with, whose nature we are ttying to figure out. Ta take a phenomenological

starting-point is, in the fust place, to observe the phenomena without initially privileging

one kind of phenomenon, since, at the level ofdescription no justification remains to

think that one sort ofexperience will yield a priori knowledge rather than another. Any

experience May yield a priori knowledge; the a priori structures or "essences" of any

explicit scientific theorizing or hazy musing.
29 Cf. Sartre, 1953: 11, ff.
30 "There are ... not two things present in immanent experience; the object is not immanently
experienced and then next to it the intentional, immanent experience itself; ... rather, oIlly one tbing is
present, the intentional, immanent experience, ofwhich the essential descriptive characteristic [of
presenting an objectivity) is precisely the relevant intention" (Husserl, 1901 [LUV: §lla), quoted in
Bernet, et al., 1993: 91).
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domain of phenomena may be rigorously established, provided it is approached through

epoché.

Intentionality and intuition. Thus far l have framed the opposition of neo-Kantianism

and phenomenology in very general terms. First l discussed phenomenology's new

conception ofthe phenomenon, and l introduced the notion of intentionality as an

essential feature of consciousness. This notion now brings us to the heart of another

basic disagreement between the Marburgers and Husserl, the nature of "intuition."

Whereas for Natorp the receptivity inherent in Kant's notion of intuition is antithetical ta

Kant's conception of consciousness as spontaneity, for Husserl every "aet" of

consciousness has an inherently passive or receptive moment in virtue of its essential

intentionality: the object of consciousness appears to the subjeet ofconsciousness;

consciousness, consequently, is affected by its object. Moreover, to the degree Natorp is

willing ta give intuition a raIe, it is strictly limited to the domain of the sensible.31 But

for Husserl, it is just because objective appearance is an essential feature of aIl

consciousness that "phenomenal! in the phenomenological sense have no special

connection to the sensibility.32 AlI phenomena are considered simply qua phenomena

of the mind, both in the sense that they are considered exclusively from the psychic

point ofview (i.e. with no empirical speculation as to their origin in an external, material

world), and in the sense that they appear as objects for and of a mind. Hence, since aIl

objects of consciousness (thoughts) are taken as phenomena,33 consciousness is

31 In this he differs from Kant; Natorp reinterprets the notion of reine Anschauung as itself an entirely
/ogicaJ fimction. Cf. Natorp, 1910: 2; esp. 268, ff.
32 Tugendhat, 1970: 91. For Husserl, "intentionality appears consistently as a phenomenological
property of acts of consciousness, something we immediately experience: we are in every case
conscious of an object whether or not such an object actuaJly exists in the wor/d beyond
consciousness" (Smith & Smith, 1995: 15; emphasis added).
33 Cf. Ricœur, 1967: 108; Marcuse, 1968: 57-59.
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genera/ly conceived as "intuition., Il vîz. as something of the sort to which a phenomenon

can appear, as something of the sort to which an object can be given.34

This phenomenological conception ofintuition stems from the simple

observation of consciousness as directed. It need not suggest any view about the origin

ofphenomena as outside or inside the mincL nor ofthe ultimate nature of consciousness

as generative or passive. Yet this is precisely how Natorp consistently interprets

Husserl's notion ofeidetic intuition: as afonn of "dogmatism" which takes the object

not as a product generatedby minci, but as a thing given to mind. Here we bit upon

what cao ooly be described as a blind spot in Natorp's theory of mind; he determines

consciousness exclusively as the synthetic act producing a phenomenon (an object),

rather than as intentional directedness towards a phenomenon. Yet is it not obvious that­

-except in the reflective moment of(meta)scientific cognition which involves the

conscious construction of concepts-any synthetic construction of the objects of

consciousness is itself unconscious ... which is precisely why it requires a

transcendental deduction?3S Agam, the core ofthe disagreement lies in neo­

Kantianism's scientism, specifically in a residue of realism. As Marcuse paraphrases

Husserl's point ofview,

the Kantian critique ofreason "erred" in directing itselftoward the

constitution of the given spatio-temporal world rather than toward "all

possible worlds." Thus, for Husserl, Kant's critical thought remained

caught in "mundane" realism.

(Marcuse, 1968: 57)

This criticism ofKant applies equally to Natorp. His whole conception of the

"dogmatism ofthe given" presupposes that "given" means "given from without," e.g. as

34 Il should be noted that Husserl does not identify intuition and intentionality sch/echthin.
"Intuition" as a phenomenological tenn ofart implies a certain fullness of presence of the intentional
object, as opposed to its mere "anticipation" or "presumption." This distinction notwithst;mding, even
tbese latter "empty" intentions can he understood as intuitions insofar as theyare intentions o/some
(non-present) abject; l suggest they he called, accordingly, "empty intuitions. Il
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sense-data. It is just this presupposition which phenomenalogy insists on bracketing;

because Natorp does not do 50, he cannat help but see a perpetually heteronomous, a

posteriori factor in the sensible origin ofphenomena, rendering them incapable ofa

priori consideration.36 Thus it is also clearwhy he rejects (or, typically, reinterprets)

Husserlian eidetic intuition.

But we, in light of the intuitive dimension inherent in intentionality, DOW see that

the previously obscure, and for a Kantian wholly repugnant notion of Wesensschau

loses much ofits mystery. Wesensschau is simply consciousness ola phenomenon

qua the latter's invariable traits, for the traits persisting through the procedure ofeidetic

variationjust are what for Husserl constitutes "essence." When essence is focused

upon or "thematizeci," i.e. appears ta the mind as SUCh,37 then we intend it, are conscious

ofit, or, insofar as we are given it as an abject ofcontemplation, intuit it The word

"Schau" (view) is no more than a visual metaphor for the intentional and immediate

relation between the self-reflectïve subject and its object.

4.3. Phenomenological nuth.

As we shall see in the next chapter, perhaps the mos! important theme in Heidegger's

interpretation of Plato is truth. Here l outline the phenomenological conception of truth

that forms the background for that interpretation. Again, let us begin by considering the

conception oftruth implied by the neo-Kantian system. 1t is necessarily a very thin

conception; since neo-Kantianism denies any independent reality or being to what lies

beyond or outside judgement, truth cannot be any possible relation to such a reality. A

3S Cf. Heidegger on transcendental deductions: SZ: 145.
36 "AIso: wir haben gal' nicht die reinen Denkobjekte, sie sind uns gar nicht gegeben, denn, wenn
gegeben., würdeo sie damit sebon empirisch und nieh! mebr rein sein" (Pl: 240; emphasis added).
37 Cf. Tragesser, 1984: 5: "Phenomenology begins as a descriptive theory of the noematic, a
descriptive theory of what is thought in aets of thought as it is thought. While this is where
phenomenology begins, its aim is to develop a theoretica1 cbaracterization of the domain ofaIl possible
thoughts and thus aIse ail possible entities which can be thought" He discusses the priority of
description in contrast 10 Frege's notion of the "third realm" at Tragesser, 1984: 2-5. Cf. Bernet, et al.,
1993: 70, 71.



•

•

4: 17

glance at the tables of contents and indices ofNatorp's and Cassirer's major works in

philosophy of science, Die logischen GrundIagen der exakten Wissenschafien, and

Substanzbegriffunti Funktionsbegri.ft:38 respectively, shows a correspondingly scant

concem with truth. When in Platos ldeenlehre Natorp cannot avoid dealing with

à:À'J]8Eta, he does 50 entirely within the parameters ofhis theory of scientific

judgement.39 Not surprisingly, phenomenology takes a very different view of the

matter. In keeping with the idea1 ofnaivety, the phenomenologist is loath to redefine a

phenomenon as central to science as truth in a way 50 paradoxical as to make nonsense

ofwhat we seem, naively, to mean by it

Like many key aspects ofhis phenomenology, Husserl's concept oftruth grew

out of bis early preoccupations with logic and the epistemology of science.4O Since he

(like the neo-Kantians) conceiv~ science as a system oftrue cognitions, he primarily

thinks of phenomenology as grounding that particular form ofconsciousness called

"cognition:" phenomenology must establish clearly and distinctly what it means for a

38 But see Chapter 4.II. of Cassirer, 1910.
39 Consider the following. With respect ta the Theaetetus: "Da nun in diesen [beiden groBen
Gebieten der ousia und ôphelia] alle Moglichkeit des Urteilens, aller bestimmte Sinn der Aussage
begrüfidet ist, so gibt es c1urch sie allein, und nicht durch das sinnliche Erlebnis, ein Sein (im weitesten
Sinn des Aussageinhalts); mithin Wahrheit, mithin Erkenntnis" (PI: 113~ emphasis added). With
respect to the Phaedo: I1Denn in den Denksetzungen ... ist, nach dem ... bestimmt ausgesprochenen
Grundsatz des Idealismus, die Wahrheit dessen, was ist ..., in den logisch gegründeten, ... durch
zuIangliche Deduktion gesicherten 'Aussagen' dj. Sdtzen der Wissenschaft ist die Wahrheit der
Gegensttinde allein zu ersehen" (PI: 133; empbasis added~ the sentence is ungrammatical, but the
meaning clear). With respect ta the Republic: "Wabrheit', das heillt aber: den Begriff... " (PI: 185­
186); "Sein=Wahrheit" (PI: 204), where Sein, as we saw in the last cbapter, means the "strong" being
ofa copula in a scientific, Le. more, rather than less, grounded judgement Likewise, the "true" forms
(Gestalten) of, e.g., the patbs of the heavenly bodies "konnen nur die auf den absoluten Raum
bezogenen Gestalten der Gestimbahnen sein.... Nicht das Ding da, das wir zu sehen meinen, ist Trager
einer Bewegung von der und der Geschwindigkeit (und Richtung), sondem die dwch die und die (50 und
50 gerichtete) Geschwindigkeit definierte Bewegung selbst definiert das was sich bewegt..." (PI: 209­
210). Die "Wahrheit in der Erscheinung, eine empirische Wirklichkeit nach Kants Begriff, ... [setzt]
eine Anwendbarkeit der Begriffsfunktion auf das Sinnliche [voraus] ... " (PI: 220). With respect to the
Philebus: "Wahrheit und Falschheit sind ursprunglich Qualitâten des Urtei!s (37C; eine aus dem
Sophisten uns bekannte Bestimmung; s. das. 262E, 263B)" (PI: 339).
40 Since Husserl's theory of truth underwent a complicated evolution which 1cannat rehearse here, my
discussion schematically isolates thase features of that theory which Heidegger will criticize. Cf.
Tugendhat, 1970, and Heffe~ 1998.
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cognition to he true, and thus qualify for integration into the system of science.41 Hence

bis theory of truth is a key part of the eidetic description of consciousness as focused

on the transcendental conditions of cognition. As sucb, it seeks to describe the essence

of the moment when we erperience something-a state of affairs or a proposition-as

being true; in other words, it seeks to describe the nature of that self-validating

experience which underlies truth-daims. In sho~ a phenomenological theory of truth

seeks to identify the universal, essential epistemic conditions under which we are

conscious oftrutb (Le., underwhich we have knowledge).42 Thus a phenomenological

logic investigates not this or that empirical mental or linguistic aet, but the essence of

these acts that characterize them as "true (or "faIse"), wbich on Husserl's view is what

we mean when we use the words, "truenand nfaIse. "43

What, then, is the phenomenological conception oftru~ i.e., what is the eidetic

structure or act which grounds truth? Traditionally, Husserl says, truth is defined as the

correspondence ofthought and thing (veritas est adequatio rei et intellectus): this is the

"phenomenon" oftruth whose eidetic structure requires elucidation. Ifthe proposition

expressing the thought "grass is green ll is true if and oaly if grass is green't then

phenomenology's task is to explain through what acts of consciousness 1know tha!

grass is green, and, consequently, know that the proposition, "grass is green ll is true--

i.e., how 1know that the faet of the matter corresponds to the thought.

Husserl's answer is that the truth of a proposition is ultimate/y warranted by the

evidence ofdirect intution.44 On the one hand, l cao tbink the proposition"grass is

green" without at that moment having to perceive the greenness of grass; my thought

would then be said to presume, anticipate, or "emptily intend" the state ofaffairs--that

grass is green. On the other han~ the full presentation, in which the matter (the

greenness ofgrass) is itselfthe intentional object, is the intentional aet of "intuition. Il

41 Husserl, LU, Introduction to VoL 2: 7.
42 Cf. Sluga, 1999: 31; 40.
43 Cf. Willard, 1972: 98, 100.
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Husserl considers "evidence" to be yet a third aet, in which the presumption (that "grass

is green") is itselffulfilled by the matter (the intuited state ofaffairs, that grass is

green):4S the evidence-aet occurs just when l perceive the greenness ofgrass-when

grass shows itself to me as green-and the presumption and the inmition collapse in an

identity.

Now, inevitably, a1l this talkof"aets" of"presumptio~11l1intention," and

lIintuition"-be they never so lI pure" or IItranscendental"--make Husserl's account of

truth sound very psychological indeed. And if Husserl is adducing this catalogue of

psychological acts in order to ground the truth of lcgic and science, it is hard to see how

he can avoid renewed charges of psychologism against himself. In the foregoing

account, he assiduously strives to avoid psychologism by not describing the relation of

res and intellectus as the correspondence between an immanent psyche and external

matter.46 It seems he thinks that such a conception wouid lead to a naturalized

conception oftruth, insofar as one would be tempted to describe the "adequacy"

between the external thing and the psyche's representation in psychophysical terms. He

therefore instead conceives both parts ofthe correspondence entirely in noematic

terms;47 it is this "noeticism" which makes ms accoun! "pure," i.e. not dependent for ilS

explanatory power upon sorne account of how a real mind aetually cornes to have this

experience. (Still, it is debatable whether it is therefore no longer psychological and

psychologistic.)

44 Husserl, 1993: 283 w 284 (§136).
4S Heidegger, 1985: 50. Cf. Husserl, LUVI: §39: "Halten wir zunachst den eben angedeuteten Begriff
der Wahrheit fest, so ist die Wahrheit aIs Correlat eines identificirenden Actes ein Sachverha/t, und ais
Correlat einer deckenden Identificirung eine Identittït: die volle Uebereinstimmung zwischen
Gemeintem und Gegebenem ais solchem." See aIso: Willarcl, 1972: 147.
46 Cf. Levinas, 1973: 68; Willard, 1972: 147.
47 Tugendhat, 1970: 91. For Husserl, Itintentionality appears consistently as a phenomenological
property of acts of consciousness, something we immediate1y experience: we are in every case
conscious of an object whether or not such an object actua//y erists in the world beyond
consciousness" (Smith & Smith, 1995: 15~ emphasis added).
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Husserl interprets the correspondence-theory entirely in terms ofdifferent

modes of intencling an object (noema)48 of consciousness: in both the presumptive and

the intuitive aets the intentional object (the noema) is identical, viz. llgrass's

greenness. "49 The two sides of the correspondence-relation thus have the same

noematic content, and differ merely in how that content is intended, viz. as

presumptively unfulfilled or intuitively fulfilled, respectively. The act of "evidence"

identifies the presumptive aet with the intuitive: when the intuitive noema fulfills the

presumptive noema, then the latter is seen to be true, its truth is e-vident.

From this first concept oftruth Husserl derives two more elementary concepts

of truth, which are crucial for later understanding Heidegger's critique. If, as we just

saw, the relation ofnoesis and noema is considered as a single whole, then "truth"

means the identification of the presumed and intuited noemata (=truth-as­

correspondence).50 But either side ofthis relation may also be considered in isolation

from the other, yielding what we may cali the concepts of "noeticll and llnoematic" truth,

respectively.

Noetic truth is aproperty of the intentional act or "noesis" (either presumptive or

fulfilled), insofar as this intention corresponds ta the state of affairs; Husserl caUs this

truth "correetness [Richtigkeit]. "51 Noematic truth, on the other hand, is a property of

the intended object itself (i.e. the appearance or presentation of the abject itself) as the

noema.

[O]n the side ofthe fulfilling evidence-act, we experience the given

object in the mode ofthe presumed abject: it is the fullness [of the

presumption] itself. This [object], tao, cao be denoted as "Being," as

truth, as that which is /rUe, insofar as it is here experienced not as a

48 Sïnce noema, noemata, noesis and noeseis are terms of art in phenomenology, l do not here
transcribe them as Greek words Ce.g. noêma, noêsis, ete.).
49 Cf. Tuge~ 1970: 50.
50 Husserl, LU VI: §39, #1. Cf. Tugendhat, 1970: 93.
51 Husserl, LU VI: §39, #4.
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merely adequate perception., but as the ideaIfullness of an intention.,

insofar as it is experienced as truth-making....

(Husserl, LUVI: §39, #3)

Husserl uItimately modifies the notion ofevidence in a way that even more strongly

shifts the locus oftruth from the logical-epistemological sphere ofpropositional truth to

the ontological sphere of the object of truth-intentions. He redefines the evidence-act as

the "fulfilled, intuitive act itseLt:" the noematic correlate ofwhich is "truth," where "truth"

is a noematic property of the thing itselfS2 The locus of truth has now shifted from the

noetic ta the noematic, or from the "logical" to the "ontological" pole of the intentional

arc. Ifwe seek truth, it is ultimately to be found in the thing itself as it "truly is. "53

But what is this "thing itself," what is this truth-giving noema? To answer this

question, we must consider the different ways intentional objects or noemata are "given"

to consciousness. Ifwe consider more closely the paradigmatic mode ofgivenness,

namely perceptual (visual) intuition, Husserl says, we notice that our intentions ofthings

cannot always be reduced to what is given in perception alone. While perceiving the

greenness of grass may suffice to fulfill completely the presumption Ilgrass is green, "54

a presumption such as "this is a book" cannot be verified in the same way, because the

book can never be given to me in a single perceptual act. 1am only ever given one side

or aspect of the book in perception, which Husserl caUs an "adumbration

[Abschattung]. "55

Yet we do not primarily intend "sides" ofthings, but the things themselves. l do

not intend a series of adumbrations of this book, but intend this book "itself." Husserl

writes:

52 Cf. Tugendhat, 1970: 94-95; SZ: 71; 74; 87; 381.
53 Cf. esp. Tugendhat, 1970: 103.
54 Assuming that this perception is not illusory.
55 "Adumbration" literally translates Ab-schattung: its Latin mot, umbra, means "shadow." Cf.
Bernet, et al, 1993: 180-181; Farber, 1968: 412, if.; Heidegger, 1985: 43; 57-58~ Sokolowski, 1974:
90-92; Tugendhat, 1970: 126-127; 70, ff.
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Whether l look at this book from above or below, from within or

without, 1always see this book. It is always one and the same thing, not

merely just physically, but also in the presumption of perception itself.

(LUVI: §47)

However, if it is not the perceptual fragments that 1intend, how then can the "book

itselr' be given to me? Or, with respect ta our discussion oftruth, how can the truth of

the proposition "this is a book" be grounded? Perception alone gives me adumbrations,

but the intended thing is a whole, ofwhich the perceptual data are mere adumbrations. S6

Since this whole as a whole cannot be given through perception, it must be interpreted

as an ideal object which gives the percepts a unifying meaningor sense. This objective

sense is called the "eidos."57

Eidos is Husserl's term. for the essential nature of a thing, conceived as its

"look," or Anblick. 1percetve various fragmentary adumbrations, but see (genuinely

intend) a book, or a horse, or a star. In other words, when 1perceive these fragments, 1

do sa through their essence or look: only this eidetic intention makes it possible for me

ta say that 1see a book, rather than sorne indeterminate biur of percepts.58 While an

eidos, then, is an intentional abject (noema) given ta us, it is never given through (sense­

)perception. Nonetheless, it is precisely the eidos that grounds truth, since it gives itself

ideally ta consciousness as nothing but what it is, as pure essence--it is the "thing

itself."

However, just as 1do not primarily intend the perceptual fragments, 1also do not

primarily intend an essence. Rather, 1see a thing as that thing through a co-intended

eidos always aIready applied to the percepts, through what Husserl caUs an "eidetic

synthesis" ofthe perceptual fragments. Because percepts are always fragrnentary, no

percept or series of percepts can be adequate to grounding the truth of an intentio~ onIy

S6 Husserl, LU V, §14. Œ. Heidegger, 1985: 35, 37, 43~ Tugendhat. 1970: 95.
57 As l will show in the next cbapter, this relation of adumbration (Ab-schattung) and eidos is
isomorphic ta the relation of shadow (Schatten) and idea in the cave allegory.
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the eidos, the underlying intentional ltsurplus,1t59 can furnish the underlying sense

(Bedeutung) ta the fragmentary, ever inadequate flux ofexperience. Therefore,

phenomenology must try to isolate this eidos as such, and so latch onto the noema that

grounds the truth of our intentions.

As we saw, Husserl defines evidence as the aet in which the presumed thing and

the intuited thing itself are identified. Now, ifwhat is intuitively given in perception are

merely fluctuating adumbrations ofthe aett.lally intended eidetie sense, then the evidence

of perceptual intuition only partiallyfulfills the initial presurnption. By the same token,

only an intuition of the eidetic sense (eidos) can eompletely satis.fy the presumption of

that sense.60

Summary. When we look back upon our outline of basic phenomenological notions,

we can see certain important connections between them. Phenomenology aims to

contemplate and describe (give the logos of) phenomena, i.e. ofwhatever presents itself

or appears (phainesthai) to or in the mind. In other words, it aims to contemplate

consciousness qua its contents. Now, as l have argued, ail consciousness is, as

intentional, also intuitional. The aim ofpure or "naive" phenomenal contemplation can

therefore be conceived as pure intuition.61 Ta achieve pure intuition, consciousness

must be purged of its realistic commitments, which the epoché is mean! to achieve.

While epoché and eidetic variation are subjective aets, they reveal an entirely new kind

of appearance, namely the phenomena qua eidê: phenomena divorced from facticity and

considered ooly in their invariable core. Epoehé bends the mind's intentionai ray back

upon itself; it is a means of (transcendental) self-reflection. Tt amounts to treating the

58 Cf. Aristotle, De Anima II.6: 418a20, ff., on "incidental" perception.
59 Cf. Husser~ LUVI: §40; Heidegger, 1973: 375.
60 It is these notions of partial and complete fulfillment, and the grades ofevidence they imply, which
are critical to HeideggeI's interpretation of truth in the cave allegory. On grades of evidence, see
Husser~ LU VI: §38.
61 This bas notbing to do with Kant's pure intuition.



•

4:24

real things ofthis world as mere phantoms7and the world itself as a mirror in·which ta

descry the essences that constitute our mind's true structure.

The eidé, precisely because they now have been made to show themselves purely

and constantlY7 are phenomenapar excellence: they are the truly real (ontôs on) beings,

the Sachen selbst. For, on the one hand, the eidê are what is "really" intended in aliless

adequate intentions; and on the other hand, their maximal being consists in their truth­

fullness7i.e. in their complete self-showing as what they are. Because ultimately it is

these eidê which let empirical abjects appear as objects ofthis or that kind, theyare also

the ultimate ground of all true propositions about objects.62 Gnly the eidos can ideally,

or maximally fulfill a presumptive noesis. As the noema which founds truth, its

character is itself "true" in the primary (noematic) sense. Because the eidë are the

maximally full objects ofintention, the eidetic intuition is correspondingly full and

completely adequate. Indeed, it is maximal adequatio insofar as res and intellectus

collapse in an identity.

4.4. Questions ofbeing.

Raving laid out the phenomenological background, we now have the resources for

understanding Heidegger's critique bath of neo-Kantianism and ofHusserl's thought.

In this section, l take up the basic concept of "being," by comparing its status in neo­

Kantianism and Husserlian phenomenology. l then discuss how Heidegger's notion of

being diverges from both.

Beingand the object ofphilosophy. The meaning ofbeing for Natorp and Husserl,

respectively, is determined not 50 much by their differing conceptions ofphilosophy's

object, as by their means of specifying and attaining that object. While their common

goal is a scientific account ofconsciousness, for Natorp this implies an account of

62 l say "abjects," though Husserl thinks of "essences" of calors as weil. But color is immediately
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scientific consciousness, whereas for Husserl it implies an eidetic account of

consciousness tout court.63 Heidegger, as we will see, differs from them on aH these

points.

For neo-Kantians of ail stripes, "being" signifies nothing more than the copula

in a true predication expressing a true judgement. We must keep in mind the peculiarity

of the neo-Kantian conception ofjudging: 1 do not make a judgement about an abject

given ta me as a datum, a datum abaut which 1can make a judgement that can be true or

false with respect to sorne objective determinations given with or in that datum. Natorp

condemns such a conception of "givenness 1t as "dagmatic." Rather, the judgement itself

constilutes the object for me: the abject qua object has no being outside of that which

my judgement, "S is p" generates. As a result, "antology," the science of the being of

beings, is resolved inta a logic of correct judgement. The neo-Kantian conception of

"being" is restrieted ta a theory of science: it is radically uninterested in pre-theoretical

phenomena, because there can only be dom about the non-scientific.

Phenomenology, on the other hand, strives ta give an eidetic account ofall

phenomena by reducing the various ways ofgivenness of empirica1 onta ta essences

and essential modes ofgivenness. This eidetic account may be interpreted as ontology,

since it purports, in its way, ta explain the being ofbeings (where the beings are ail

inadequately intended phenomena, and being is their essences). It is important to see

how closely this ontological aspect of phenomenalogy is associated with the descriptive

moment ofHusserl's development. Because phenomenology starts out with a

description of the phenomena as "the things themselves" (Le. in their being qua

phenomena, and not as appearances of something else "behind" them), it is already

oriented towards the phenomena as beings (i.e. as what-is [Seiendes; onta], rather than

as what-merely-appears [Erscheinungen; phanlasmalaD. This ontie orientation

~ve~ not adumbrated, as objects are. But cf. Farber, 1968.
3 (Neo-)Kantianism: account of a priori knowledge; phenomenology: a priori account ofknowledge

(and an other modes of intentionality).
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progressively descends to deeper ontologicaJ layers as the phenomenological reductions

are brought into play and the phenomena are redescribed in eidetic terms. Yet, as l

mentioned in this chapters introducti.o~ the Cartesian move implicit in the

phenomenolagical epoché Ieads Husserl gradually to abandon the descriptive­

ontological dimension ofbis early phenomenalogy and tend ever more towards a

genetic theory ofobjectivity à la Natorp.

Indeed, Gadamer even calls Husserl's idealistic phase "neo-Kantian!l64 insofar as

"being" (as a philosophical concept) is understood as "nothing eise than the Correlate of

[consciousness], i.e. Being is just what Consciousness has as its 'accusative'... " (Ryle,

1929: 363).65 l say this is (neo-)Kantian because it excludes the possibility of a science

ofbeing as such: being has a sense here only as a correlate of consciousness; and this

amounts to much the same (for Heidegger, anyway) as the neo-Kantian argument that

"being" is simply the positing by consciousness of (true) scientific propositions, in

which "being," as the copula, constitutes the con-nexion of empirical phenomena.66 The

"neo-Kantian" moment ofHusserlian phenomenology consists precisely in the

concentration on the intentional structures of the consciousness that receives (or

canstitutes) the phenomena. By contrast, the question of the being ofthose phenomena,

of the intenta, is "neglect~" as Heidegger puts it;67 or better: the question is

systematically rephrased as a question of the nature of the intenlio. The point to stress

for our discussion of Heidegger is that the genetic orientation leads Husserl inexorably

to the same sort of resolution of ontology into a theory of subjectivity, if not into

epistemolagy, as we see in neo-Kantianism. The "being" ofobjectivities (phenomena)

is no longer something to be laid bare by a combination of reduction, variation., and

64 Cf. Gadamer, 1986: 15.
65 Cf. Buckley, 1992: 38.
66 Admittedly, Husserl and Natorp differ insofar as Natorp regards "Being" as an act of consciousness,
whereas Husserl considers it a "correlate"-which view is more "Platonic" is a question for laler.
67 Cf. Heidegger, 1985: §§12, 13.
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description; instead, objeetivities are accounted for in tenns of the ego's acts of

generation.68

FundcunentaIism. It is precisely at this juncture in the evolution ofHusserl's thought

that Heidegger most clearly and critically diverges from bis teacher.69 Heidegger rejects

not only the "neo-Kantianism" ofHusserl's genetic turn., but moreover throws eidetic

science, as conceived by Husserl, into question. Both ofthese faets are ofbasic

importance to understanding his interpretation ofPlato.

We might characterize the situation thus: Husserl begins his phenomenology

with the phenomena "themselves, Il but already at the descriptive level is ied by ms

interest in consciousness and the nature of subjectivity towards essences and away from

the phenomena in their facticity. This stage of phenomenology pleases no one. On the

one hand, Natorp criticizes it as dogmatic and gets Husserl to see consciousness in

terms ofgenerative activity. This is, when it cornes to the study of consciousness, a

necessary and correct step, but in taking it, Husserl can be said to abandon the

agnosticism originally motivating the whole projeet; the phenomena qua phenomena

again fall into oblivion, and they are considered only in tenns of the subjeet, or, at best,

as the IIcorrelates" of subjective aets.

On the other hand, Heidegger, like Natorp, considers Husserl's descriptive

eidetics misguided, but instead ofmoving forward towards genetics, he wants ta hold

fast ta the phase of descriptive phenomenology before the move to eidetics-which

means, unfortunately, giving up the substance ofHusserl's philosophy. Indeed, the

central notion ofreduction which gets us to the eidetic level cao on Heidegger's view

only be seen as a mistake. We have to be very clear and careful here. As we \Vill

shortly see, Heidegger is not opposed to eidetics as such; his own project of

68 That Husserl divided generation into "active" and "passive" kinds ShOLÙd not distIact us from the
inevitable focus on subjectivity as the ground of phenomena Passive genesis still involves seeing the
subject as the source of the phenomenon.
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fundamental ontology is also an eidetic exploration.7o Rather he is opposed to the

world-bracketing, facticity-suspending method ofepoché. Given the ontological

dimension ofHusserl's eidetics, one might expect Heidegger to have more sympathy

with it, yet it is especially here that ms critique is most trenchant. As we will observe

when we tum in the next chapter to Heidegger's essay, PIatons Lehre von der Wahrheit,

the critique he offers of the Platonic conception ofthe eidê in the Republic is just as

applicable to the eidê of what Husserl himself (m a letter to Natorp) called the Ilstatic

Platonism ll ofdescriptive phenomenology.71 Ins~ Heidegger rejects and criticizes

bath Husserl's neo-Kantian tum to genetics and the notion of eidetics it replaces,

retuming instead to the original impulse of description. The reaetionary

fundamentalism ofthis move, so typical ofHeidegger, is nonetheless rooted in

phenomenology's daim to be a science as radical as it is rigorous. Indeed, from

Heidegger's perspective, by holding fast to the original ontological impulse, he is

adhering to the spirit of phenomenology more faithfully than Husserl.

4.5. FundamentaI Ontology.

Fundamen/alon/oIogy vs. phenomenology. Heidegger's radicalization of the incipient

ontological orientation ofHusserl's eidetics of consciousness has two key aspects.

First, Heidegger thinks that if phenomenology's task is the ontological investigation of

IIregions" whose ontic study it leaves to the special sciences, then phenomenology had

better tirs! inquire iota the meaning ofbeing.72 For if it neglects this question, the sense

of Ilessence, Il true being, i15 proper abject, remains unclear. Phenomenology would be

uncertain of its own goal and unable to live up to its lofty daim to be a rigorous-indeed

69 (For which reason l do not go further into Husserl's genetic phenomenology.)
70 Namely of the essence of Dasein, which is existence~ cf. SZ: 12; esp. 298: "Das Wesen dieses
Seienden [Le., des Daseins] ist seine Existenz."
71 "[W]obei ich noch bemerken darf, dass ich schon seit mehr aIs eine[m] Jahrzehnt die Stufe des
statischen Platonismus überwunden und der Phânomenologie als Hauptthema die Idee der
transzendentalen Genesis gestellt habe" (RI Natorp 29.VI.1918 [Husserl·Archive signature]; quoted at
Buckley, 1992: 38; 52, n. 7).
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the most rigorous-science. Second, this ontological projeet cannot gain the necessary

self-reflective transparency by proceeding directly, as Husserl does, to eidetics of the

transcendental ("reduced") ego. The fundamentalist phenomenology Heidegger

pursues thus bas as its theoretical goal the being ofbeings at the fundamentallevel of

experience. He caUs i1, accordingly, "fundamental ontology." What we know as Being

and Time is Heidegger's attempt at clearing the way towards this fundamental ontology

through a radicalized phenomenology of subjeetivity.

There are thus severa! ways in which he modifies Husserlian doctrine. While

Heidegger follows Husserl in turning to the Sachen, the tirst Sache he marks is that the

fundamentallevel ofexperience is itselfunselfconscious. This has two important

methodological consequences. Firs1, Heidegger does not, like Husserl, immediately

reorient himself ta the Sachen-as-phenomena for a consciousness. Rather, he seeks to

describe structures of lived experience, or as he puts i1, to Lay out the mode ofbeing of

that being which knows, to Lay out the meaning of the mm of the cogito. Thus he fust

notes that at this basic stratum, phenomena do not present themselves as intenta (or even

as phenomena), but as things or beings; that the mm i5 always a being-together-with,

both with "thingsIl and with "others; Il and th(.:.~ cne of the essential features of all such

beings is that they "encounter" us within an environment or "world."73 This is true of

all intentional states, be they everyday, scientific, or hailucinatory. Heidegger thus

notices that before all consciousness (which for bath Natorp and Husserl amounts to

refleetive seij:consciousness), we "aiways already" stand in a relation to beings, from

which he concludes that we must always already understand being in some way. This

"always-aiready" understanding, as we shall see, constitutes the entity Heidegger

designates by the tenn "Dasein"-that being which each ofus is. At the same rime, it i5

precisely this notion of environing world which indicates for Heidegger that not ail

72 Cf. esp. Aristotle, Metaphysics, r.I.
73 Cf. esp. Plotinus. Ennead V.1.4, 11. 16-22.
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phenomena of experience can in the end be reduced to the intentio-intentum template as

the universal structure of consciousness.

The second consequence of marking the unselfconsciousness ofbasic

experience is Heidegger's rejection of the theoretical stance implicit in the Husserlian

suspension of the faetical world in order to isolate essences. For Heidegger, "world"

itself requires-qua phenomenon--a phenomenological analysis. Indeed, "world"

denotes just that Ur-phenomenon oflived experience in which our pre-conscious

(though notun-conscious!) modes ofbeing or "comportments" are anchored. It is in

encountering and being encountered by things and athers within a worlcL that

intentionality manifests itselfat the primitive stratum; for before an "1" is consciaus of

itselfas a knower (or wisher or lover, etc.), or of the surrounding things as "objects" of

knowledge (or desire, or love), that "1" exists, and its objects are given to me simply as

being. It is here, then, that Heidegger's brand of ontology begins its investigation,

asking: What does "being" mean when l say l "exist" or the things given to me "are?"

What does "being" mean at this primitive level of everydayness? If, moreover,

phenomenology is to be true to its guiding principle, To the things themselves!, and ifit

wants to analyze them in their modes ofgivenness (i.e. ontologica11y), then the last thing

it should do is bracket the field in which they appear, viz. the "world. "74 The world is

74 As Ryle writes:
Heidegger is critical of this naïve assumption; and Phenomenology must, he urges,
so far from accepting the alleged cleavage between Consciousness and Being, select
as its tirst task of a.1L the analysis and description of that most primitive level of
Experience in which is generatedjOr us that seeming polar opposition. Our attitude
of regarding Being as the opposite of Consciousness is itself on of the intentional
experiences, and perhaps the most important of the intentional experiences that
Phenomenology must examine.

(Ryle, 1929: 363)
As Heidegger sees il, he is trying to refound phenomenology in its own true spirit: zu den Sachen, can
only primarily imply an ontology, and not an epistemology (although it of course does not prevent an
epistemology from being developed along phenomenologicallines). It is important to emphasize
Ryle's point, that Heidegger aims at the "mast primitive level of Experience in which is generatedjOr
us that seeming polar opposition" between consciousness and being. For it is no! the case that
Heidegger wants to "complete" Husserlian phenomenology simply by refocusing his investigations
upon the "neglected intenta," and 50 balance out Husserl's investigations of the intentio. Heidegger
can sometimes give that impression. But that cannot be his goal, for it would completely undermine
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not itself a thing, is not, in our pre-theoretical experience of it, an intentional object at aIl:

rather, it is the opening in which phenomena are given-or simply are-for us in the tirst

place. Thus world cannat help but be a crucial theme of any fimciamental ontological

investigation, insofar as it is the environing zone in wmch things exist7S From

Heidegger's perspective, to suspend the "world" is to bracket the most basic stratum.76

Despite these important modifications of orthodox phenomenology, Heidegger's

phenomenological practice in Being and Time, as weIl as in the Plata-lectures, remains

concerned with the structure of subjectivity. For while the ultimate end is a re-opening

ofthe question ofthe meaning of "being," the method involves an analysis of the

essential structures ofhuman being (Dasein), i.e. a phenomenological account of

"human ontology." Thus, though neither world nor Dasein are suspended but

considered in their mutual embeddedness, this consideration still exhibits a

transcendental motif. In explaining his project, Heidegger constantly says that he is

laying bare the "conditions of possibility" for such a phenomenon as, e.g., theoretical

subjectivity. These conditions tum out to be the primordial structures of everydayness,

which-ifthey are ta be described ontologicaIly, i.e. as the essential structures of

Dasein-can only be displayed by something like Husserl's "free variation. Il

his starting point, so clearly stated in the opening paragraphs of Seing and Time, that there is a
question of being (cf. Ryle, 368): simply focusing on the intenta would vitiate such a question, for
then being would lie in the intenta. Cf. Pôggeler, 1980: 125.
7S Cf. Bernet, 1990: 146.
76 While this may or may not have the desired effect of clearing the ground of the contingent, il
certainly does bave the problematic result of taking us away as far as possible from den Sachen selbst:
for they are "in the world,"-indeed the existence of a world itself is perhaps the most primordial
phenomenon, precisely the one we must abolish, according te pbenomenology. The problem can be
rephrased as the difficulty in distinguishing between theoretica1"prejudice" and "pbenomenological
faet" -or indeed, the difficulty in falling prey ta a prejudice and regarding prejudice as itself a primoridal
phenomenon of existence. Ryle writes:

The most fundamental presuppositions are ontological presuppositions; and it is to.
this field that Phenomenology must go, deliberately postponing the study of the
twigs until it bas completed its examination of the root. And the root is Being
(Sein). The root problem of Phenomenology is the Meaning of Being--not in the
sense that a definition is sought for it, for!hat would be a nonsensical demancL but
that an insight ofa new-pbenomenological-sort is wanted, in possessing which we
shall know "with a difference" something which, of course, we must understand or
lœow "in a way" already. And by "Being" is meant not this or that entity of which
we can say that it is or that it is something, but the universal which these exemplify.
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1t is therefore important to distinguish (1) the end of fundamental ontology from

(2) the means ofthe "existential analytic." And within the existential analytic, one must

again distinguish between (3) the positive phenomenological goal of laying bare the

primordial stratum ofbeing-in-the-world, on the one hand, and (4) the negative goal of

showing why, in accord with the nature ofthis primordial stratum, it concea1s itselffrom

itself.77 AlI ofthese moments contain implicit critiques ofHusserl: (1) insofar Husserl

"negleets" the meaning ofbeing no less than the neo-Kantians; (2) and (3) insofar as

Husserl's inquiries remain at the level oftheoretical subjectivity; (4) by showing why

Husserl-qua a philosoplrizing Dasein himself-neglects the fundamental ontological

projeet, in accordance with Dasein's essence, avoiding the ultimate level of self­

thematization and reflection.

Fundamentalon/%gy vs. neo-Kantianism. Heidegger's critique ofHusserl and neo­

Kantianism generally centers upon the "skipping over" [Übersprung] ofprimal strata of

experience in favor of scientific or theoretical experience and its transcendental

conditions. Particularly upsetting for Heidegger is the consequent annihilation of

ontology-although Husserl had himself demonstrated the possibility of rigorous, i.e.

non-doxic, ontologicai. investigation, viz. in the eidetic distillation of intentional

structures. Heidegger's critique of neo-Kantianism-both directly in the analysis of

theoretical subjectivity in Beingand Time, and indireetiy in his Plato-Ieetures'

reinterpretations of "eidos" and "idea" as rooted in a phenomenological investigation of

primordial strata of experience, rather than in sorne (natural-)scientific projeet­

embodies a more literally Skeptical sense ofepoché, namely the suspension ofbeliefin

theories that go beyond the phenomenologically evident.78

(Ryle, 1929: 363)
77 l have thus far not discussed Heidegger's notion of Verfal/ or "decadence." This gets treated in the
next cbapter.
78 To anticipate: 1) the Seinsart of the "cognizing subject" is left unanalyzed in neo-Kantian
epistemology: this, as we have seen, is the task of phenomenology; 2) Ùle theoretical attitude as a
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One of the Sachen the neo-Kantians ignore with their story of indefinitely

extendible genetic processes ofobjectivation is the plain fact that our conscio'.1s

experience of phenomenal data is not ofundetermined x's, but ofbeings, and that these

beings are, moreover, given in many different ways. As we saw above, phenomenology

in general accuses (neo-)Kantianism ofnaivety in assuming the uniformity of the

abjects the mind purportedly objectivates, a uniformity which derives from taking the

phenomena of mathematical physics as the facts whose conditions of possibility call for

analysis. This scientistic starting-point, and the consequent monotony of phenomena

within the very restrieted domain whose root Cohen and Natorp seek, leads to a

correspondingly narrow conception of the meaning of our basic concepts (being,

difference, unity, etc.). And it is this conception wruch we earlier saw Natorp extend as

the norm over aIl other phenomena, insofar as they are possible objects of (scientific)

experience. Yet why should we think that we will discover the root meaning of concepts

like "beingll by taking scientific abjects as paradigmatic beings? While Natorp's

interpretation of the meaning ofbeing as the copula may be defensible wÏthÏn the limits

ofnatural scientific erperience, it is by no means obvious that this interpretation gives

the meaning of being as such.

We should note a paradoxical, though only seeming affinity between Heidegger

and Natorp, over against Husserl. Heidegger thinks that the meaning ofbeing implicit

in European metaphysics since the ancients is "being-as-presence ll (Anwesen;

parousia).79 1t is this interpretation ofbeing that Heidegger blames his contemporaries

(particuiarly Husserl) for adopting unawares, and which he wants, through fundamental

ontology, ta caU into question. Yet Heidegger's characterization of the traditional

meaning ofbeing seems completely ta mischaracterize the neo-Kantian notion ofbeing.

Indeed, one might even say that it is the notion ofbeing-as-presence which a/so

"Nur-hinsehen" (cp. S2, 69, 86~ 349)~ 3) Heidegger's repeated observations tbat we neverexperience
"pure sensation" Le. that the phenomenal fl1.L"{ is itself a theoretical fiction (cp. S2, 59; §13).
79 The Anwesen-interpretation of Sein was "decided" in Plato (though not "by" Plato)~ and then was
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constitutes the target ofNalorp's critique ofHusserlian phenomenology, insofar as

being-as-presence has the "dogmatic" overtones of the givenness of an object to the

subjeet's gaze.

We find in Natorp (and Cohen) both a radically untraditional concept ofbeing,

conflicting with any interpretation of being-as-presence, as weil as an extended

argument that their "functional" concept ofbeing was in fact discovered by Plato and

periodically reconfinneci, not in Western metaphysics (Le. "ontology"), but in its

opposite, Western idea/ism. In otherwords, Natorp and Heidegger share a deep

dissatisfaction with the interpretation ofbeing as presence, only where Heidegger thinks

it was cemented by the metaphysical tradition ofPlatonism, Natorp thinks this is

precisely what that tradition, as he understands it, has always struggled against. Still,

Heidegger cannot view as an advance Natorp's interpretation ofbeing as purely

copulative, except perhaps insofar as its radicality might inspire renewed thinking of

being. For, as we have said repeatedly, Natorp entirely abolishes the question ofbeing:

even more than in Husserl, Natorp represents an extreme of the idealistic tendency

totally to reduce the world to what appears, or what is allowed to appear, within the

parameters of the system: the world ofbeings is nothing but what has been ge-setzl into

the Stel/ensystem which Heidegger later calls das Gestel/.

At the outset ofBeingand lime, Heidegger makes aprimafacie case for two

points: 1) that the Seinsfrage--implicitiy opposed to the Bewuj3t-seinsfrage-is the basic

question ofphenomenology (and hence ofpbilosophy); 2) that the appropriate, indeed

the only possible access to this question, the ooly basis for interpreting the meaning of

being is Dasein. He stresses that whatever the plausibility of this primajade case, his

way of proceding must be justified in and through the actual analysis itself; in particular,

Heidegger thinks that bis procedure will show its pbilosophical superiority to the

Bewufitseins-approach by demonstrating how the latter's interpretations ofbeing (both

essentially reconfirmed by the tradition of metaphysics, up to and inc1uding HusserL



•

4:35

Natorp and Husserl are meant here) are derivative forms ofa more basic meaning of

being revealed by the existential analytic.

Thus Heidegger construets phenomenology as a science prior to any

epistemology such as Natorp's. In BeingandTime, he works towards this goal in a

very systematic way, giving a phenomenological account ofevery conceptual moment of

the neo-Kantian system, and showing that this system is grounded in deeper

"existenzial" struetures:so

Erkenntnistheorie < Ontologie

BewuBtsein < Dasein

Mannigfaltigkeit < Weit

UrteiI < VerstehenlAllslegung

Aussage < Rede

Before explicating and evaluating these oppositions, it is crucial to note that the priority

ofHeidegger's phenomenologico-ontological approach also extends to bis interpretation

ofPlato with respect to Natorp's, with a similarly parallel structure: for every neo­

Kantian interpretation of a Platonic notion or therne, Heidegger gives a

phenomenological one. He does not thereby aim to "disprove" the former, on the

contrary, bis aim is ta show that the neo-Kantian interpretation is in many ways

"correctll [richtig], but th.at forjust this reason it cannot penetrate ta the

phenomen%gical radicality ofPlato's "qllestioning." Admittedly, this statement will

strike the reader as obscure, and it is my aim in this chapter and the next to darify

especially this point. Ta anticipate, Heidegger regards Natorp's Plato-reading as

"correct" precisely because neo-Kantianism is the culmination (as Natorp himself

daims) of one oftwo tendencies within Plato's thOllght. These!Wo tendencies, which

we shall examine closely in what follows, are in constant tension in the dialogues,

though Heidegger believes that the one wruch Natorp champions is the one which Plato

sa "<" means "is posterior to and parasitic OIt"
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was in sorne sense pre-determined to "decide." This decision, in tum, closed off the

radical questioning in wbich Plata and the pre-Socratics had engaged. These

obscurities, too, l will address in what follows.

Fundamentalonla/ogy and his/ory. While it is obvious that despite bis disagreements

Heidegger owes bis basic inspiration ta Husserl, the positive influence ofNatorp has

been mostly overlooked. There are two main reasons for this. First, one is tempted ta

think that what Heidegger rejeets in Husserl is precisely an idealism owed to Husserl's

close critical relationship with Na/orp. Second, the cliché-that the Marburgers focused

on science and not on history or the historicity of consciousness-might further lead one

to underestimate the Natorpian influence on Heidegger. Sorne recent scholarship has

begun to set the record straight on this point, and my earlier account of the Marburgers'

his/orieal motives for reading Plato should also serve to challenge this misperception.

Yet those who have traced the influences ofHeidegger's view ofhistory have looked

mainly to the Southwest "historical" scboal, or Dilthey,81 or Hege1.82 My aim is not to

minimize their importance, but to caH attention to the striking structural parallels between

Heidegger's and Natorp's views of the tradition. 83

One ofHeidegger's chief aims in Being and TIme is to explicate Dasein's

essential bistoricity, i.e. to show that and how Dasein always already finds itselfwithin a

tradition of encountering and being encountered by the world. But perhaps it is wrong

ta say that Dasein "finds itself;" rather, in Heidegger's view, it [oses itse/fin ~adition,

entirely unconscious of the original meaning of most or ail the concepts through which

81 Cf. esp. Bambach, 1995.
82 Cf. Marx, 1971, and Kisiel, 1971. Marx brings out the Hegelian overtones of Heidegger's
philosophy of history. That should not, however, obscure the connections between Heidegger and the
Marburg theory of the history ofphilosophy.
83 It should be noted that Brach (1996) does indeed trace a connection between Heidegger and Natorp,
but thinks it is the lale Natorp that is relevant, not the Natorp of Platos Ideenlehre. Indeed,
commentators bave perceived a kind of radical Kehre in Natorp's late period, and point, for example, to
his "Metalaitischer Anhang" to Platos Ideenlehre . As a reading of this latter piece will show,
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the world appears to it and which give the world sense. Thus, insofar as it has been

given that world through tradition, Dasein stands in an ïnauthentic relationship [Wl­

eigentliches Verhiiltnis] towards its world.

In Heidegger's view, one of philosophy's tasks is to challenge Dasein to

recollect and make explicit those concepts, to reendow them with their original force, and

50 regain an authentic relationship to the world. Renee, for Heidegger (as for earlier

Romantic predecessors), philosophy has an essentially historical dimension, for the

process of recollection can only proceed by retracing the evolution ofour basic concepts

through the tradition ofwhat he caUs "Western metaphysics." But recollection is more

than merely retracing; it aIso means unravelling the conceptual web which tradition has,

purportedly, spun around its origins, enveloping them in a hard opaque cocoon.

Heidegger caUs this unravelling and retracing Destruktion. In Beingand TIme, the

concept at issue is perhaps the most fundamentaI: being. Hence, in order ta Ilask the

question of being" anew, we must understand the origins of our cun-ent interpretation of

being, an interpretation which has become obscured in "self-evidence"

(Selhstversltindlichkeit).

But what is the cocoon made of? What is this mysterious substance of tradition

which the philosopher must unravel? There is no unequivocal answer to this question

for Heidegger: he seems to conceive of tradition as a kind of fog of platitudes through

which we err blindly about; or else, and worse, as the conscientious activity of scholars,

who work out the infinite permutations of an idea, or study it as an antiquarian curiosity,

not seeing that its origin lies in an urgency ofthought, in a live problem. Perhaps this is

the simplest answer: tradition consists in answers without questions; in a word-dogma.

Because dogma as tradition of answers bas a histoIY, one might expeet its Destnlktion

to proceed in reverse chronological arder, and indeed Heidegger often speaks as if that

were bis aima

however, tbat turn has been very much exaggerated. Natorp there strongly re3ffmns the basic
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But in fact he jumps discontinuously about, now pursuing "deconstructive" or

"phenomenological" analyses ofDescartes and Kant, now ~ocusing upon the ancient

sources ofthe tradition, Aristotle and Plata. IndeecL we can without much exaggeration

say that the conception ofDestruktion as a systematic de-eonstruction or Abbau is a

myth, that on the contrary, Heidegger's historical practice is ta slice straight through ta

the ancient core. But this direct conneetion ta the ancients, tirst pursued in Heidegger's

lectures on the Sophist, recalls Natorp's schema of philosophica1 history. For one thing,

the key figures who represent its Sternstunden are the same: Kant, Descartes, Plata; and

bath Natorp and Heidegger conceive tradition as the dark dead matter separating these

shining rings. The figures ofDescartes, Kant and Plato are especially crucial; for

Natorp, because they (re-) discovered idealism; for Heidegger because they thought

beyond the traditional, broke with tradition ... orny ofcourse invariably ta reconfinn the

commitrnent to the traditional interpretation ofbeing. Thus Heidegger's Destruktion of

the history ofWestem metaphysics precisely mirrors the triumphalist story ofEuropean

idealism told by the Marburgers. The depth ofthat connection only becomes apparent

in Heidegger's Plato-readings, in which ms unstated aim is to deconstruct the dominance

ofMarburg-style epistemology. SimiIarly, even the critiques of science and technology

of his Iate period fundamentally depend on and react against the specifically Marburg

template of the historical evolution ofidealism, and Natorp's interpretation oftime as a

Stellensystem.84

On the other hand, Heideggers impulse towards epoché is also reminiscent of

Husserl, only instead ofbracketing the world, he brackets tradition. Destruktion is

epoché applied historically. But while Destruktion resembles Husserl's epoché, there is

one overriding difference, which brings Heidegger much doser to Natorp in spirit:

Heidegger does not think that Destruktion will yield answers; the purity he seeks lies

not in the clarity of the answer, but in the innocence of the question, of the living, urgent

principles of "orthodox" Marburgism.
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problem at the root of tradition. Authenticity consists in confronting the world as a

problem-that is what "openness to being" means.

The thesis 1develop in the next chapter is that just as Natorp interprets Plato's

thought as an autochthonous idealism, 50 Heidegger discems there an aboriginal

phenomenology. 1argue that consciously or not, intentionally or not, Heideggertacitly

distinguishes two Platos. The tirst Plato is phenomenological in the radical sense

Heidegger discerns in the Husserl of the Logica/ Investigations, and whose purity he

tries to emulate in BeingandTime; by contrast, the second Plato's Greek (pre-)

understanding (Verstdnc/nis) ofbeing-as-presence gives rise to an inchoate dogmatism-­

namely the one described in the first pages ofBeingand lime. Heidegger is tom

between these two Platos, just as he is tom between two Husserls. lTItimately, he sees

bis own "phenomenology" reflected in the early Husserl and in the tirst Plato. But he

does not distinguish the Platos chronologically; rather, Heideggers Plata is fissured,

himself struggling to break from the inauthenticity ofreceived "wisdom" to a

recogrùtion ofhis own ignorance and renewed search for lmowledge ofwhat is.

84 l shall deal with this tapie in a separate paper.
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S. Heidegger's Plato.

S.1. Introduction.

In the last chapter, l showed how Heidegger goes beyond Husserl in the interpretation

ofthe phenomena of subjectivity. In particular, l expounded Heidegger's attempt to

disclose a primordial fundus that underlies even the phenomena of intentionality.

Turning now to ms reading ofPlato, 1shall pursue these issues further. l have two

related aims; the first is to present the outlines ofHeidegger's "phenomenological"

interpretation ofPlato; 1want to lay out as straightforwardly as possible Heidegger's

multiple theses concerning Plato's theory of forms and its relation to dialectic. 1caution

the reader that tlùs presentation will at fust sound very strange, and ask for patience.

The second aim is to argue that this reading ofPlato is at root equivalent to a critique of

Husserlian eidetics. In particular, l will show how Heidegge:- elucidates Plato's implicit

recognition of the phenomenon of intentionality as the fundamental structure of thinking

(noein), and how Heidegger finds entailed by this Platonic recognition many additional

fundamental structures, viz. certain of the existenziaIs familiar from Sein undZeit, as

weB as his reinterpretation of the concept of truth. At the same time, Heidegger

describes a tension in Plato's thought: while the dialogues betray Plato's own insights

into the existenzial structure ofDasein (psyché), these same insights are not thematically

developed into an ontological system. Instead, he focuses entirely on the intentional

state ofnoein (i.e., Husserl's noésis). This fecus on nous, in turn, fundamentally

distorts and obscures the other existenzials, and so occIudes any access to the

primordial stratum ofbeing. Heidegger continually altemates praise ofPlato's

recognition ofthe ontological problem-that is, the meaning of "being,"_with criticism

of his seeming inability to penetrate beyond ontic interpretations of that meaning. l

hope to show how Heideggers phenomenological approach both provides us with a new

henneneutic starting-point for reading Plato, as weIl as furnishing Heidegger with the

resources for constructing a fundamental ontology ofDasein. As we will see, the key



element in his strategy is the analysis of logos as constitutive ofnous, a move which

allows him ta propose a radical reformulation ofthe split between "discursive" and

"intuitionist" interpretaticns of the ideai.

5.2. Outline ofPlatonic concepts according ta Heidegger.

In this sectio~ l give an overview ofHeidegger's translation and interpretation ofcertain

key Platonic tenns, and how they are related to each other. Discussion follows.

• ~vxTi. Psychê means Dasein or "Eristenz des Menschen," l and not "seul," much less

"subject."

• voûs-/vo€îv. Noem means Vemehmen, or, more specifically, verstehendes

Vemehmen.2 "Vemehmen" is a German word for "perceiving," whose root is nehmen,

"ta take."3 It does not, however, imply sense-perception. We must understand

"perception" pbenomenologically, i.e. in its broadest sense, as an intentional state, as a

phenomenon ofmind rather than a physical aetivity.

• Ôl. ((vo€îv. Dianoein means "thinking-through." Heidegger scmetimes equates it with

noein.

• À6yos-. Logos primarily means Rede. Rede is an ontological, originary constituent of

Dasein, loosely translated as "speech." Rede is the channel through which Dasein bas

access to its world. But just as Rede also has a secondary sense (i.e. "talking"), so too

does logos have several derivative forros, the most important for us being Aussage,

"proposition," and logos qua !egomenon, "that which is said, or spoken about."

• Ôl.ccÀÉYE<J8cIl,. Dialegesthai, is a particular mode of logos, viz. "ein hinblickendes

Sprechen über," lia speaking-aboutwith regard ta something" (GA 19: 349). As in the

case of dianoia, Heidegger stresses the force ofdia-, which suggests both separation or

division, as weIl as the bonding gap of the "between." In dialegesthai, a critical

1 GA 19: 319.
2 GA 34: 101.
3 Heidegger somewhere gives an accOlmt of the relation of this verb to its perfect nominal faIm,
Vernunft, which is of course the German word for "reason," "ratio."

5:2
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discussion occurs between partners involving an analysis of the matter at band;

dia/egesthai in this sense corresponds closely ta the German term, Aus-ein-ander­

setzung.4 But as we can see from ms translation, Heidegger downplays the

intersubjective overtone ofdiaIegesthai; he does not write: "ein hinblickendes Be­

sprechen über," i.e. "a discussion with respect to something." Rather, the analytic

aetivity is central here, one which does not require an interlocutor but may occur entirely

within Dasein itself. As we will see, one of the more interesting aspects ofHeidegger's

reading is his interpretation ofdiaIegesthai as "a noein in the strong sense" (GA 19:

410).

• L5é'cdei5oS". In his reading ofthe Sophist, Heidegger interprets idea, in the context of

the dialectical moments ofdiairesis and synagôgê described in the Phaedrus, ta mean

something like "the understood whole" which is (then?) ta be articulated through

division.5 He distinguishes this sense of idea from that ofeidos, which he interprets as

the "Anblick" or "look" ofa thing, as one ofits severa! aspects. Never does Heidegger

in the Sophist-lectures translate idea or eidos as "Wesen," "essence." This

interpretation changes in bis reading of the cave-allegory, however, where he seems to

equate idea with eidos, and treat both as if they were essences in the Husserlian sense.

• yé'voS". Genos means "Stamm," more in the sense of our "phylum" than of the

traditional (logÎcal) meaning of "genus." While saying that Plato has not yet drawn a

fine distinction between genos and eidos, Heidegger argues that it is significant that the

Sophist culminates in an account ofmegista genê rather than of megista eidê. The use

ofgenê here signifies, according ta Heidegger, a truly ontological turn, as opposed to

the still ontically tainted meaning ofeidos. This distinction will be clarified below.

• OVULa.. Ousia, of course, means Sein, "Being." But it is precisely the Sinn of "being"

which concems Heidegger. He constantly presses the point that "being" for the Greeks

4 Ta my knowledge, Heidegger dees net himself make tbis connection.
S Cf. esp. GA 34: 334·335.
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means "presenee"--Anwesenheit or Gegenwart. l will examine tbis point in detail

below.

• ô6~<x. Though it is typieally translated as "opinion" in English, dom is a difficult term

for anyone to grasp, even for as bold a translator as Heidegger. He begs offwith the

observation that Plato himselffailed to use the term eonsistently-a failure which does

not usually keep Heidegger from his conjectures. At times he translates dora as Ansicht

and Verstandnis (" [point of] view, Il "understanding" [in the ontie senseD, at others as

Meinen (in the phenomenological sense of "intending"). The problem ofdora is

closely related to that of to pseudos, and ms final interpretation of the former will

depend on that ofthe latter.

• d:À118€l.<X. Alêtheia rn~ans "truth, Il Wahrheit. But what is truth? For Heidegger, it is

not to be charaeterized as the property of a belief or proposition such as

"correspondenee with the worlel, Il and even less as a semantic property of a sentence.

Indeed, it is not primarily to be said ofpropositions or sentences at all, but of things

(Sachen). Truth is the unconcealedness or disc10sure ofthings to Dasein.6 This

DOtOrious daim is probably the only aspect ofhis work in ancient philosophy to receive

a sustained critique by c1assical philologists. For us the issue is less whether or in what

sense bis translation of alêtheia is philologically defensihle cr give a brief account of the

various positions in an appendix), but rather what it means in the context of bis

phenomenology and his phenomenological reading ofPlato. As in the case ofousia,

only more 50, we Vlill observe the curious Wechse/wirkungtypical ofHeidegger's

engagement with the ancients: fundamental ontology reveals certain unnoticed

primordial structures, which in turn provide a new basis for interpreting ancient texts.

6 For a useful contrast of the extreme options (Tarski: "exact, but trivial;" Heidegger: "global, but
vague"), see Tugendhat, 1970: 2, ff. Tugendhat's statement (Tugendhat, 1970: 3-4) thatHeidegger's
concept of truth is no longer recognizable as what we understand by "truth" is correct, yet misleading.
On Heidegger's view, it is of course the case that we cannot recognize our selbstverstândlich
conception oftruth in "disclosure" precise1y because Dasein is 50 constituted to lose access ta its
ontological structure. In fact, Heidegger's description, while global, is anything but vague; he gives a
rigorous, systematic account of how the fundamental ontologica1 concept of truth coheres with the
other Eristenzialien.
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On the other hand, the ancient texts, so interpreted, provide further "evidence [BelegeTl

for fundamental ontology. The key point to remember, however, is that fundamental

ontology never depends upon the interpretation ofancient ontology,7 but is oriented in

the first place towards the Sachen themselves, in this case towards Dasein. Heidegger's

interpretation of truth as disclosure is not based on his reading ofalêtheia in the ancient

lexts, nor will it faU should that reading fail.

• q,Eû805' 0 Like bis re-reading ofalêtheia, Heidegger's interpretation ofpseudos, or

"falsity," depends on a combination of etymological constructions and a critique ofthe

tradition's IIl0cation" oftruth in propositions rather than things. He interprets it

fundamentally ta signify the Verstellung or "distortion" or concealment ofa thing.

When you tell a pseudês logos, you speak either in such a way as to "twist" the

presentation ofthe matter, or ta conceal it altogethero

5.3 . Plato through Aristotle.

In arder to understand Heidegger's Plato, we must always keep in mind Heidegger's

starting-point: Aristotle. Heidegger simply asserts that the only way to understand Plata

is to read him through Aristotle, that is, as darkly anticipating problems, methods, and

solutions that only Aristotle treats with adequate clarity and rigoro8 Heidegger uses this

premise in arder to help him interpret certain key terms common to Plato and Aristotle,

most ofwhich were laid out in the preceding section. Because Aristotle cstensibly gives

a c1earer account of these tenns, Heidegger says one should use that account to fix their

meaning-or at least delimit their general semantic field-in Plata. We will see how this

works in the next section, as we examine Heidegger's analysis of the modes of

d:À1l8E:VE~V in Nicomachean Ethics, VI.

7 Cf. esp. SZ: 220. By "ancient ontology:' 1me~ with Heidegger, the ontology of Plato and
Aristotle.
8 Cf. e.g. GA 19: 190.



It is remarkable that in the case ofPlato, Heidegger's approach seems to reverse

his general commitment to historical Destruktion. Destruktion peels away the outer,

temporally later shells of thought from an inner, vital kemel, the outer sheUs all being

treated as more or less misunderstandings or distortions of the kemel. But in this case,

Heidegger says that Aristotle (the outer) is the clear starting point, from which we are to

interpret the obscure Plato (the inner). Is this really an inconsistency, and if 50, what

acc'Junts for it?

First, we should note that, in retrospect, Heidegger's attitude in the Sophist­

lectures appears as merely a phase. Already in Sein und Zeit (1926-1927), and more

clearly in the lecture courses on the cave-allegory and the Theaetetus (1931-1932),9 he

seems to abandon the notion that Plato is but an incubator of concepts which don't hatch

until Aristotle. Indeed, the later Heidegger altogether conflates Plato and Aristode as

equally repsonsible for the obscuring of the archaic Greeks' putative "openness to

being." l0 Thus, far from being obscure and primitive, Plato cornes ultimately to

represent a positively modern impulse in ancient thought. 1 say ail this in order to show

that "Destruktion" is a very plastic term: its terminus recedes ever further into the pasto

5:6
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Still, in 1924-1925, when Heidegger lectures on the Sophist, he is staking out a

highly controversial and idiosyncratic position on the significance of ancient philosophy

for contemporary thought, in direct opposition to the neo-Kantian view. Having read the

prefatory "Nachruf auf Paul Natorp," full of respeetfu.l praise for the recently deceased

scholar, one cannot but be struck by the violent overtuming ofNatorp's guiding

henneneutic principle in the very next section. That principle, we will recall, is to

approach the dialogues without prejudice-and most especially without "Aristotelian"

interpretations. Natorp's approach, it would seem, is Destroktion in a much purer vein.

9 The lectures on the cave-allegory and the Theaetetus are part of a single course, and are bound
together in Gesamtausgabe, Vol. 34~ 1will henceforth cite them as "GA 34."
10 1sball deal with Heidegger's "archaism" in a separate paper, entitled "IAEA as Gestalt: Heidegger,
Reinhardt, and the Georgian Platonists."
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But Heidegger will have none ofit-and the proximity ofhis rejection to the Nachruf

strongly suggests that bis fixation on Aristotle is at least in part just a reaetion against a

neo-Kantianism whose doctrine he rejects on every other point as weIl.

Yet it is too superficial to characterize Heidegger's reversai ofNatorp as simply

an instance of bis general anti-Marburgism. Heidegger faces a genuine dilemma which

Natorp does not satisfaetorily deal with, viz. the question of how to gain access to what

the ancient texts really mean; using Aristotle as a touchstone is his solution. The

dilemma concerns presuppositions: when we read a text ta say x, how do we know that il

means x, and that we haven't read x into it? Natorp, in bis preface ta Platos ldeenlehre,

reasons unconvincingly as follaws:

In PLata ist der Idealismus urwiichsig, gleichsam autochthon. ... Darin

liegt der unausloschliche Reiz, darin der unvergangliche didaktische

Wert des PLatostudiums. Die Einfiihrung in Plato ist die Erziehung zur

Philosophie; erwachst doch bei ihm zuerst ihr ganzer Begriff. Die

Philosophie aber, nach diesem ihrem strengsten historischen BegritI: ist

keine andre ais: der Idealismus. AIse ist es nicht Hineintragung eines

fremden unhistarischen Gesichtspunkts in eine doch historisch gemeinte

Betrachtung. werm die entwickelnde Darlegung der Ideenlehre Platos

sich gestaltet ru einer Einfùhrung in den Idealismus.

CPI: viii-ix; emphasis added)

In Plato, idealism grows pristinely, autochthanausly.... That is the

source af the unending delight and eternal didactic value af studying

Plata. Ta be introduced to Plato is to be educated into philosophy, as the

very concept ofphilosophy finds its root in Plata. Philosophy, however,

in accordance with its most rigarous histarical [i.e. Platonïc?] conception

is nothing ather than Idealism. Thus it is not importïng a foreign,

unhistorical perspective into an essentially historical study if the

5: 7
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progressive presentation ofPlato's doctrine of ideas amounts ta an

introduction ta idealism.

Natorp's reasoning (for l shan't call it an argument), as l cao make it out, runs as

follows: In Plata we find idealism in its pristine form. In Plata, philosophy for the tirst

time appears as idealism. Therefore, Plato's dialogues are valuable as introductions to

philosophy, i.e. to idealism. Therefore, it is not anachronistic or otherwise tendentious

ta use Plato's doctrine of ideas as an introduction to idealism. Of course Natorp claims

not ta be reading his own idealistic thesis into Plata, viz. that "die Ideen Gesetze, nicht

Dinge bedeuten" (PI: x). He says he has derived it "sa streng als nur mëglich aus den

platonischen Texten allein" (PI: x). But Natorp entirely begs the question, for how is he

to know that for Plato philosophy meant his brand of"critical" idealism, and what

makes him sure he is not reading it iota Plato?

Heidegger, ta ms credit, does not pretend ta a presuppositionless standpoint.

Every interpretation has a point ofview, and the interpreter's tirst task must therefore be

to gain the appropriate standpoint, the appropriate mode of access (Zugangsweise) ta

the teX!. The problem is thus removed one step: how do we gain this "appropriate"

point ofview? Heidegger thinks that two ideals need to be borne in minci, which l for

convenience designate "objective" and "subjective." On the one hand, the objective ideal

enjoins the interpreter to respect the text: of course, Heidegger says, we must aim at the

ideal of "letting the [text] speak entirely for itself"-only ta add, sarcastically (and

perhaps with the just-quoted passage from Natorp's preface in mind):

Das ist eine Selbstverstandlichkeit; heute macht jeder Anspruch darauf:

die Texte selbst sprechen zu lassen. Das ist heute eine Phrase

geworden. Aber die Verptlichtung, die man mit diesem Anspruch

übernimmt, ist doch meist nicht verstanden. Denn es genügt nicht, daB

man ein mëglichst groBes Textmaterial auffiihrt und nicht sag!, was nicht

5:8



im Text steht. Dadurch ist nicht gewahrleistet, daB man auch nur das

Geringste verstanden hat.

(GA 19: 227-228)

That is obvious. Today everyone claims to let the texts speak for

themselves. That's become a slogan nowaclays. But the duty which one

accepts in making this daim is generally not understood. For it is not

enough to present as much textual material as possible without saying

anything that is not in the text. That by no means guarantees that one

has understood it the least bit.

Dnly the second, the subjective ideal supplies what is Lacking in mere "textual analysis;"

it enjoins the interpreter to enter as completely as possible into the (subjective) horizon

of the text's cuItural-linguistic community. In this case, we must strive to adopt the

"Greeks'" interpretive standpoint, and 50 (subjectively) try to understand the dialogues

as the Greeks did, ifwe are to gain the desired (objective) transparency.11 At the same

time, we cao ooly gain the necessary (subjective) standpoint by interpreting the

(objective) texts. You cannot advance towards one ideal without respeeting the other.

It is with these two ideals in mind that Heidegger uses Aristotle as an approach

to Plata. Heidegger, like many, believes that much of Aristotle's philosophy has evolved

out ofPlato's philosophy; or put more starkly: Aristotle's philosophy is the clear

perfection ofwhat is darkly incipient in Plato's.12 I suspect this is not the onLy-or even

the cruef-reason why Heidegger resorts to Aristotle ta gain access to Plato; for ifit

were simply the case that Aristotle said more clearLy what Plata meant to say, why read

Plata? We will see, in what follows, that Heidegger uses Aristotle less to provide an

5:9

•
II It is reasonable enough. as an ideal, ta try to privilege the "Greek'f point of view, but how do you
decide what that is? Moreover, how do you decide which of the Greek perspectives to take on.
Heidegger often speaks of the "Greek" way of looking at things, in a way which makes it sound as if
he simply was such a Greek, that no highly "artificial operation'f or Umste/lung (10 use bis turn of
phrase), no "cultural epochélf were required for us to "go Greek. 1I Other times, he indicates that by "the
Greeks," he specifically means Plato and Aristotle (as when he equates l'Greek ontology" with Platonic
and Aristotelian ontology in Sein und leU).
12 GA 19: 190.
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access to Plato in particular, than to "Greek" ways oflooking at things in general.

Gaining this access is crucial for satisfying the subjective ideal, "das spezifisch

Griechische ... ldarzumachen" (GA 19: 229-230).13

But why should we not expect to gain the desired access via the pre-Socratics, or

Socrates himselt: or someone else, instead of Aristotle?14 At tirst Heidegger's only

rationale seems ta be the one we heard from Kant in Chapter One:

Wir machen die Voraussetzung, daI3 Aristoteles Plata verstanden hat.

Auch wer Aristoteles nur roh kennt, wird aus dem Niveau der Arbeit

sehen, daB es nicht kühn ist, zu meinen, Aristoteles habe Plata

verstanden. Wie denn überhaupt über die Frage des Verstehens zu

sagen ist, da) die Spateren die Vorausgegangenen immer besser

verstehen, ais diese sich selbst verstanden haben.

(GA 19: Il; emphasis added)

We take as granted that Aristotle understood Plato. Even one who has

but a rough familiarity with Aristotle will see from the level of ms work

that it is not overly bold to believe that Aristotle understood Plata. Just

as it is generally true, regarding the question ofunderstanding, that those

who come later always understand their predecessors better than the

latter understood themselves.

But what entities Heidegger ta this assumptioo? Is it any more justifiable ta assume

with Heidegger that Aristotle understood Plato, than ta assume with Natorp that he had

radically misunderstood him? Ida oot have a good answer ta this question. Still, one

reason why Heidegger might see Aristotle as especially useful for this task is the raIe

endoxa-views widespread or eminent-play in Aristotle's thought. AristotIe's endoxic

approach to philosophy in certain respects resembles Heidegger's tactic ofDestruktion.

13 In the case of the Sophist-Iectures, the point is to show that in the Greek view, a/étheia and logos
are intimately entwined.
14 Natorp, for example, begins with Socratic Ilconcepts, Il and traces the evolution of Platonic "ideas Il

fromthem.
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Both Aristotle and Heidegger are in the first place concemed with stating the endoxa, the

!egomena, the what-one-traditionally-says about sorne matter or other. But this is

merely a preliminary step.l5 Next, they try to "appropriate"16 these endoxa, that is,

grasp their inner meaning. How do they do this? Not primariIy by isolating internal

inconsistencies and never by appealing to sorne authority, not even to the "tribunal of

reason." Rather, they bath consistently tum to the matter, the Sache itself, and measure

the endoxon against il. In this way, the endoxa find a touchstone in the Sachen selbst, a

touchstone upon which most of them shatter, thereby letting the Sachen show forth ail

the more purely.

Ofcourse, we now find ourselves facing a similar dilemma with regards to

endoxa and Sachen tbat we earlier faced regarding texts and presuppositions. When

Aristotle or Heidegger engages in endoxie Destruktion, how does he know a) that he

and the endoxon are talking about the same thing; and b) that the Sache he is using as

his enterion is not itself eontaminated by bis own uneonscious presuppositions

(endoxa in a loose sense)?

Let us observe how Natorp's and Heidegger's Platonic herrneneuties both reflect

and conflict with their idealistic and phenomenological starting points, respectively.

First, Natorp's stated henneneutic principle finds itself awkwardly in discord with both

his actual henneneutic practi.ce and his philosophical commitments. Ifthere exists no

abject that is not constituted by a judgement, if all is flux unless it is determined by the

active forming power of reason, which reads into the flux what is otherwise consistent

with the text a/science (to recall Cohen's phrase about science being in books), then

must this not ajortiori be the case with a manifold as complex and ambiguous as the

Platonic corpus? How cao Natorp speak in the case ofphil%gy as if there were such a

thing as letting the corpus, the Text-an-sich speak, when he does not allow it in any

other area of rational inquiry? Yet in fact he does not let the text speak in the manner he

15 Eine vorlliufige Vorbereitung, to speak with Heidegger.
16 "Aneignen" would he Heidegger's term.
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suggests he will. His interpretive practice (ûnot bis interpretive theory) is in complete

harmony with bis idealism: heposits that Platonism=Idealism, and then considers as

true whatever agrees with this, and untrue whatever does not so agree.

Similarly, Heidegger's project ofDestnlktion appears to confliet with the

guiding hermeneutic principle of the Sophist-lectures, viz. "vorn Hellen ins Dunkle

ZU!Ück (zu gehen], vom Klaren bzw. relativ Ausgewickelten zum Verworrenen" (GA 19:

190). This principle states that our position in rime is "bright and clear," whereas that to

which we return is "dark and confused." Yet it seems unjustifiably optimistic in view of

Destruktion's contrary assumption that we always already find ourselves in darkness,

and must find our way back to the light. There appears, moreover, no way in which

Destruktion can he reconciled with the view that "in der aristotelischen Forschung nichts

anderes vorliegt aIs eine radikalere Fassung der Probleme, mit denen Plato und die

Früheren gerungen haben" (GA 19: 190). Yet l hope l have shown why Heidegger's

use of Aristotle to gain access to Plata need not be at cross-purposes with Destruktion.

Aristotle stands out as a special case because of his endoxic approach-not that any

particular endoxa are actually germane to the discussion of the Sophist. It is because the

endoxic approach is subjeet to phenomenological checks that it promises to disclose the

sernantic field of certain key philosophica1 concepts.

B understands predecessor A better than A understood himself; for this reason

B's texts may he vaIuable for understanding A. Yet B does not for this reason escape

the fate ofDestruktion. In Heidegger's view, the very fact that B now understands is,

paradoxica1ly, the reason for B losing contact with the question motivating A, and 50

also a falling away from the Sache prompting the question. BIs understanding is the

beginning of the progressive Abschleifen of A's discourse. For this reason, we may use

B to see how the terms of A's discourse are to be understood; but we must then

"destroy" B to penetrate ta A's living question itself. 17

17 l readily grant that this last statement seems inconsistent with Heideggers quoted remark, tbat
Aristotle's researches embody a "more radical grasp of the problems Plato and the bis predecessors
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5.4. Nous as Verstehen.

As we know, Heideggers inquiry ioto the primordial being ofDasein has as its final

goal the clarification of the meaning ofbeing (Sinn des Seins). We may reformulate

this abstruse-sounding goal more plainly: what, at bottom, do we mean when we say

something is? In order to reach this "bottom, Il we must penetrate to the primordial LeveL

of OUf experience ofbeings, and make explicit to ourselves how they are for us. As 1

have already discussed, they are for us by appearing to us: onta are phenomena, and

this is true whether they are "sensiblell or not. Another word for tlappearance" is

"disclosure [Erschlossenheit];" when a being appears~ it is disc1osed. Heidegger's

project in the first division of Sein und Zeit is to make explicit the basic "stIUeturesll-or,

as he himself sometimes puts it-the II conditions of possibility" ofthat disclosure.

These basic structures are what he calls the "existenzials. 11 Because they make possible

disclosure, they aIso underlie any "meaning ofbeingll accessible ta Dasein.

Heidegger writes: "Erschlossenheit wird durch Befindlichkeit, Verstehen und

Rede konstituiert ..."(SZ: 220). 1 addressed "BejindIichkeit" in my accounts of Dasein's

essential worldedness; and 1 shall describe Rede in the next section by giving the basic

contours of the field of logos~ viz. the fi, the genos~ and the onoma. These contours of

logos cannot be more closely detennined without a provisional (vorliiufig) explanation

of Verstehen in the existenzial sense, which for Heidegger is~ 1 argue, equivalent to one

sense ofnous/noein. By the same token, only that clearer conception of logos will allow

us to grasp Heidegger's full interpretation ofnous. Thus we have the following stages

ahead ofus:

• the preliminary explanation of nous as Verstehen;

wrestled with." But it is not inconsistent. The paradox is that as long as the problem remains
unsolved, it lives; when it is understood-especially "more radically"--it is threatened with
ossification. Heidegger sometimes speaks as though this sclerosis of thought actually sets in with
Aristotle, sometimes not; but he does see Aristotle (and tater, Plata) as the catalyst of the hardening
process.
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• the three modes of logos and its specification of logos as the "genetic ll or "relational"

explication of Verstehen;

• the specification ofnous as nous synthetas, i.e. as essentially dianoetic and dialeetical~

as well as the status of "pure nous."

In §31 ofSein und Zeit~ "Das Da-sein ais Verstehen," Heidegger takes Dasein's

being-in-its-world as the starting-point for analyzing how Dasein is in that world, the

modality in which that world is there [ist da] for and to it. He writes: "BefindIichJœit hat

je ihr Verslandnis"-loosely translated: every finding-itself-in-a-world has i15

understanding. In plain Englis~ we always find ourselves in the world essentially

understandingthat world. It is crucial ta keep this statement's eristenzial-ontological

import in minci, otheIVIÎse it seems trivially false. For can l not imagine myself in

circumstances·which are so utterly alien ta me that Ida not understand them at all? Yes,

but that would constitute an ontic instance of (non-)understanding, not ofunderstanding

as an existenzial element ofDasein's essence. On the contrary, Heidegger would argue,

such a thought-experiment only verifies the existenziality ofunderstanding, since

Dasein always either understands or does not understand-but in either case must be of

such disposition sa as to understand--its world (cf. SZ: 143). It is this disposition he

calls Verstehen.

What is the nature ofthis "understanding?" Here §31 presents a problem, in

that Heidegger seems primarily concerned with how Dasein understands itse/f, and only

secondarily ils world,18 but only the latter is relevant to our purpose. The world and its

beings appear to Dasein, i.e they are understood by Dasein, in terms oftheir

Worumwillen, their what-for, their ov €VEKet. 19 This what-for (or good-for-what)

constitutes the meaningfulness of the world (SZ: 143).20 But at the level of

18 Cf. esp. SZ: 144, 145, 146.
19 l hesitate to call this understanding "teleological," however, because that term seems to convey an
overly thematic purposiveness. Cf. GA 19: 366.
20 "lm Worumwillen ist das existierende In-der·WeIt·sein aIs solches erschlosse~ welche
Erschlossenheit Verstehen genannt wurde [i.e. at SZ: 85}" (SZ: 143). Cf. (SZ: 147): "In der
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Befindlichlœit, the what-for is grasped not explicitly but rather in terms ofpossibility.

When I see the hammer, 1do not immediately understand it explicit/y as "good-for­

banging-nails; Il 1would reach this level ofexplicitness only if: say, 1needed ta hang a

picture at that very moment. (And even then: would 1explicit/y say or think to myself:

"This being is good-for-banging-nails?") Yet insofar as the hammer appears to (or

encounters) me in my world, l must understand it with respect ta its what-for; for ifI did

oot, it would not appear ta me as a hammer at ail.

Heidegger stresses that Dasein does oot lhematically grasp the possibilities

through which it understands beings. As he writes, "[s]olches Erfassen benimmt dem

Entworfenen gerade seinen Mog1ichlceitscharakter, zieht es herab zu einem gegebenen,

gemeinten Bestand, wahrend der Entwurf im Werfen die Mog1ichkeit ais Moglichkeit

sich vorwirft und als solche sein Hilltll (SZ: 145). In SUIn, Dasein understands aIl the

beings in its eovironing circumstance in terms oftheir what-for; and conversely, they are

disclosed to Dasein through their IIdynamic" character ofhaving the possibiljty to be

used for, to be good-for sorne end, although this what-for or good-for charaeter is, al

this level ofunderstanding, never explicit.

Lastly, we must discuss the crucial introduction of"sight"-terminology in the

context of Verstehen. Heidegger writes: IIDas Verstehen macht io seinem

Entwurfscharakter existenzial das aus, was wir die Sicht des Daseins nenneo" (SZ: 146).

Again, he [ifst discusses understanding qua "sight" with respect ta Dasein's self

understanding, and ooly theo turns to sight with respect to the world; and again, 1foeus

enly on the latter. He writes:

Der Ausdruck "Sicht" muE freilich ver einem MiBverstandnis bewahrt

bleiben. Er entspricht der Gelichtetheit, ais welche wir die

Erschlossenheit des Da charakterisierten. Das"Sehen" meint nicht nur

nicht das Wahrnehmen mit den leiblichen Augen, sondern auch nicht das

Entworfenheit seines Seins auf das Wommwillen in eins mit der auf die Bedeutsamkeit (Welt) liegt
Ersclùossenheit von Sein überhaupt."
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pure unsinnliche Vernehmen eines Vorhandenen in seiner

Vorhandenheit. Für die existenziale Bedeutung von Sicht ist nur die

Eigentümlichkeit des Sehens in Anspruch genommen, daB es das ihm·

zuganglich Seiende an ibm selbst unverdeckt begegnen laBt. Das leistet

freilich jeder "Sinn" innerhalb seines genuinen Entdeckungsbezirkes.

(SZ: 147)

The seeing by which Dasein understands the world ("subjectively") corresponds lo the

Gelichtetheit, to the illumination or luminousness with wbich ("objectively") the things

of the world shine-forth (er-scheinen, phainesthai) to us. Hence, it is through

"understanding sight" that the world is for us primordially; but because this

understanding is inexplicit and unthematic, Heidegger writes: "Sein ist im Entwurf

verstanden, nicht ontologisch begriffen" (SZ: 147~ emphasis added): being is.

understood but not ontologically conceptualized or grasped.

Now l said at the outset that Heidegger's conception of Verstehen pertains to bis

interpretations ofnous in ancient philosophy; in fact, Heidegger interprets nous (or at

least one aspect of it) just to be this existenzial, Verstehen. The key link lies in

Heidegger's identification of Verstehen with Dasein's "Sicht" or "sight." That is aIso

how he conceives nous. It is not a sensual seeing, but rather a perceiving. Sc we have

the following terminological equivalences: Verstehen=Sicht=Nous=perception, in which

the percept lets onta encounter Dasein "in themselves and without distortion" (SZ: 147).

Heidegger uses yet another term to translate nous: "Vernehmen" (cf. §5.2, above);

noein, the activity ofnous, is, as he puts it in the 1heaetetus-Ieeture, "verstehendes

Vemehmen [a perceiving that understands]" (GA 34: 101). Nous is the intentional state

of perceiving-through-understanding its abject; that is, it perceives the abject by

understanding il, and understands it in perceiving il. I15 abject, moreaver, is understood

inexplictly, tacitly, unthematically, viz. as a simple li, a mere "something." And this ri,
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insofar as it is understood ta be something, is understood in terms of its what-for or

good-for.

Heidegger derives this structural analysis ofnouSs intentionality from various

passages in Plato. Let me briefly discuss one of them,21 Sophist 228; the context is the

analysis ofbodily sickness and ugliness:

[228 cl s: Well then, suppose something that's in motion [K~vr1CJE:WS

J,ltnxoxovnx:] aims at a target [crK01Tov Tl.V(X 8€lu:vex] and tries ta hit it

[lTEl.PCJlPEV<I TOVTOV TVYX«VE:l. v], but on every try [Kœ6' !xdCJTTJv

OPJ,lYw] passes by it and misses [lTap«<popa; al1Toi) Y(YVllTCU Ka~

d1ToTvYX(fvll]. Are we going to say that it does this because it's propérly

proportioned or because it's out of proportion?

T: Out of proportion, obviously.

S: But we know that no soul is willingly ignorant of anything.

T: DefiniLely.

[228 d] S: But ignorance [TO YE J.1Ytv «yvotîv] occurs precisely when a

soul tries for the truth [hr' «Àti8El.(XV OPUWJ,1ÉVllS liItlxns], but swerves

aside from understanding [lTapaq,6poiJ o-VVÉCJEWS Yl.yvoJ,lÉvns]22 and

so is beside itself [1fœpa<ppoCJvvll].

T: Of course.

s: So we have to take it that an ignorant [ciVOllTOV] soul is ugly and out

of proportion.

(Sophist, 227e-228d)23

Heidegger uses this passage as support for his contention that Plato understood

Dasein (psychê) as an essentially in/enlional entity, by excavating the condition of

21 Heidegger pursues another sncb "deduction" of Plato's insight into noetic intentionality with
respect to Parmenides's prolùbition conceming thinking (noêma) non-being at Sophist 237a, ff.
22 Schieiermacher translates: "bei der Einsicht ... vorbeikommenden Seele" (Schleiermacber, 1969:
663; emphasis added).
23 White, trans., in Cooper and Hutchinson., 1997.
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possibility of the Stranger's analysis of psychic disproportion and ugliness. Heidegger

focuses upon 11. 228c, ff. He points out the following structural features of the psychê

presupposed by the Stranger: (a) the soul"canies within it kinêsis,"24 i.e., it is direeted

(Von-zu), and is lion the way" (unterwegs) towards something (GA 19: 366). That

"something" is (b) skopon fina, lia target," literally, "that which is sighted;" thus the

kinêsis has an essentially built-in end. (c) Psycbic motion, moreover, does not move in

just any direction, but has a hormê, a positive impulse towards a specifie end (skopos); it

is only this specific direetedness which makes possible a missing (paraphora) of the

skopos. Heidegger concludes that ugliness "in the sense of deformity [MifJverfassung]

is only possible where we have a constitution [Verfassung] before us which in itselfhas

a direction towards something, and [thus] can veer from and miss the skopos" (GA 19:

366).

Just what is this kinêsis in the psychê, which has both a hormê and the

possibility of a paraphora? "Dieses Phdnomen in der $VX"Il ist das voeîv ... " (GA 19:

367). Paraphrosunê, "derangement" (or, as White has it, being "beside oneself"), is a

defect ofnous, since Heidegger seems to maintain that in this passage

phronein/phronêsis are concreteforms ofnoein (GA 19: 367). We must first ask

whether bis conclusion is forced, given that neither "nous" nor "noein" appears here.

No; for both the words agnoia and anoêton provide him with support. Agnoia is not

related to noein; rather it is privative trom the root ofgignôskein, which has largely the

same meaning as noein;25 hence agnoia is the "want of perception" (LSJ). Anoêton,

which means "ignorant," on the other hand, is direetly related to noein, viz. as the

privative ofthe adjective noé/on, "falling within the province ofvotls" (LSJ). Thus,

derangement occurs when Dasein misperceives, and 50 is ignorant. This derangement

24 This mistranslation of metaschonta, participle of metechein, "ta partake, participate in," bas no
effeet on Heidegger's point.
25 YLyvl!faKCI): "lœow by observation" (as opposed ta Ilknow by reflection" [oida]), discem,
distinguish, perceive (LSI).
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is a privation, and hence, Heidegger argues, a (negative) modality of the directed psycbic

kinêsis called noein. Since this movement is directed ep' a/êtheian, "at truth" (Sophist

228cIO), agnoia, too, is fundamentally directed at truth, but qua misdirectioD.

Heidegger concludes: "Das Wesentliche ist, daB das vo€îv, diese OPlll1 der Seele auf das

cIÀTl8ls, als das UrspIiinglichste der menschlichen Verfassung gesehen wird" (GA 19:

368). In other words, nous as that existenzial structure of Dasein which 1showed is, for

Heidegger equivalent to Verstehen, is intenlional, viz. with the object of the disclosure of

beings (in the world) as such.26

One will object, however, that Heidegger's use ofnous is not oruy forced, but

tums Plato's own conception ofnous entirely on its head. For we know from the

Divided Line that noésis (Rep. 511d8) or nous (Rep. 511d4) is reserved for the highest

and most perspicacious psychic condition. Insofar as Heidegger equates nous with

Verstehen, where Verstehen appears to be either sorne sort ofvague sort of awareness,

or a general term for intentionality (as noesis is in Husserl), he clearly misrepresents

Plato's meaning. This objection is completely warranted, and although Heidegger's use

ofnous may be explained (as 1propose to do), bis misrepresentation ofPlato cannot be

explained away. When we return to a fuIler account ofnous as "meta logou" below, it

will become clear what Heidegger is doing here; it does not thereby rnake it any less

misleading as an interpretation ofnous in Plato.

5.5. Logos as Rede .

As 1have said, Dasein has a complex structure. Although all Dasein-related

phenomena may be reduced to the basic phenomenon of disclosure or Gelichtetheit, this

phenomenon itself occurs in an irreducibly complex way. Noein or Verstehen is one of

the conditions ofpossibility of disclosure, but only one; logos or Rede is another (SZ:

220). In ather words, the existential analYtic in Sein und Zeit shows that ontologically,

26 We will retum to this point below, in our examination of the cave allegory.
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Dasetn is constituted by nous and logos equiprimordially: there is no noein without

/egein, and vice versa27 Ofcourse, having said that, we must immediately note that

factical1y, noein may occur without /egein and legein without noein; 1will discuss the

fOffiler phenomenon in a later section under the heading of "pure nous;" the latter, which

constitutes the phenomenon of"legomena" or "freischwebender logos, Il 1treat at the

end ofthis section. The main point here may be expressed in two ways: a) the

interdependent noein and legein are the ontologically distilled and therefore

authentic modes ofnous and logos; this faet does not prevent them, of course, frOID

manifesting themselves inauthentically. Or b): noein and legein, properly grasped as

modes ofdisclosure, must be, ontologically, essentially conneeted; when they operate in

isolation from each other, as they often (perhaps even for the most part) do, then they do

not and cannot fulfill their authentic disc10sive funetion.

In the previous section we made a tirst run at Heidegger's conception of

Verstehen, and 1argued that he equates it with noein in an extremely broad sense. In

this section, 1will discuss bis conception of logos as Rede at a similarly generallevel.

First, 1discuss how Heidegger arrives at ms view that logos was understood by the

Greeks as a fundamental feature of human being (though not, of course, in any self-

27 It is bard oot to read Heidegger's insistence upon the adamantine bond between nous
(=Verstehen=Sicht) and logos without recalling Kant's view of a similarly unbreakable connection
between Anschauung (intuitus) and Verstehen (discursus). Heidegger and Kant both hold tbat in sorne
sense, there can he no seeing without discourse, and no discourse without seeing. Still, the differences
leap ta the eye. First, as we saw in Chapter 1, Kant isolates and distinguishes Anschauung and
Verstand as the basic structures ofour Gemüt, and associates "seeing" (by definition) with the former,
and "discourse" (logos?) with the latter: seeing and understanding are contrasted, and discourse is seen
as the activity of the understanding. Heidegger, on the other band., isolates and distinguishes
Verstehen and Rede as the basic structures. In sa doing, he dissociates discourse from understanding,
and instead assimilates seeing to understanding. As we saw earlier, understanding is seeing; and as we
sball see in tbis section, discourse (logos) is how we articulate what we see. As 1will discuss helow,
Heidegger, simply in virtue of how he cuts up the basic mental phenomena, structural/yavoids the
conundnun of "intellectual intuition." Or put another way: granting bis phenomenological analysis of
Verstehen and Auslegung, the "problem" of intellectual intuition can only appear as a faIse problem.
(The problem arises because "seeing" is at the outset detennined to he distinct and distinguishable from
"understanding," such that it makes no sense, given this premise, to ask how understanding [or
intellect] cm "see.") One keyadvantage ofHeidegger's approach is tbat he can explain the phenomenon
of pure nous (Le. of Anschauung minus discourse), so that bis view is not saddIed with its own
equivalent to the problem of intellectual intuition; 1deal with this issue in detail below.
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reflectively explicit manner, as an "existenzial), witb. reference to bis readingofthe

Phaedrus. l then explain what Heidegger thinks the different modes or manifestations

of logos are, and agai~ how those modes play an important if inexplicit role in

determining the Greek (platonic) interpretation of logos.

The Phaedrus as a guide to logos. In Sein und Zeit, Heidegger writes: "Die Griechen

haben kein Wort für Sprache, sie verstanden dieses Phanomen 'zunâchst' als Rede" (SZ:

165).28 Although this c1aim appears without support, yet it is in fact a precipitate of the

Sophist-lectures. Through bis analysis of Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics VI, as weIl as

the tirst tive definitions of the sophist in the Sophist, Heidegger arnves at the tentative

herrneneutic-phenomenological conclusion that "der À6yos selbst von den Griechen als

das Phânomen verstanden wurde, von dem aus sie die Existenz des Menschen deuteten"

(GA 19: 306).29 In arder to verify whether this general, tentative claim holds for Plata,

he tums in a lengthy excursus (§§SO-55) to the Phaedrus. Most ofthis analysis (§§S3-

55) concems technical issues of dialectic, which l treat in a later section.

Here 1want oruy ta show why Heidegger chooses the Phaedrus to open a

window upon the "Greekll understanding30 of language, and thus on Plato's alleged,

inexplicit assumptions about the nature of logos. In arder to proceed., Heidegger says,

we must ask the following question:

Welches ist die Stellung Platos zur Rhetorik? Denn die Rhetorik ist die

TÉXVl), die das rechte Reden selbst ausbildet und lehrt oder beansprucht

sich als soIche. Mindestens indirekt mu13 aus der Stellung Platos zur

Rhetorik seine Stellung zum À6yoS" sichtbar werden.

(GA 19: 307)

28 Cf. SZ: 32~ GA 19: 590.
29 TIùs is of course precisely the strategy he himself adopts in Sein und Zeit. Cf. GA 19: 449.

30 Here "understanding" must he taken in the existenzial sense of pretheoretical understanding.
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What is Plato's position regardingrhetoric? For rhetoric is the technê

which forms or trains correct speech, or at any rate daims ta be such.

Thus bis position regarding logos must become visible at least indirectly

from his position regarding rhetoric.

Rhetoric is the technë that trains or teaches correct speech (elas rechte Reden), or whicb,

at any rate, daims to be such.31 Plato's position on rhetorle should therefore--at least

indirectly-become visible through bis position on logos. This interpretive assumption

is not only the basis for Heidegger's reading the Phaedrus in the Sophist-lectures, but it

also underlies bis decision, in Sein und Zeit, ta equate Rede and logos (e.g. §7.B.). This

equation makes sense when we remember that Rede, in standard German, has the same

semantic field as does logos in the Phaedrus: on the one hand it simply means lita talk"

(reden as daherreden); on the other hand, it means lita give a speech Il (eine Rede

halten); a public speaker or rhêtôr is a Redner.

In the Phaedrus, logos maps onto Rede in just this way. The kind of logos

discussed by Phaedrus and Socrates is the rhetorical speech of the Redner Lysias.

Lysias, as rhêtôr, fascinates Phaedrus because he holds out the promise, not ofteaching

Phaedrus something altogether new, but ofhow to do well (E:ù) something he 1S always

a1ready doing: legein, reden, speaking. Because eu legein thus appears as a fundamental

mode (ifnot the fundamental mode) of eu zên, logos simultaneously appears as an

ontological element ofDasein. By the same token, because logos is an existenzial

structure ofDasein, it becomes the battleground for competing interpretations of

authentic existence (i.e. "the good life"). Here, the competing interpretations are rhetoric

and that special sort of logos called "dialectic. "32

Heidegger sees the Phaedrus as a search for the conditions ofpossibility of

authentic utterance (Sich~sprechen) to and communication (Mit-tei/en) with another

31 Cf. Gorgias 448b-449a; 451, ff.
32 Another interpretation of authentic logos was poetry; cf. Detienne, 1981.
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person, with respect to sorne matter (Sache) (GA 19: 322). For example, Heidegger

notes how broadly logos is construed in the following phrase: TOY À6yoy B'lTU

Ka:ÀlÛS" €XEl. ÀÉYEl.Y TE Kat ypd$El,Y Ka:~ 01T11 ~tl. O"KElTT€OY (Phdr. 25gel, ff).33

Heidegger interprets this speaking and writing as modes ofutlerance: "Sich­

Aussprechen im weitesten Sinne, gewissermal3en ais Sich-Veroffentlichen [=Sich­

Anderen-Mitteilen]1I (GA 19: 323).34 For speeches to be spoken well and finely,

(Phdr. 25ge4-6; emphasis added)

the dianoia of the speaker must have seen the truth concerning the things

about which he intends to talk[.]

That is, the speaker's dianoia [=Erfassen undBestimmen im weites/en Sinne, des

Seienden] must be in such a condition that it has already seen the beings about which it

intends to speak, in theirunconcealedness [Ta d:Àn8È:so] (GA: 323). This holds both of

grand rhetoricaI speeches as well as of the minor utterances of everyday life (cf. Phdr.

26Ia-b; GA 19: 324).35 Once 1 have II seen ll the Sache in question, then 1can express

and communicate them, either orally or in writing. The importance oftlùs order

becomes clear in the next section.36 As 1mentioned above, l will not deal with

33 "[W]e must examine in what way to speak and write the logos finely, and in what way not."
34 "Sicbaussprechen" and "Mitteilen" become central issues in SZ §34.
35 Cf. esp. GA 19: 308-309.
36 Heideggers reading of the Phaedrus represents an instructive contrast 10 Natorp, bath in style and
content While Natorp largely rejects the Phaedrus as an ear1y and embarrassingly "enthusiastic" phase
of Plato's career, Heidegger takes the Phaedrus seriously, not least because he is not as tendentious as
Natorp in bis interpretations. Natorp pays seant attention to the roie of rhetoric and sophistic in
Platofs thought: in what ways and to what degree did rbetoric and sophistic detennine and motivate the
development of Platonic dialectic? Such a question does not concem Natorp, who would consider it a
distraction from the Hauptsache, the ldeenlehre. Heidegger, too, is not primarily interes~ed in the
bistorical development of dialectic for its own sake, yet he thinks that we can discem symptoms of a
more primordial stratum of logos--namely its llnatural

ll and everyday predominance in the guiding form
of rhetoric. (By "predominancell 1here have in minci Heidegger's frequent association of the word
"Herrscbaft" with "Geredell in Sein und ZeU. Rhetoric is, on this rather jaded and historically certainly
inaccurate view, equated with the mass-media) Ifwe can discem how Plato represents these primordial
aspects and dimensions of logos, Heidegger reasons, then we may better understand what Plato's
contraposition of dialectic against those aspects tells us about its nature as authentic logos.
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Heidegger's analysis of the Phaedrus further here, but will refer to it in my topical

treatment ofdiairesis and synagôgê below.

The modes oflogos. Let us assume for the sake of argument that Heidegger's equation

of logos and Rede is based on a similarity ofusage in Greek and German. What can

this tell us about the philosophy of either Plato or Heidegger? In fact, a great deal. It is

the phenomenon of logos qua Rede which provides us with a key insight into how Plato

to a large degree anticipates and governs (if only from behind a veil) sorne of the crucial

analyses ofSein und Zeit, on the one hand; and it is these analyses, in turn, which

illuminate an unprecedented, innovative, and, to my knowledge, unstudied interpretation

of dialectic and the meaning of the forros.

Heidegger finds in the Sophist an ontological analysis of the various basic

aspects of the "unified field" 37 of logos, viz: onoma; genos; fi; the secondary'(but no

less essential) aspects, which only appear through an analysis of the first three, are:

diairesis; synagôgê; logos synthetos; and logos qua legomenon, with which l deal in

later sections.

How does Heidegger identify these aspects? In an extremely unlikely manner.

Early in the Sophist, Socrates asks the Stranger: "... Ti n:d)8' oi lT€pt TOY È:K€î TOlTOY

fryODVTO Ka:~ c3Yo~a:'ov [;]"-"what did the people where [the Stranger] cornes from

think about these things and apply the [foUowing] names to[?]" 38 (Soph. 217al). In

just these few words, Heidegger purports to descry the basic structure of logos as

understood by Plata:

Ganz roh ist gegeben ... eine Sache, wonach gefragt wird: der

Philosoph. Gefragt wird, ais was diese Sache zu nehmen ist, und femer,

wie sie zu benennen ist.

37 GA 19: 248.
38 The following names being "sophist," "statesman." "philosopher." Translation a slight
modification from Wbite's. in Cooper & Hutehinson, 1997.
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(GA 19: 247)

In a very rough way we have here a matter ofinquiry: the philosopher.

It is inquired as wha! this matter is to be taken, and further, what if

should be called.

These three moments are related in the following way:

[J]edes Sprechen ais Besprechen hat ein Worober des Besprechens, eio

TC, im weitesten Sinne, jedes Sprechen ist Besprechen von etwas ais

etwas, von en.vas her es deuten, auslegen, zum Verstândnis bringen; es

hat aIso formai em ylvos; und jedes Besprechen ist, wenn es konkret

wird, ein Verlautbarung, die Sache, über die man spricht, hat ihren

Namen, ihre Bezeichnung; sie heillt, wie wir sagen, so und sa. So ist im

konkreten Phânomen des À6yos das W01über, das Als-was und die

lautliche Bezeichnung gegeben.

(GA 19: 248)

Every speaking qua discussion has its abject, a Ti in the broadest sense;

and every speaking is a discussion of something as something, an

interpretation of it from somewhere, a bringing it to comprehension;

hence it formally has a yÉvos; and every discussion is, when it is

concrete, voiced; the matter under discussion has a name, its designation;

as we say, it's called "thus and such." Thus the "abject" [the concerning­

what], the as-which, and the voiced designation are all given in the

concrete phenomenon of À6yo S .

Thus, from a sentence (Soph. 217al) which in itselfsays nothing about the structure of

logos, Heidegger gains the structure of logos. Indeed, the word genos is not even

present at all; yet it is implied, Heidegger would have it, by the fact that Socrates is

asking about the Stranger's philosophical home! It is somehow hard to take this

seriously.
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Yet, for the sake of the argument, let us grant Heidegger this: every logos has the

essential structure of a fi, a genos, and an onoma. This tripartite structure aIso contains

implicitly Heidegger's entire analysis ofRede familiar ta us from Sein und Zeit. Ta wit:

• Every logos is a logos about something; it is directed at sorne given matter (Sache).

• Every logos explicates its Sache, its fi, in terms of a genos. This"genetic" moment of

legein reappears at SZ §§32 and 33, "Verstehen und Auslegung" and "Die Aussage ais

abkünftiger Modus der Auslegung:" The genos is that "as-which"39 the li is

"ausgelegt" in an "apophantic" logos.

• Not every logos necessarily reaches the point of vocal expression (Veriautbarung).

Still, the primary mode in which logos exists (i.e. appears in Dasein's world) is as the

spoken word, onoma. Now the lexicon translates "anoma" as "name" or "noun," but

Heidegger renders it variously as "Sachbezeichnung,"40 "Wort," and "sprachlicher

Ausdruck, "41 he writes:

Das À{Y€LV jeder Rede ist zunachst da im Gesprochenwerden, in der

redenden Verlautbarung. Diese kommt var, begegnet mir irmerhalb des

Seienden, das in der Weit da ist. Es wird gesprochen, drau13en auf dem

Gang, genau 50 wie der Wagen knarrt auf dem Pflaster. Knarren und

Sprechen kommen aIso vor, sind vorfindlich.... Was zeigt sich nun an

diesem phanomenalen Bestand, daran, dal3 Reden zunâchst als Sprechen

vorfindlich ist? Es begegnen im Worte-sagen zunâchst Worte, eine

Mehrheit von Warten, eine Wortfolge.42

39 l shall henceforth refer ta the "as-which." as the "as-structure" or lIAls_Struktur."
40 GA 19: 246.
41 GA 19: 582.
42 GA 19: 416. It is interesting to note that Heidegger seems unsure what the meaning of "word" is.
In footnotes 6 and 7 at GA 19: 584, Heidegger writes "Warter?" and "Wartem!" respectively, as
possible alternatives to the plural of Wortthatappears in the main text, viz. "Wortel' and "Worten. 11

These twa plural forros of Wort differ importantly and reflec~ in each case, a different interpretation of
the singular. W6rter is the plural of Wort understood as a single, atomic speech unit Ce.g., the word,
"waal"). Worte, on the other band, is the plural of Wort understood as a whole phrase or thought.
Heidegger uses this latter fonn 10 interpret onoma, a possible interpretation according to LSJ, but
clearly not the appropriate one in the context. Cf. Hobbes, Leviathan, for a similar distinction in
seventeenth~enturyEnglish.
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(GA 19: 583-584)

The legein ofevery speech is primarily there in being-spoken, in talking

vocalization. This vocalization occurs~ it encounters me among the

beings which are there in the world. There is talking out in the ha1l~ just

as the wagon creaks on the cobblestones. Creaking and talking, then,

occur and can be found in the world. ... Now~ what cornes to light in

this phenomenal state of affairs, in the faet that speech [logos] is

primarily to be encountered as talking? In saying words [i.e.

vocalization], it is words we encounter first, a multiplicity ofwords, a

string of words [or: an arder of words].

Heidegger caUs the elemental appearance of logos "onomatic:"43 logos is primordially

the word. Yet this onomatic aspect of logos is "phenomenally undifferentiated" from

what he calls its "delotic" aspect, i.e., the intentional directedness integral to the word as

such, whieh brings its Sache to light,44 As he stresses everywhere, although words

occur (vorkommen) in the world, they do not do 50 as a string of "noises [Gerâusche],"

nor should we understand speech in terms ofa "living creature which produces noises

with its mouth" (GA 19: 584).

[E]in OVOJ,lfX, ein Wort, istja keine blol3e Verlautbarung irn Sinne eines

Gerausches. Es ist j a nieht 50, daB ein Laut horbar wird und daneben

bzw. darauf gelegentlich eine sogenannte Vorstellung auftaucht.45 ...

Sehon im natürlichen Reden miteinander, im Gesprach, sind wir j a nicht

auf die Laute selbst, die auftreten, eingestellt, sondem prirnar und ganz

natürlich auf das Gesagte.

(GA 19: 416)

43 GA 19: 582.
44 GA 19: 583.
45 Cf. GA 19: 594.
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An onoma, a word, is not a mere utterance in the sense of a noise. It is

not as ifa sound becomes audible, and then next to or on top of it a so­

called "representation" appears.... For already in naturally talking with

each other, in conversation, we are not focused on the noises themselves

which OCCllr, but primarily and entirely naturally upon that which is said

[das Gesagte].

Rather-as the last sentence suggests-every word primordially always appears

embedded in a "speaking together about something [Miteinanderspreehen über etwas]"

(GA 19: 584), and as such already "meint" something.46 Every ward has a meaning,

which, understood phenomenologically, is to say that every ward intends something.

This intentionality in turn is de/otie, insofar as its meaning (Be-deutung) indicates

(cleutet) at (ElTe) its Sache (n), thereby bringing it ta light and marking it (be-zeiehnen).

"lm ~VOJ.l« aIs solehem ... liegt schon das È:lTt, rias 'au/die Saehe zu'" (GA 19: 417).

\\'bat 1 have said in this section should be taken as a general introduction ta

Heidegger's conception of logos qua Rede. The key points ta bear in mind as we

proceed are two: 1) logos is essentially intentional, i.e. is always of something, about

something (logos linos); 2) logos is essentially articulation and discrimination, viz of the

li. Since these two features are essential features of logos, we must expect ta see them

manifested in each of its aspects. Intentionality is obviously a feature of the ti qua

intentional abject as such. It is also implied in the as-structure, since the latter sets the ti

into relation with a genos (or an eidos), which, in turn functions as a second intentum.

While the intentionality ofthese two aspects of logos seems relatively unproblematic,

Heidegger's conception ofonomatic intentionality seems less so, at least sa long as we

conceive of names or words as mere labels. His phenomenological analysis ofhow

words are, however, shows that it is the label-conception which is artificial (derivative)

46 GA 19: 416; cf. 452453.
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and not true ta how words immediate/y disc10se beings in the world.47 The second key

aspect of logos, articulation, is implied by logots intentionality. For it is only thanks to

sorne aet ofdiscriminating articulation that a li can at al! be isolated as an intentum; or

be further articulated; or be disc10sed by an onoma as the Sache named by that onoma.

The mast important aspect ofHeidegger's analysis ofonomata, however, is that

they are how logos most apparently appears to us; they constitute the surface of logos,

while the intentional substructure is hidden from pre-thematic awareness. One

consequence ofthis separation ofthe vocally or graphically expressed from the

"intemally" intended is that, as Heidegger puts it, the former can break loose of its

original mooring ta a Sache and take on a peculiar life of its own as legomena or

"things said"--which 1wish ta translate here as "hearsay." At root, the legomenon is

that which is said (legein), i.e. that as which the intended-understood Sache is

articulated. As 1pointed out earlier, it is in fact this legein as bound to noein which is

authentic logos; consequently, as long as it remains authentic, the legomenon or onoma

also remains authentic, and properly delotic: it discloses the thing (Sache, li) which the

logos is articu1ating. However, in case it becomes dislodged froID nous, it positively

serves ta obscure or distort the Sache by simultaneously meaning, but not disclosing the

Sache which has been 10st from sight. This sightless logos is mere hearsay;48 its

double directedness, or fractured intentional ray, is illustrated in the cave allegary; 1take

this up after further discussion of tIUth an the meaning of dialectic.

5.6. Nous and logos.

1 have so far shawn how Heidegger interprets nous and Verstehen, and that he thinks

that nous always involves the possibility of logos; consequently, as we will see next, he

47 It would he interesting to pursue Heideggers analysis of the delotic function of words in the
context of the Cratylus, especially regarding Plato's notion of the originary language instituted by a
dialectical Iawgiver.
48 Gerede: cf. e.g. GA 19: 306, 340. See §S.lO., below, and Ch. 4, on unfu1filled presumptions in
Husserl.
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interprets this as saying that Verstehen always involves the possibility ofAuslegung.49

Heidegger explains the relation ofAus/egung to Verstehen at Sein und Zeit §32:

Das Entwerfen des Verstehens hat die eigene Mëglichkeit, sich

auszubilden. Die Ausbildung des Verstehens nennen wir Aus/egung. In

ihr eignet sich das Verstehen sein Verstandenes verstehend zu. In der

Auslegung wird das Verstehen nicht etwas anderes sondern es selbst.

Auslegung grondet existenzial im Verstehen, und nicht entsteht dieses

durch jene. Die Auslegung ist nicht die Kenntnisnahme des

Verstandenen, sondem die Ausarbeitung der im Verstehen entworfenen

Moglichkeiten.

(SZ: 148; emphasis added)

The drafting-projection [Entwurj] of Verstehen has its own possibility ta

be filled out.50 We cali this development or filling-out of Verstehen

"Auslegung." In Auslegung Verstehen understandingly appropriates that

which it understands [i.e.: in interpretation, understanding appropriates

its object by understanding it]. In interpretation [Aus/egung], Verstehen

does not become something else, but rather it becomes itself. Auslegung

is existenzially grounded in Verstehen- Verstehen does not emerge out

ofAuslegung [i.e. UIiderstanding is not the result of interpretation, but

rather interpretation's condition ofpossibility]. Aus/egungis not

[simply] coming to know or acknowledging what is understood; rather it

is the working-out of the possibilities that are drafted/projeeted

[entworjèn] in Verstehen.

To say that a thing in the environing world is disc1osed, Heidegger writes, is to say that

"the already understood world is laid-out," that Il [t]hat which is ready-at-hand [now]

49 "Auslegung," the standard German word for "interpretation" (along with "Deutung"), üterally
means IIlaying-out,1I and l shall sometimes use this less happy but more perspicuous term to translate
il.
50 As, for instance, a dIaft-sketch is filled out and developed in painting

5: 30
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explicitlyenters into the understanding sight" (SZ: 148). In particu1ar, he conneets this

explicit understanding with various activities, such as preparation, organizing, outfitting,

refurbishing, a connection the importance ofwhich will become clearer shortly.

Let us tirst note two points. First, the interpretation ofAuslegung as legein, and

thus as logos; and second, the manner in which Auslegung is related ta Verstehen, i.e.

how logos is connected to nous. To anticipate: on the one hand, legein/Aus-/egung

turns out to be what Heidegger calls the "Als-Struktur," i.e. the interpretation of one

thing as another, conceiving it with respect ta something else. Legein is thus shown to

exhibit both a fundamentally synthetic structure, in addition ta an intentional one. On

the other hand, he argues that human nous is inherently meta logou: because one of the

existenzials is, as we saw, logoslRede; thus nouslVerstehen cao never be aneu logou, 50

long as it is the nous ofpsychêlDasein.

In Sein wzd Zeit §32, Heidegger argues that the explicit thematization of

understood beings in the world is only possible because they have already been

understood implicitly.51 l am only able ta fecus in on the hammer and take it in hand ta

bang nails, because 1have aIready understood il, unthematically, as being good for that

end. Thus, the explicating Auslegung does not itself introduce articulations into the

world; rather, world as inexplicitly, tacitly understood is necessarily always already

articulated. "Alles vorpradikative schlichte Sehen des Zuhandenen ist an ibm selbst

schon verstehend-auslegend" (SZ: 149).

Here Heidegger's use of Mcomachean Ethics VI plays a critical raIe. Heidegger

draws attention ta the way Aristotle classifies the various modes ofalêtheuein. The first

four-technê, epistêmê, phronêsis, sophia--are grouped together as being meta logou,

51 l know of no place where Heidegger makes the following observation, yet his interpretation of
nous as Verstehen and logos as Auslegung throws light on the hidden meaning of Aristotle's phrase
for "essence,1I ta ti ên einai-literally, "the to he that which it was" (which Natorp condemns as
Aristotle's IIbarbaric" expression of the meaning of eidos [PI: 2]). Ta li ên einai is the ontological
constitution of a thing, "previously,1I Le. "always alreadyll inexplicitly graspe<L "now" explicitly "laid
out" Cp. the eisewhere quoted line: "Sein ist lm Entwurf verstanden, nicht ontologisch begriffen. Il

But this is merely speculation on my part
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"with logos," whereas nous is aneu logou, "without logos." Although Heidegger's

analyses ofthese states is ofhistorical interest for the development ofSein und Zeit, yet

l do not propose to rehearse them here. Rather, l will focus on the relation of logos and

nous, for this relation has important consequences for the rest of our discussion.

Heidegger observes that Aristotle distinguishes two kinds ofnoein, viz. pure and

"so-called [kalownenos]" noein. As noted above, "nous," for Heidegger, means

"Vernehmen," or "perception." In particular, "nous" names an intentional state in which

the perceived intentum (noêma) is simple. In this respect nous resembles aisthêsis

(sense-perception), for aisthêsis, tao, taken in and for itself~ is of simples: this blue

patch, that red fleck, that shrill shriek.52 Thus, pure or divineS3 noein~ according to the

Metaphysics, is a thigein.54 The simplicity of its intentional abjects is the reason why

nous is without logos: logos is essentially articulatio~ but the abjects ofnous are

without parts. Yet the human being, Dasein, is ontologically determined as a zôon logon

echon. 55 Therefore, Heidegger concludes,for Dasein, aIl noein must he mediatedand

articulated. "So besteht eine 81.<I<popd zwischen dem reinen vovs und dem voDs

<1UV8ETOS" (vgl. [Nic. Eth. 1177]b28 sq): der voDS' des Menschen ist immer vollzogen in

der Weise des Sprechens" (GA 19: 179-180). And again: "Der vOVS" des Menschen ist

nicht der eigentliche~ sondem {) K«ÀOVJ,lEVOS vovS"" (GA 19: 180).56

5.7. Truth and Falsehood.

Before we can explore Heidegger's interpretation of dialectic as authentic legein, i.e.

legein which is coordinate with and bound to noein, we have to get clear about his

concept of truth. That is because authenticity for Heidegger is essentia11y connected to

52 Cf. GA 19: 183.
53 Nic. Eth. VI, 1177b30, ff. Cf. GA 19: 179-180.

54 Meta. IX, 10; 1051b24~ GA 19: 179.
55 Heidegger always translates this phrase as "the animal that has speechllanguage," never as "rational
animal. Il

56 Heidegger cites De Anima 1lI.9~ 432b27.
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truth; those modes ofDasein which are truth-making or truth-disclosing are authentic,

while those which do not are inauthentic. Rence, ifwe wish to understand in what sense

he considers dialectic to be authentic, we have to understand what the "truth" is which he

thinks dialectic discloses.

Dasein and "disclosure:" the modes ofdÀYJeE:vE:~v. Heidegger begins the Sophist­

lectures with a reading ofNicomachean Ethics VI because Aristode there gives what

may be described as a partial catalog ofDasein's intentional states (hexeis), namely of

the intellectual virtues: technê, epistêmê, phronêsis. sophia, and nous, which he calis

modes of "a/êtheuein." What does this word mean? Translated literally, it means

something like "truth-making." Heidegger rightly points out how strange this word

must seem ifwe understand truth in the traditional sense as a property ofbeliefs or

sentences: what could "truth-making" have to do with technê or phronêsis? He

suggests an alternative interpretation ofalêtheuein based on the translation ofalétheia as

"unconcealedness" or "disclosure" (Unverborgenheit, Erschlossenheit, respeetively);

alêtheuein consequently is the act ofunconcealing, or Aufdecken.57 Correspondingly,

this interpretation casts the five intentional states in a new and unified light: theyare

different modes in which alêtheuei hé psyché, i.e. in which Dasein discloses the things

of the world, or, equivalently, through which the beings of the world disclose themselves

to us. 58 It is through its modes ofalétheuein that beings are present to and for psychê.

Thus Nic. Eth. VI appears (to Heidegger) as a phenomenological project in the strict

sense. AlthOUgh in fact the book says very little about the objects of the inteLJeetual

vîrtues, Heidegger sees it as a description of the ways in which onta appear to psychê,

i.e. of the intentional structures of the onta as phenomena (appearances, presentations)

for a psychê.

57 Literally: uncovering; compare entdecken, dis-cover.
58 Cf. SZ: 220.
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What is it to say alêtheia means "unconcea1ment, Il "unconcealed.ness," or

"disclosure," as Heidegger notoriously does in Sein und Zeit §44? In Chapter Four, l

expounded bis conception ofDasein as fundamentally "in (the) world." This

conception carries two implications. First, Dasein always finds itselfenvironed, finels

itself "in" its surroundings. Second, the environment encounters Dasein; the world is

always understood by Dasein as the zone in which beings exist, and out ofwhich they

obtrude (hineinstehen, herausstehen) into Dasein's own being. When we say a thing

llgives itself' or "is given" to us, we mean just this obtrusive character. Thus, when

Heidegger speaks of Dasein's relation to the world-to ils world-he speaks of

"Erschliessen [disclosing]" or "Erschlossenheit [disclosure]." Ta say that

Dasein essentially exists in a world in which and out ofwhich beings are given ta it-to

say this is just to say that a constitutive phenomenon of Dasein is Ersch/ossenheit,

disclosure. Dasein is ontologically so structured as to disclose beings.

Although we speak ofDasein as constitutively disclosive, the fact that we are

speaking of dis-closure (Er-schliessung) suggests that the world is not primordially

transparent to il, but rather concea1ed (ver-sch/ossen-litera11y, locked up). Things

obtrude and so encounter us, and we them, but only rarely does this encounter occur

explicitly, i.e. such that the thing is encountered in i15 being, as what il is in andfor

Îtse/f. Rather, the encounter of Dasein and world generally QCcurs in the mode of

Verstehen-i.e. of a pretheoretica1 understanding which allows us to move

"automatically" through our world, "coping" seamlessly with the beings enveloping us

in theirwebs of (unthematic) sigIÙfication (Bedeutungszusammenhiinge). Husserl, in

order to penetrate to the thing itse/f, thematized it by suspending i15 "reaiity," isolating it

from the world in which it is encountered. Despite the differences in Heidegger's

approach to epoché (pointed out in the previous chapter), he makes a similar point here:

the being of a thing must be wrested and tom from this web; the things as they are given

are not given unstintingly-they must be taken; indeed, Heidegger says we must rauben
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them-tlrob" (or "rape" in the archaic sense of "seizing by force").59 Dnly when they

have been explicitly thematized in their being as beings can we (and do we) say we

know the "truth" about them. The tendency ofDasein to find and 50 to Lose itseLf in its

world is equi-primordial (gleichurspriinglich) with its tendency to disclose the worLd;60

Heidegger caUs the former "Verjal/," decadence, decay, falling away and apart.

Der valle existenziaL-ontologische Sinn des Satzes: ''Dasein ist in der

Wahrheit" sagt gLeichursprünglich mit: "Dasein ist in der Unwahrheit."

Aber nur sofem Dasein ersehlossen ist, ist es auch verschlossen; und

sofem mit dem Dasein je sehon innerweltLiches Seiendes entdeckt ist, ist

dergleiehen Seiendes ais mëgliches innerweLtlich Begegnendes verdeekt

(verborgen) oder verstellt.

(8Z: 222)

The full existenzial-ontoLogical sense of the sentence, "Dasein is [exists]

in the tru~" equiprimordially also says: "Dasein is in untruth." But

only insofar as Dasein is disclosed is it aIso c1osed-off; and iosofar as

innerworldly beings are [always] already disclosed with the existence of

Dasein, such beings are covered-over (eoncealed) or distorted, [viz.] as

innerworldly beings that it is possible to eneounter.

Therefore:

Dasein [muB] wesenhaft das auch sehon Entdeekte gegen den Schein

und die Verstellung sich ausdrücklich zueignen und sich der

Entdecktheit immer wieder versiehem.

(8Z: 222)

59 Destruktion is the historical application of this principle.
60 Indeed, as we shall see below, Heidegger interprets falsehood as a kind of co-operation ~t\veen
these two contrary tendencies.
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Dasein must essentially explicitly appropriate aise that which has been

disclosed over against illusion and distortion, and must reassure itselfof

their disclosure again and again.

FinalIy:

Die Wahrheit (Entdecktheit) muB dem Seienden immer erst abgerungen

werden. Das Seiende wird der Verborgenheit entrissen. Die jeweilige

faktische Entdecktheit ist gleichsam immer cin Raub. Ist es Zufall. daB

die Griechen sich über das Wesen der Wahrheit in einem privativen

Ausetruck @-i\n8E~Œ) auss.prechen?

(SZ: 222; emphasis added)

Truth (disc1osure) must always first be wrested frem what-is. What-is

[beings] is tom away from concealment In each case, factical disclosure

is always as it were an act ofrobbery. Is it a mere coincidence that the

Greeks expressed the essence of truth with a privative expression?

In other words, Heidegger understands the basic phenomenon oftruth-as-disclosure as

the explicit appropriation of a thing in its being. This appropriation has to combat

Dasein's (existenzial) decadence into the world as wode!, Iiterally into the mundanity of

the familiar and self-evident: i\11611.61 Hence he calis the phenomenon ofErsch/iessung

"a-Iethêia. "62

5.8. Dialectic.

1have thus far laid out Heidegger's existenzial interpretations ofnous, logos, and

a/êtheia, as Verstehen, Rede, and Unverborgenheit, respectively. 1have tried to present

61 Heidegger makes a plausible, ifcursory, argument that bis phenomenologically explicit analysis of
alethic phenomena was anticipated by Heraclitus (Fr. 1). 1shall discuss this in a later paper.
62 Alëtheia is a so-called "alpha-privative" construction. in which the \Vordls mot, *lath-,
"hiddenness," is negated by the prefL'Ced alpha. That alêtheia means something like lIunhiddenness"
was not Heidegger's insight; Passow's lexicon of 1831 gives this etymology. as does Liddell and
Scott's. Of course, what exactly "un-hiddenness" meant for the archaic Greeks bas been a topic of hot
dispute among philologists: does it imply a concealment of objects themselves, as a cloud bides the
sun, or does it primarily mean a subjective concealment, YÏZ. what we call "forgetting?"
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these equivalencies as plausibly as possible, while painting out how bis conception of

nous, in particular, seems to turn Plato's conception of it upside down. As l suggested

earlier, because Heidegger's readings ofnous and logos as Verstehen and Rede are

existenzial, they are for this reason neutral with respect ta authenticity and inauthenticity.

His interpretation ofnous, for example, describes the fundamental ontological character

ofperception., whether or not that perception happens ta be "sensible, Il and whether or

not it is "true," and, therefore, whether ornot it is "authentic" (i.e. ontologically

disclosive). That is not how Plato uses the ward nous; for him, it is is a term of art for

precisely the authentic and truth-disclosing moment ofintentionality, as represented

most clearly in the Divided Line. There, Plata associates noêsis with dialectic, just as he

associates dianoia with geometry (and possibly other "hypothetical" modes of

thinking), andpistis and eikasia with two grades ofsense-perception (Rep. S09d-511e).

Heidegger treats dialectic as authentic logos, namely as logos which discloses. to nous

the Sache in its ontological structure. Thus, as we proceed through bis account of

dialectic, the familiar Platonic sense ofnous will come more and more clearly into foeus

again, for it turns out that for Heidegger as for Plata, authentic logos (dialectic)

constitutes nous in the strict sense as directedness towards being.

As we saw above, Heidegger does no! c1aim that all logos has an ontologically

disclosive function; not every logos lets nous "see" the being ofbeings. On the one

hand, sorne logoi, e.g. commands or pleas, have no "sighting" function at a1l; on the

other hane!, some logoi, while apophantic, are faise, i.e. logoi which, while sighting

beings, do sa in such a way as ta conceal or distort their being. It is this latter type of

logos which interests Heidegger in the Sophist, since this dialogue concems the

conditions of possibility of non-being and false statements. Heidegger's interpretation

of the Sophist depends on establishing Plato's positive understanding ofbeing and truth,

from which standpoint non-being and falsity may then be "derived" as privations.
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According to Heidegger, the logos apophantikos, to use the Aristotelian term, is

the general kind of logos which is inherent in nous. Only this kind of logos possesses

the as-structure; it shows a being by showing it as something. This as-structure is the

condition ofpossibility both oftrue (alêtheis) and faIse (pseudeis) logoi: the former is

the authentic logos apophantikos which discloses the beings (Sachen) as they really are

(an sich; selbst), while the latter, the inauthentic logos apophantikos, discloses the

beings as other than what they are. Thus the battle between the philosopher and the

sophist is a battle between authentic and inauthentic logos.

crVVCXYlJ)yrl and 81.«î'PE(n.~. As we know from various passages in Plato, dialeetic is

alethic logos par excellence: through dialeetic the soul cornes to see the truth; through

dialectic the things as they really are (die Sachen selbst) are disclosed ta nOU$. Like

Natorp, Heidegger considers the Phaedrus to be not a dialectical investigation in itseIt:

but a description of "the methodical character of dialectic" (GA 19: 329). Though

Socrates and Phaedrus determine that a good logos must have an organic structure

(Phdr. 264c2, ff.), Heidegger considers this issue superficial. Rather, he thinks that

Socrates's central concern is with "the Sache, and the exposition [Herausstellung] of the

Sache [matter] to be discussed in the [given] logos" (GA 19: 330). The MO conditions

of this exposition are synagôgê and diairesis.

The first requirement is "Eis J,l(<<v LôE€«v avvopwvT« clYEl.V T<X lToÀÀaxû

Ôl.EalT«pJ,l€vec ll (Phdr. 265d3, ff.). Heidegger translates mia idea as "eine Sicht"-or

"one view, Il " one Lookll-stressing the synoptic moment of dialectic expressed by the

requirement to synoran-"see together," "bring together in a synopsis"-the diverse

aspects of the matter in question. Plato's stress on verbs of seeing indicates what

Heidegger calis the "eigentliche Sacherfassung' (GA 19: 330): the Sacherfassung is the

moment when the matter is graspecL when the thing itself is seen in a single look, which

is defined and detennined (Phdr. 265d4). Thus the logos "d~lon poiei" or "makes
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evident, discloses" the abject of the logos. We are not, Heidegger c1aims, to interpret

this Platonic statement from the perspective of "sorne historicaL dialeetic or sorne other

formallogic; Il rather, bis language suggests, we are to see it in phenomenological tenns

(GA 19: 331). Although, typically, he does not explicitly say 50, Heidegger seems to

take the synagogic funetion of dialectic to be that ofeidetic variation:

Es bandelt sich darum, daB das, worüber gesprochen wird, der

Tatbestand-hier gedacht an die Liebe-, die verschiedenen

phanomenalen Aspekte desselben, gesammelt und zusammengesehen

werden au!einen Grundbestand hm, 50 daB mit diesem O"vvopwvnx

œYEl.v EtS J,lta:v t8Écxv der gesamte phanomenale Bestand dessen,

worüber gehandelt werden so11, aufgenommen win!, und zwar 50, daO er

von einer Sicht her verstehbar ist.

(GA 19: 331; ernphasis added)

At issue is that the object ofdiscussion-here: love-[and] its various

phenomenal aspects be collected and synoptically viewed with respect ta

one basic feature [Grundhestandj, so that with this crvvoPWVTa: œYEl,V

EtS ~t«v LôÉa:v the entire phenomenal content [Bestand] ofthat which is

ta be treated is taken up, and in such a way that it is comprehensible

from one perspective.

At the same time, we have to he careful not ta understand this eidetic variation tao

simply as "Husserlian," at least not without sorne caveats.

Ta wit: in the previous chapter, l suggested that a pecu1iar Platonism lies

embedded in Husserl's seemingly "realistic" slogan, lu den Sachen selbst! For it turns

out, l argued, that the Sache is not the "rea!" abject in front of me here and now,

accessible through my senses; rather it is the eidos ofthat object--an ideal abject. Now

5:39
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ifthis is what Husserl means, and ifHeidegger agrees with him,63 then this passage in

the Sophist-Ieeture may be read with precisely this Husserlian "Platonism" in mind. We

must therefore read Heidegger's mention of Il TatbestCIJUl' and "das Konkrete"

correspondingly as no! referring to the empirically available, but to the eidetically

distilled. Hence, Heidegger objects primarily to the notion that Plata means ta "isolate

[iso/ier! herausstellen] an Idea and then to organize the other eidé with respect to it,

thereby forgetting about the Sache selbst" (GA 19: 331). In other words, the purpose of

seeing the varied aspects of an abject "together" is not in the first place ta construet an

eidetic system on the basis ofan Idea, but rather to gain a more precise disclosure and

profound description of the "thing itself."

How does the notion of synagôgê fit with our eariier discussion ofnous as

Verstehen and logos as Rede? 1wish ta argue here that just as dialectic is the Platonic

analogue ta Heidegger's phenomenology, sa are the moments of dialectic-SJRlagôgê

and diairesis-Platonic analogues ta Verstehen and Auslegung in their authentic, i.e.

purely ontological modes. By this 1 mean to mIe out an obvious misreading of

synagôgê and diairesis, viz. one which would identify them with Verstehen and

Auslegung tout court. For Verstehen and Auslegzmg, as essential modes ofDasein, are

continuously operative in primordial everydayness, whereas dialectic of course is not;

dialectic is an extremely rare, authentic activity ofmind, "divine" because as far removed

as humanly possible from everydayness.64 Yet, as a possible mode ofexistence for

Dasein, it nevertheless must be explicable in tenns ofDasein's existenzial constitution.

Thus synagôgê and diairesis are the authentic manifestations of Verstehen and

Auslegung, respeetively. Let us proceed with this in mind.

63 l strongly suspect he does; see SZ, §7.~ esp. p. 31, on the difference between the "vulgar" and
properly phenomenological phenomena. cr. also GA 19: 346, on the difference benveen an d'ÔCLlÀOV

and a Sache.
64 Sorne might wonder why l privilege dialectic as "authentic." l do 50 for a very Heideggerian
reason, namely that dialeetic is the aetivity of nous, which is oriented towards the being ofbeings.
Nous qua perception can, as we saw, he misperception, and it can he "fallen" perception, Le. non­
ontological. Through dialectic, nous is ma-rimally itself, viz directed al Sein.
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Synagôgê, then, is the initial, authentic orientation ofnoetic logos (verstehende

Rede, understanding speech), the moment ofunderstanding Heidegger caUs the Entwurf

Entwurf, as we saw, is an orientation towards possibilities, i.e. towards the "what-for."

Synagôgê, on this interpretation, is the apperception ofbeings in terms of their goodness

(i.e. as good, ôphelimon, agathon). Synagogê, as l have discussed elsewhere,65 is not

the antithesis ofdiairesis, but its complement; every collection is simultaneously a

division, namely the partition of the colleeted items from everything else. In what sense,

then, are these terms no! interchangeable? In what sense do they designate distinct

moments of dialectic?

We can understand the distinction in Heidegger's terms as follows. The

synagogic moment is, as Heidegger correctly points out, itself a first articulation-and

hence a division-of the world. Yet, it is ca11ed "collection" because, as verstehend, it

does not intend, is not oriented towards distinctions as such. This is because Verstehen

is never thematic or discriminating (even in its authentic mode as synagôgê), tending

instead towards continuity and wholeness. The first noeti.c eut into the world is

co/lecting in the sense that at this stage beings f11"5t appear as beings, i. e. as whole

entities emerging out of the environing world. Diairesis, as a dialectical moment, can

only become operative once an on has "coLlected itselr' and DOW stands withio nous's

sight as agenuine phenomenon, i.e. as a ti or Sache.

Diairesis cuts into this on along its "naturaI joints" (Phdr. 265d). What does

this mean in Heideggerian terms? The natura! j oints are the being'5 inherent

articulations, according to which it was "collected" together and 50 appeared as a single

idea (sight) in the tirst place. That collection, as l argued above, just is nous's Entwurf

of the being in terms of its what-for. In other words, a being, in order to appear to nous

as that being, i.e. as a whole of a certain kind (idea fis), depends essentiaUy on a specific

Sinneszusammenhang of its parts. Diairesis is the Ausetnander-setzung of these

65 In my Ph.D. Candidacy Paper. "Dialectic and Its Kinds," 1995.
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Zusammen-hiinge, the laying out of the inherent "meanings" which made it meaningful

to collect these components rather than sorne others together as parts of a whole. This

laYing-out is the explicitly discriminating thematization ofthe parts as contributing to

the end (the Worumwi/len or Wofiir) ofthe being, in terms ofwhich it was inhially

sighted in synagôgê.

This interpretation is radically at odds with that implicit in the usual translation

ofthese notions. For example, in Nehamas's and Woodru.fl's translation, mia idea is

rendered as "one kind," and kat' eidê as "according to its species" (Cooper and

Hutchinson, 1997: 542). The translation assumes, and in turn forces upon us, a very

abstract conception of collection and division, namely one that operates entirely with

concepts (kinds and species) and their systematization. l do not wish to judge the

correetness of that conception here; but it serves as a vivid contrast ta the

phenomenological reading ofthe same lines. The latter, despite appearances, imports

Iess into the Platonic teX!. Heidegger takes more seriously, for instance, Plato's use of

"cutting" words: these words suggest, he says, that dialectic is concemed with Sachen,

and not abstractions like kinds and species (cf. GA 19: 286). Species are not parts of

genera in the sense oforganically consituting them. "Ca!," "ferre!," "rat," and "mouse"

do not constitute "mammal ll or Il animal, Il in the way my bones are parts of my skeleton;

the divisions between them are not "natura! joints" in the way the divisions between my

bones are: species have no "functional"66 coherence.

Someone will abject that while this kind of organic interpretation ofsynagôgë

and diairesis may work for the Phaedrus, it cannat do so for the Sophist. That is, the

Sophists divisions are indubitably genus-species trees, in which the species are not

constitutive parle; of the genus. Therefore, it would make no sense ta say, in this

66 1am not saying tbat one cannat metapharically conceive af genus-species trees as whole-part
relatianships with correct ("n~tural") branchings; that is obviously the very metaphor one thinks Plata
is using here. 1am saying that the phenomenological reading is closer ta the text; moreover, as l will
discuss shortly, its organization can much more readily accomodate the ruling ontological and
epistemological concept of the Good.
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instance, that the Sachen (which in this case would have to be the various genera), when

they are dissected, are interpreted in terms oftheir what-for. The species is not

beneficial to the genus in any way. How can this objection be met? It points to an

important generaI problem in Platonic dialectic, namely the relationship between dialectic

and the Good;67 it is a problem which translations like that ofNehamas and Woodruff

obscure by assimilating divergent conceptions ofdiaIeetic.68

Heidegger writes:

Das Wesent/iche in [der Dialektik] ist rias opâ.v. Die O"vvcxywyrl ist eine

Weise des Sehens, namlich des t'v; und auch die ôU:dp€<HS' ist ais

Aufdecken vollzogen aus dem stândigen Hinblicken auf das €'v; die

Ô~ct{P€o"l,S' der €t'ôïJ ist ein Abheben von Aussehen gegen Aussehen, W1S

selbst nur im Sehen vollzogen werden kann. In diesem standigen

Hinblicken auf das €v bzw. das yivoS" ist dieses stiindig da, und zwar 50,

daB es in jeder weiteren Abhebung bzw. in dem was gegeneinander

67 A parallel problem exists conceming teleology's function in the method of hypothesis~cp. Mena
86~ ff., and esp. Phaedo, 97b-lOOb.

68 On the other band, a Heideggerian distinction may help us approach this problem. At Sein und
leU §33, Heidegger distinguishes the "existenzial-hermeneutic 'as'" and the "apaphantic 'as'" (SZ:
158). The former is the "as" which govems the existenzial understanding which unthematieaIly
interprets beings-in-the-world in terms of their what-for, the latter is the "as" of the Aussage or
predication. Both "as-structures" have in eommon a sighting of sorne one (l'v) thing (ti or Sache)
whieh is diaireticaIly split apart and laid out Now the dialectic which is taken as authentic logos
cliffers from other modes of logical alêtheuein specifically in abstaining from utilizing or otherwise
manipulating its objects. Inste~ it adopts a simultaneously theoretical and ontological stance: it
"merely" looks and lets be seen the eneountering beings, in their own being or "in themselves." That
is, dialectie lets beings appear aceording to their nature, their essence. This theoretical intentionality is
tberefore not primarily oriented towards the practical use of things (their Wofilr) (although of course it
will consider useful tbings-luhandenes: utensils, artifacts, organs, ete.-in their utility to the extent
that utility constitutes their essence). It contemplates other matters besides the immediately understood
practical world of the oikos-indeed, it eontemplates al! other tlùngs, "in the sky and beneath the earth,"
as weil as in the polis, e.g. the politician, the philosopher, and the sophist. Their eidê may tum out
to he grasped best from the point ofview oftheir utility or benefit (ôphelimon. agathon) (to the city,
to other persons), but that is not the starting point of the dialectical inquiry-rather, it is its terminus.
Theoriziag dialectie considers ail its objects as simply there before it (vor-handen)~ its logos takes the
form of dia-Iegein (1aying~ut) them in relation to eaeh other, and establislùng just those relationships
(say, as genera and species). Thus, the originary "hermeneutic 'as'" is transformed through this
clialectical apophansis into a "with-respect-to," whieh is not fundamentally oriented towards "the
Good," but "merely" at the eidê in tbeir appearance and their relations among each other.
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abgehoben wircL prasent bleibt. Sa ist das À{Y~~v im Sinne des

ôl.aÀÉYEa6al. ein hinblickendes Sprechen über.

(GA 19: 349)

The essential featt.lre [of dialectic] is op«v. O"vva:YfJ:rrn is a way of

seeing, namely ofthe EV. AIso ôl.<x(p€al.s, as a mode of disclosure, is

achieved in the constant looking-upon the €v. The Ôl.CdPEO"l.S ofthe ErÔTl

is a contrasting articulation [Abheben] ofone look against another look,

which itself can only be achieved in seeing. In this constant looking­

upon the lv or yÉvo$' , the lv is constantly there, and in such a way that

it remains present throughout all further articulations. Thus À{y€l. v in

the sense of Ôl.a:ÀÉYEC18<x1. is a looking-upon-speaking-about [i.e. a

speaking-about which simultaneously constantly looks-upon its object].

In other words, diairesis is a mode ofdia/egesthai, which is a mode ofapophcmsis,

which in turn is a mode of /egein, which, finally, is the manner in which beings are

clarified (dé/oun), illuminated, and so seen (noein) by Dasein (psychê). Diairesis is

authentic because it is the method ofpresentiation (Vergegenwartigung) of the

ontological structure ofa being (Sache) in its essential content (wesent/ichen Gehalt)

(GA 19: 285). 1t is the manner in which we gain knowledge of the Sache. That

knowledge consists in the indication of the thing's Sachgeha/t, its eidê (GA 19: 286).

We can see the essentially "logical" moment of the diairetical cutting

([dia]temnein). The eidos which is revealed through diairesis is always so revealed with

respect to, or over against that which lies on the other side of the "joint." An "article"

only has meaning as a part among parts, ail ofwhich are parts ofa whole. In other

words, each eidos among the eidê constituting the one idecfJ9 is revealed through the as-

69 On the Heideggerian distinction between eidos and idea, see 5.9. Although Plata nowhere
opposes eidos and idea, we have already seen them he distinguished in Natorp's opposition of "Begriff'
and IlGru..ndlegung."
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structure which characterizes Auslegung.7o Thus, Heidegger's interpretation of dialectic

productively combines the analytic description of dialectic as diairesis and synagôgê

with the visual terminology of the Phaedrus in a way which does not require him to

dismiss the latter as metaphor, but which actually illuminates the meaning of collection

and division: the seeing oftruth (the disclosure ofbeings' essences) is achieved through

logos, specifically dialectic. Synagôgê brings into focus (fa)t ins Auge) out of the

environing background the object of discussio~ the intentional object as such, the

zêtêma prôton; diairesis then orients itselfwith respect to this object in articulating the

eidê (GA 19: 319).

5.9. Eidos.

l have spoken thus far somwhat loosely of ideai and eidê as the respective objects of

dialectic's synagogic and diairetic moments. That dialeetic stands in sorne special

relation to eidê and ideai is in no doubt. The question is: what are eidê and ideai? Our

answer ta this question is coordinate with the answer concering the meaning of dialeetic.

As we saw in earlier chapters, the neo-Kantian answers were these: eidê are "c:oncepts, Il

ideai are "hypotheses," and dialectic is the "discursive concatentation of concepts

according to the hypothetical method." Dialectic is "anamnetic" in its backwards tracing

movement to the ultimate hypotheses or Grundsdtze. Let us cali this conception the

"discursive" conception ofdialectic, in order to stress the lack of any intuitional

contribution to thought; the visual connotations ofeidos/idea are on this view entirely

metaphoric, and, as such, unfortunate.

Against this conception, let us contrast what we might caU the Husserlian

conception., one marked by eidetic intuition.71 On this conception, eidos means

70 Heidegger discusses Aristotle's term. atomon eidos, in this connectio~ but l will take this point
uf below.
7 l remind the reader tbat Husserl himself gave no sustained reading of PLato.
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"essence;"72 dialeetic correspondingly names the process by which thinking is purified

ofall empirical elements, in order to reveal these essences to a direct intuition or

Wesensschau. Dialeetic is "anamnetic" on this interpretation because, as in neo-

Kantianism, it seeks the conditions ofpossibility of knowledge; but these are not purely

relationa/ concepts as for Natorp, but essences which can be isolated and "vièwed."

Let us briefly recollect, from Chapter Four, the basic features ofHusserl's

eidetics, sa as lastly ta bring out the features of the third view, Heidegger's. Husserl's

conception ofeidos is integrally linked to ms conception of truth and evidence as

modalities ofintentionality. Put simply, certain classes of intentions, which l calI

noeseis (as opposed ta wishes, loves, hatreds, and other affective intentions), can intend

their abjects with various degrees of perspicuity, ranging from unfulfilled presumption

ta fulfilled intuitions. The degree of a given intention's fulfillment depends on the

degree ofnoematic evidence, i.e. on how perspicuously the intentional object (noema)

appears as it is in itself to the mind. This truth-giving noema or "thing itself' is called

by Husserl an eidos.

l wish to stress a key feature of the Husserlian view for contrast with what we 50

far know ofHeidegger's interpretation. Husserl's "method" ofreduction, and especially

of eidetic variation purports to iso/ate eidê and expose them to immediate vision; this

naturally assunles both that eidê are accessible to such a vision, and that our minds have

the capacity of such vision. In such a vision, moreover, the eidos appears to the mind's

noetic vision as itself and only as itself-auto kath'hauto. We cao now readily see how

Heidegger's interpretation differs fonn the Husserlian one.

First, it is clear from our discussion of the existenzial analysis ofnous as

equiprimordial with logos, that there cao be no question for Heidegger of intuition of

eidê unmediated by logos; logos, specifically qua dialecnc, is the mode through which

72 IlIdeal! means for Husserl something like "Kantian idea of reason," i.e. a limit-concept of absolute
perfection (cf. Bernet, et al., 1993), but ram not concerned with Husserlian notions of limits here.
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the Sachen are disclosed to nous, through wbich nous perceives and understands them.

It is in this very sense that for Heidegger ail noein is dia-noein.73 Second, because

logos, for its part, is essentially struetured by the "as"-in its pre-predicative form as the

"existenzial-hermeneutic 'as,'" and in its authentic, diairetical fmm as the "apophantic

'as"'-it is impossible for an eidos ever to appear in isolation and still be understood.

Understanding is a1ways understanding sometbing as something else, or over against

something else, or in terms ofsomething else. Only this interweaving ofthe eidê (the

authentica1ly, dialectically distilled noemata) can grant sense to any one thematized

eidos. Thus, Heidegger all but imperceptibly replaces Husserl's notion ofevidence with

the notion of explicit articulation of what has already been understood: just as Verstehen

replaces Husserl's concept of (unfulfilled) presumption, so Auslegung replaces bis

concept of intuitive fulfillment or identification. Auslegungis always mediating (as

govemed by the as-structure), and it is through this mediation that it aecomplishes its

delotic funetion of disclosure; "pure" intuition without the mediation of logos results in

agnoia (nur-noeh-Hinsehen). This is beeause ooly logos gives sense (Sinn) ta our

percepts (whether sensible or noetie), and orny what is meaningful cao, ultimately, be

understood.74

Indeed, it seems clear that Heidegger differs from Husserl aIso in this: that

whereas the latter understands the eidê to be "the Sachen selbst," i.e. that which is

always already co-intended in any perception (noesis), Heidegger interprets the eidê as

Sirme, i.e. as the meanings and meaning-complexes which let the Sachen appear as they

are. Thus, whereas the true Sachen for Husserl are not of this world, but of a separate

realm or Seinssphdre of their own, for Heidegger there is but one "world," namely

73 Cf. e.g. GA L9: 609.
74 Meanings, for Heidegger, are only comprehensible in the Zusammenhânge, that is, in sorne
systematic concatenation; there are no "independent" meanings, no atoma eidè.
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Daseirts, and the eidê are the Sirme through which logos articulates and 50 discloses the

beings in that world to the sight ofnous.75

5.10. Logos, nous, and truth.

l have laid out the chief components ofHeidegger's interpretation ofPlato; it is now

time to expIain their interconnection, and what it tells us about Plato. Dasein bas the

ontological structures of Verstehen and Rede; that is: psychê has the ontological

structures ofnous and logos. Verstehen "sees" the world in which Dasein "finds itself

[sich befindet];" it does 50 inexplicitly and tacitly, but nonetheless "always already," i.e.

essentially. As seeing, Verstehen is intentional, direeted~ its "object" is not primarily

sorne particu/ar thing (for qua particular it would be thematized), but rather the

openness or "illumination" that is Dasein's world. This world is not a meaningless blur;

as a world, it is always already meaningfuI, constituted by Sinnes- or

Bedeutungszuscunmenhtinge. Ifwe are to rephrase Heidegger's view in Greek terms,

nous is primordially directed not at sorne particular object, but at the kosmos as noétos

(intelligible).76

Nous, or Verstehen, is the existenzial through which the world is primordially

disclosed to us; to say that Verstehen intends the world's Erschlossenheit is another way

of saying that nous is direeted at alêtheia, the unconcealment of the world's b~ing. But

what does "the world's being" mean? As l explained in Chapter Four, wor/d itselfis

ontologically constituted as the appearance ofbeings to Dasein; or, put otherwise,

Dasein encounters the world as its encounter of beings-in-the-world (onta). There is no

world without beings, no kosmos without onta. Nous is therefore direeted at the beings

which constitute psyché's kosmos, i.e. the understood order in which psyché is a1ways

embedded. It is important, however, to note that nous is a particular form ofpsychê's

75 Cf. esp. SZ §32: 15 L
76 Heidegger does no~ 50 far as l know, equate Welt and kosmos; l do so for the sake of a plausible
parallelism.
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intentionality, one which is "ontological" in an eminent sense, for Heidegger. Nous is a

Sicht which does not "take action" with respect ta its abjects, unlike, say, those other

modes ofalêtheuein, technê, andphronêsis; rather, it allows i15 objects, the beings of the

kosmos, ta appear to it as what they are. As Heidegger might put i1, nous qua Verstehen

"ld)t das Seiende sein" (cf. SZ: 145).

Now it is precisely nous's "alethic" or disclosive function which indicates the

essenrial connection between logos and (daseinsma)iges) nous; for Rede is the "hOW"

ofDasein's Verstehen. In other words, logos is the basic modality in which we make

sense of the world we perceive around us. Logos is the manner in which the world's

intelligibility is made exp/icit, bath ta each of us individually, as weil as ta the others

with whom the wodd is always shared.77 From Sein und Zeit §31 we learn that this

intelligibility ofbeings consists in their Worumwillen, their "what-for," or "good-for­

what" (S2: 143); this is how things appear to nous when the world is articu1ated to it as

a world ofbeings.78 It is in this Worumwillen that the mast primordial aspect of logos

as the articulation through the AIs-Struktur is rooted. For the fi which appears ta me

inexplicitly becomes explicitly laid-out (ausgelegt) "hermeneutically" in terms ofi15

Worumwi/len, at the Level of everyday "coping." On the ather hand, it is laid· out

"apophantically" in terrns ofagenos, at the level oftheoretical thematizatio~ its being is

disclosed through the function of logos which shows it (apophainesthai) as belonging

to or stemming from sorne genos or other. "Das Wahrsein des Xoyos als à:1TOq:UXVO'l.S

ist das à:Àn8€';€l.v in der Weise des d:1To<l>(tCV€O'e(t~: Seiendes aus der Verborgenheit

herausnehmend-in seinerUnverborgenheit sehen lassen" (SZ: 219: cf. 218). In other

words, for nous to "let" (lassen) a being be i15elf, logos must nevertheless extract it from

its inexplicit embeddedness 50 as to "let" it appear, "let" it be seen.

77 "Die Rede [ist] die Grondart des Zugangs und Umgangs mit Weit ..., [ist] die Art ..., in der die
Weit zunachst da ist und nicht nnr die WeIl, sondem auch die anderen Menschen und jeweilig der
Einzelne selbst ..." (GA 19: 231). .
78 [t is a separate question how broadly this is to be understood Are stars understood in their "what­
for?" For that matter, can animais be 50 understood? Heidegger is silent on tbis issue, at least in Sein
und Zei!.
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Here we come to the heart ofthe matter, and to the core ofHeidegger's

interpretation ofPlato. That interpretation does not merely consist in the apparent

derivation ofthe notions ofRede, Verstehen, Wahrheit, etc. through a careful, if

idiosyncratic, reading ofthe dialogues, especially since Heidegger relies heavily on

Aristotle, tao. Rather, the real importance ofHeidegger's reading lies in his

interpretation of logos as an equiprimordial, i.e. essential and inseparable asp2ct of

nous, for Aristotle as weil as for Plata. However much we might irritably poke at any

particular part ofhis argument, ifHeidegger is right about tbis (and ifI am right about

Heidegger on Plato!), then we have an important and highly original solution to the

Platonic problem that has nagged us throughout this dissertation, viz. whether Plato

believes in "intelleetual intution." In what remains, 1will argue that Heidegger's

development of logos and its relation to nous does in fact accord with sorne Platonic

texts (despite sorne willful misreadings).79

5.11. What is the meaning of "pure" nous?

In the Sophist-leetures, Heidegger's discussion sometimes seems unclear on a key point:

is pure noein a possible hexis for Dasein, i.e. for the zôon lagon echon, or does its

charaeterization as "divine" signal that it is merely a conjeetured ideal? On the one hand,

the sentences quoted at the end of 5.6. seem plain enough: human nous is a1ways

mediated by language, human nousis only "so-called nous." Heidegger nevertheless

goes on to discuss the nature of nous aneu logou:

Allerdings muB dieses Vermeinen, sofem die à:px ~ erfaBt werden so11,

den À6yos hinter sich lassen. Es muss «VEtI X6yov sein, um die

Moglicbk.eit zu haben, ein d:8l,a;CpETOv zu erfassen. Der Charakter des

ÀÉYEl.V ist es ja, etwas als etwas anzusprechen. Was aber schlechthin

79 Due to time-constraints, 1have been unable to catalogue these. The most egregious and bizarre,
however, are to be found in Heidegger's interpretation of the relation of ideai to the I1light" of truth in
Rep. VL an errer he repeats even in bis diagrams (GA 34).
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einfac~ <I1TÀOVV ist, das kann nicht mehr aIs etwas anderes angesprochen

werden. Alles l<JXCXTOV und alles lTp(JiTOV kann nur eigentlich erfaf3t

werden, wenn das VOEîv kein ô~cxvoEîv, sondem reines Hinsehen ist.

Das Aufdecken [alêtheuein] in der Vollzugsart des ÀoyoS versagt hi~r

und tritt zurück

(GA 19: 180)80

Ta be sure, this perception [Vermeinen] must leave logos behind, insofar

as the archê is to be grasped. It must be cmeu logou [without logos] ifit

is to have the possibility ofgrasping an adiaireton

[indivisiblelundivided]. For the charaeter of /egein, after aIl, is ta express

something as something. But that which is absolutely simple, haploun,

can no longer be expressed as something else. Everything that is

eschaton [ultimate] or prôton [tirst] can only be truly grasped ifnoem is

not dianoein, but apure looking-upon. Disclosure [alêtheuein] in the

mode of logos fails here and retreats.

What are we to make of this? Let me spell out what 1 see as the confusion here. On the

one hand, Heidegger says tbat for Aristotle, nous, insofar as it is a hexis of the human

psyché, is dicmoia, and therefore rnediated by logos; this mediation is an ontologica/, i.e.

essential feature ofDasein. On the other band, Heidegger aIso says that in the case of

the perception81 of simples, logos "fails and retreats," sa tbat in the case of simple

abjects, noein is a "pure gazing" (GA 19: 180). He does not go on ta conclude that

since Dasein is essentially lagon echon, such gazing aneu logou is impossible for us.

Wlùle the rest of the Sophist-Iecture and Sein und Zeit often seem to suggest that pure

nous is not for us a possibility, there is further evidence painting in the other direction.

For example, at the outset of section §26 (on nous) Heidegger writes:

80 The unc1arity is repeated in the next section, §26b.~., pp. 182-183.
81 Not necessarily sense-perception.
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Der vovS' ist die hochste Bestimmung des Menschen, sa daB er sogar ais

das Gëttliche gefaf3t werden muB; das Leben im yovS' ist ein 6eîov

([1 177]b30 sq). Jedoch bewegt sich das mensch/iche Verha/ten zumeist

und vor a/lem zuniichst nicht im reinen vo€îy. sondem im ô~(Ivo€îv.

(GA 19: 179)

Nous is the higbest determination of the human being, 50 that it must

even be taken as the divine; life in nous is theion [divine]. Yet human

comportment moves mostly and especially most immediately not in pure

noein, but in dianoein.

While Heidegger speaks, with Aristode, ofnous as the "highest determination

[Bestimmung] of the human,t1 he appends a crucial caveat, viz. tbat "for the most part

[zumeist] and especially as the immediate condition ofDasein [zznuïchst], human

comportment does not move in pure noein, but in dianoein. Il This caveat suggests that

Heidegger holds nous in its pure forro ta be possible for us, except that/or the mos!

part we have fallen away from it. If this is right, then the characterization ofDasein's

nous as "synthetos" and "kaloumenos" should be understood as "ontological" only to

the extent that Dasein is ontologically detennined to decadence, ta "falling away" from

its authentic being.

Does Heidegger mean to say that for authentic Dasein, pure nous is possible,

but since Dasein essentially tends to decay into inauthenticity and 50 for the most part

live inauthentically, it for the most part, too, moves in the domain ofdianoia-"not the

authentic [eigentlich] but the so-called nous" (GA 19: 180)? Moreover, why would

Aristode mention divine nous in a phenomenology ofDasein (psychê), if it were

impossible for Dasein to possess and exercise it? The faet is that Heidegger simply

makes no clear statements on this point in the Sophist-lectures; nevertheless, 1venture

the following interpretation. IlReines voeîv" can be interpreted in two ways: either it

means something like the pure noesis ofHusserlian eidetic intuition; this would be aneu
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logou. Or it means something like taking a disinterested, non-intervening stance that

understanding nous takes in letting the onta show themselves as they are, but always

meta, i.e. dia logau; it is ooly "pure" in its disinterest, not in being free of logos. From

what l have argued throughout this chapter, the latter interpretation is in fact Heidegger's

interpretation; what then of the former? 1s it "impossible?" Ncr-just as logos can

become decoupled from noein, and sa become a free-tloating legomenon, so tao can

noein become decoupled from fegein. Yet this decoupling is not an advance ta a higher,

more authentic form ofnous, but a privation, indeed a blinding ofnous. This becomes

abundantly clear from a passage at 5Z §32:

DaB im schLichten Hinsehen die Ausdrücklichkeit eines Aussagens

fehlen kann, berechtigt nicht dazu, diesem schlichten Sehen jede

artikulierende Auslegung, mithin die Als-Struktur abzusprechen. Das

schlichte Sehen der nachsten Dinge im Zutunhaben mit ... tragt die

Auslegungsstruktur so urspriinglich in sich, da13 gerade ein gleichsam

als-freies Erfassen von etwas einer gewissen Umstellung bedarf. Das

Nur-noch-vor-sich-Haben von etwas liegt var im reinen Anstarren ais

Nicht-mehr-verstehen. Dieses als-freie Erfassen ist eine Privation des

schlicht verstehenden Sehens, nicht ursprunglicher als dieses, sondern

abgeleitet aus ibm.

(52: 149)

Just because the explicitness of a declaration [Aussagen] can be absent

in a simple gazing [Hinsehen], we are not thereby entitled ta deny that

this mere looking lacks ail artïculating interpretation and sa, too, any as­

structure. The mere seeing of the closest things [in our environment] as

we deal [cape] with them contains the Auslegung-structure in it in such a

primordial way that ifwe were to attempt an as-free grasping of

something this would require a certain "reconfiguration" [of our
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attitude]. "Merely-having-something-in-front-of-me" occurs when l

stare at something as no-/onger-understandingit. This as-free grasping

is a privation of the simple understanding seeing; it is not more original

than it, but rather is derived from it.

Heidegger here draws a contrast between the pre-predicative everyday understanding

which l identified as nous or perception in the broadest sense (schlichtes Hinsehen) and

als-freies Erfassen~ i.e. nous aneu logou. The former is still determined by the as­

structure~ whic~ as he maintains, is precisely the condition ofpossibility for a "mere

[schlicht]" perception to be expressed in an Aussage. The latter condition, which is

possible for Dasein, requires a certain" Umstellung" or "adjustment." By"adjustment"

Heidegger can only mean either a self-conscious ignoring of the sense-connections

(Sinneszusammenhiinge), or a condition in which Dasein has simply lost the capacity ta

make sense of its percepts. In either case, the result is no! sorne "higher" or "divine"

insight into the nature ofthings, but on the contrary, a "~gaping as no-Ionger­

understanding' (emphasis added). Thus the possibility ofnous aneu logou is no~ as

Aristotle thinks, an elevation ofthe mind, but a falling away from Dasein's authentic

possibilities prescribed by its existenzial structure.

Our last task is to examine ifHeidegger's interpretation of logos, nous, alêtheia~

and dialektikê technê admits of a rearling consistent with Platonic doctrine. l will argue

that bis interpretation is at least consistent with the main thrust of the specifie texts he

examines, and that it illuminates much else besicles. l do not insist that Heidegger's

interpretation provides a "key" ta Plata as Natorp thinks rus interpretation did. For one

thing, that is not Heidegger's purpose, and for another, neither he nor 1assume, as

Natorp does, that there exists such a doctrine to be uIÙocked. 1will use as a test-case

his analysis of the allegory of the cave.

5.12. The cave allegory.
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Plato's cave as a phenomenolog;cal allegory. As we saw in Chapter Four, "evidence"

for Husserl is the aet in which the presumed thing and the intliited thing itself are

identified. Moreover, ifwhat is intuitively given in perception are merely fluetuating

adumbrations ofthe actually intended eidetic sense, then the evidence of perceptual

intuition only partiallyfùlfills the initial presumption. The complete satisfaction ofthat

presumed sense can only come about through an intuition of the eidetic sense (eidos).

Heidegger's interpretation oftruth in the cave allegory depends materia1ly upon these

notions of partial and complete fulfillment, and the grades ofevidence they imply.82

To penetrate to the eidetic ground oftruth and articulate isolated eidê, Husserl

uses the so-called "phenomenological reduction, "83 bis method for abstracting the eidos

from the contingent features of a particular given abject. Once an eidos is detenninecL it

can be considered in relation to other eidê: relationships of essences and eidetic

structures can be described and elaboratecL all in complete isolation from the world of

empirical facto Since it is these eidetic elements and structures which ultimately allow

the empirical abjects to appear as objects ofthis or that kincL they are also the ultimate

ground of all true propositions about abjects.84 Only the eidos can ideal/y, or

maximally fulfiU a presumptive noesis. As the noema which founds truth, its character

is itself "true" in the primary (noematic) sense described in Chapter Four.

The short 1946 essay, "Platons Lehre von der Wahrheit [PLW]," furnishes a

basis for understanding Heidegger's interpretation and critique of the cave allegory.85

Plato's allegory aims to depict the soul's liberation from foUy (apaideusia), and its

subsequent education (paideia), cu1minating in true insight and fitness to govem the city

(Rep. 514a). 1ts primary purpose is not to lay out a theory of truth. Yet, Heidegger

argues, Platds account ofpaideia only makes sense in Light ofa certain understanding

82 On grades of evidence, see Husserl, li VI: §38.
83 l cannot describe tlùs method and its varieties here~ cf. Husserl, 1922: §§56-62~ Husserl, 1954b:
i82~ Cobb-Stevens, 1990: 153; Bernet, et al., 1993, Chapter 2.
4 l say "objects," though Husserl thinks of "essences" of colors as weil. But color is immediately
~ven, IlOt adumbrated, as abjects are.
5 Heidegger gives a longer, more detailed reading in GA 34, q. v.
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ofthe nature or essence of truth: "the essence of truth and the manner of its change

makes possible 'education' in its basic structure" (PLW: 25). Why? Because the

insight ta which education leads is insight into the highest ontological truth. Thus, for

Heidegger, "'education' and 'truth' form an essential unity [Wesenseinheit]" (PLW: 26).

He does not say that the allegory is abaut truth; he simply examines the various stages

ofeducation for the nature of their respective kinds of tIUth.

Heidegger divides the allegory into four stations, each with its own peculiar

sense oftruth (PLW: 26-27).86 The first station is that of the shackIed prisoners: their

truth is that of the shadows. Next, a released prisoner is turned to see the artifacts

carried in front ofthe firelight; his truth is that of the artîfacts. TbircL he is dragged ta

the surface of the cave: truth now is of the real creatures that live here, illumined by the

500.87 Finally, the released prisoner returns to the cave; his final "tIUth" is the liberation

of the other prisoners. In what follows, l demonstrate how Heidegger's interpretation of

these stages implicitly uses the phenomenological concepts ofeidos, truth, and evidence.

The various classes of entity associated with the various levels of the interior and

exterior of the cave are alwaY5 described in relation to the prisoner's vision. In other

words, they symbolize different types of intentional object--intentum or noema­

correlating ta different types of intentional state-mlentio or noesis.88 Each in/enlio is

clear and distinct (saphês) to the extent that its correlative intentum "partakes oftruth

[alêtheias metechezT' (Rep. 51 le). Within the cave, there are two classes ofentities: the

various artifacts carried by the people between the tire and the small wall, and the

86 As we will see, these aIJegoricaJ stations are not exactly congruent with Plato's description of the
various levels of the cave; the reason for tbis will become clear as we proceed.
87 As the reader will have no doubt found, Heidegger seems often to discover deep significance in what
strikes most as trivial (see bis derivation of the ti-genos-onoma structure, above). By the same token,
he often overlooks what may in fact hold deeper significanee. His treatment of the "surface" in the cave
allegory is one such instance. Surely there is symbolic import in the carefully articuIated stages by
which the emerging ex-prisoner adjusts bis eyesight and slowly elevates its sightline towards the sun.
These nuances are not discussed. (To he fair, Natorp seems to ignore the cave allegory altogether.)
88 Heidegger rightly eonsiders the intentional relations symbolized in the allegory to correspond to
those of the Divided Line. Despite Plato's indication that this is 50 (Rep. 517bc; 532a-c), sorne erities
are skeptical, e.g. Robinson., 1953: 180, ff.
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shadows they cast against the back wall. The shadows symbolize the intenta of the

intentio Plato calls eikasia; the artifacts those ofpistis.

The common translation of"eikasia" as "conjecture" or "comparison" not only

seems to credit the prisoners with an improbably theoretical attitude, but aise fails ta

convey the term's imagic, pictic connotations. Eikasia literally means "/ikeness,"89

which is why shadows appropriately symbolize this psychic fXlthêma. But what

intentional state intends likenesses? In the Logica/ Investigations (L!) Husserl names

the lowest, mas! "empty" intentional state "imag-ination" (Bi/dhewuj1tsein). In Husserl's

view, the abject of "imagination" is intended as an "analogue" through which another

abject is "represented" and thus presented to consciousness. The empty intention de-

piets the intended abject, which is not properly fulfilled until the depicted object is given

in what Husserl caUs "bodily" (perceptual) intuition.90

Not only are the prisoners condemned ta view mere figments, but their ears are

aIso filled with noise: the cave roars with confused talk. While the prisoners converse

and dispute (Rep. 515b; 516e-517a), even the shadows seem to speak (Rep. 515bc),

since the carriers' talk (515a,b) echoes back from the wall. And as sorne of the carriers

are silent, the ta1k from above is transmitted as second-hand and full ofgaps. It is

through this shadow-talk that the shadow-things have their shadow-heing:

And ifthey were able to converse [dialegesthai] with each other, don't

you imagine the prisoners would think that the very things they see is

being [ta onta ... nomizein haper horôen]?

(Rep.515b)

89 Cf. LSJ: "1. likeness, representation; ... IV. apprehension of or by rneans of images or shadows."
It stems from the verb eikazô, "to depict, compare, conjecture." Eikasia and such words as eikôn
(likeness, image), eikasmos (conjeeturing, guessing), and ei/cos (likely) belong to the same semantic
constellation as the English words likeness,/ikely, like, or the French semblable, sembler. Cf. esp.
Fris~ 1960: 452-453. On relation of eikôn and eidos, cf. Rep. 402c; Stewart, 1909: 47-48.
90 Cf. Tugendhat, 1970: 66-67.
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In the Sophist-lectures, Heidegger characterizes our everyday comportment towards

beings-i.e., that represented by the pre-theoretical prisoners-as detennined by

legomena (things said), which in this context can he translated as "hearsay." He

explicitly describes the phenomenon ofhearsay in phenomenological terms as

"unfuIfilled intuition." He then concludes:

l can utter and understand propositions without having an originary

relationship to the beings about which l am speaking. In this peculiar

dilution all propositions are repeated and understood; they gain their

own peculiar existence. One orients [richtet] oneselfin accordance with

them, they become "common-sense truths" [Richtigkeiten], or so-called

"truths," without an originary act oftruth-making.... One is held in

"idle chatter" [Gerede]: the way we "just talk" about things has its own

peculiar bindingness; one holds to this sort of talk insofar as one wants

to orient oneself in the world, insofar as one cannot oneself appropriate

everything originarily [nicht selbst alles ursprünglich aneignen kœm].

(GA 19: 25)

Heidegger describes our everyday situation as being bound to our "viewsll-our doxai­

wmch have no direct connection to the things themselves. We are shackled to empty

intentions and condemned to hearsay. While the prisoners are in chains, what they see

(adumbrations) is determined, in its being and in its evidence, through what they hecu;

they are ruled by what "onell-the invisible voices-"says." Thus, while the cave as a

whole represents the world of the senses (PLW: 33), the lowest level represents how this

world presents itselfto us in our everyday attitude (PLW: 20): we live in a home-world

(Rep. 514a: oikêsei) ofartifacts and utensils (skeuê: Rep. 514c), whose being as such we

rarely contemplate, but take for granted as "at hand." In short, the prisoners represent
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the everydayness of inauthentic Dasein which Heidegger analyzed in Sein und Zeit

(SZ).91

Next, a prisoner is released and forced ta look around, and notjust ta listen, but

ta see for himselt: to peer through the firelight at the artificial objects in their "bodily

presence." This stage represents the intentional state ofpistis, "belie:f," or "trust." He is

told that he is "doser ta being [enguterô tou ontos]," "turned towards what has more

being [pros maI/on onta tetrammenos]," and is "looking more correctly [orthoteron

b/epoi]" (Rep. 515d). Plato's description oftruth and being as graded is striking: in

Husserlian terms, the intentum in its bodily presence has more being, is more correct

and more true (mal/on onta, orthoteron) because the degree ofevidence (m the

Husserlian sense) for beliefs is higher. Instead of a shadow, the thing itselfwbich cast

the shadow is shown (Rep. 515d: deiknumena).

Yet, tom away from bis common-sense, hearsay ontology, and confronted with

bodily things, he is perplexed and speechless (Rep. 515d: aporein). Because the shock

of brightness makes the formerly seen shadows seem more determinate in outline, the

prisoner holds them to be "truer [a/êthestera]" (Rep. 515d).92 Though the transported

artifaets are in themselves more clear and distinct than the shadows, they remain in flux

and hard to see. As l discussed above, Husserl also conceives bare perception in this

way: our percepts ofbodily things always remain mere fragmentary, flowing

adumbrations or likenesses of the truly intended object. The cave is therefore entirely a

"realm of shades," of mere adumbrations and anticipations: on the one hand, the

shadows are, qua umbrae, straightforwardly adumbrations of the bodily artifaets; but

the bodily objects, too, remain nothing more than fragmentary anticipations of

something more real:

91 Cf. esp. SZ §27, "Das alltâgliche Selbstsein und das Man;1I Heidegger, 1985; cf. Bernet, 1990.
92 Of course, the shadows of moving abjects cast by flickering firelight cannot he very definite at al!,
growing larger and smaller, wavering, merging with each other, with the darkness.
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What is presumed to be the solely and genuinely real-namely that which

is immediately visible, audible, graspable, calculable-remains for Plato

always ooly anadumbration [Abschattung] of the ideai., i.e., ashadow

[Schatten].

(PLW: 20., emphasis added)

As we saw earlier., Husserl thinks that we can only penetrate through the flux to

the constant eidetic structures of objective sense by means of the phenomenological

reduction. The reduction brackets the "world" as 1experience it in my stream of

consciousness.93 The eidê are never sighted by looking at facticai, contingent things,

which is what the second, doxic stage represents. Although these are "truer.," more

evident ("bodily-therelt
) than the shadows,94 the eidetic vision reveals itselfto the

prisoner only when he reaches the openness of the cave's exterior. Here the prisoner

experiences true liberation., seeing things as what they are:

The look [Anblick] ofwhat the things [Dinge] are no longer appears

only in the artificial and confusing light ofthe tire within the cave. The

things themselves [Dinge selbst] stand there in the concision

[Bündigkeit] and binclingness [Verbind/ichkeit] of their own look

[Auss-ehens]. ." The looks [Anblicke] ofwhat the things themselves are,

the eidê (Ideas) constitute the essence, in whose light95 each particular

being shows itself [sich zeigt) as this or that being., in which self­

showing the appearances tirst become unconcea1ed and accessible.

(PLW: 29)

The ideai viewed at the surface are the clearest, mos! apparent cognitive abjects. These

ideal noemata are no longer empty shadaw, or inadequate bodily intentions: they now

93 Cf. Wagner, 1953/54: 17.
94 Heidegger, 1985: 43~ Tugendhat, 1970: 66,67.
95 Heidegger here speaks as if each idea is itself a light·source~ bis discussion of the cave allegory in
GA 34 confirms that this is in fact bis view. It is an incorrect view, as a careful reading of the
allegory, together with the image of the sun in Rep. VI shows. l do not bave time to criticize this
reading bere.

5:60
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appear "as themselves immediately present" (PLW: 21). Here the former prisoner

"gaze[s] upon the most true," namely that which is maxima/Iy "true-making" in the

noematic sense oftruth which grounds or fulfills evidence-aets.96

We can now see how the phenomenological notion ofevidence leads Heidegger

to define the essence of a Platonic idea as lying in the roanifest visibility through which

it

achieves presence, viz. the presence ofwhat a given being is. In the

whatness [quiddity; Was-sein] of the being, the respective idea

"presentiates" itself.

(PLW: 35)

The eidos or essence of an abject is what makes it (re)cognizeable as an object of such

and such a kind. Through its noematic self-showing-its "shining-forth"

(Erscheinung),97 its "truthll--the essential and objective sense of the abject can be

intended.98 Thus, eidetic intuition is equivaient ta noesis in the fullest sense, that which

Plata, tao, caUs noêsis, the clearest and most distinct of the soulls pathêmata.99

Heidegger argues that the allegory's central fecus is on the "Scheinen des

Erscheinenden" and the "Ermog/ichung seiner Sichtbarkeit" (PLW: 34): the shining- or

showing-forth ofthe evident appearances and the enabling ofthat visibility. The

maximal fullness of the look's showing-forth is the "idea, Il which "lets us see that as

which any given being is present" (PLW: 34, emphasis added).lOO In plain language,

the idea makes possible our cognition of particular things-through its essential

appearance, by shining-forth as what it is and on/y as that (PLW: 35). It is not an

"appearancell of something else that lies "behind il," but is itself a shining-forth that is

96 Rep. 484c5, ff.~ cf. PDT, 30.
97 "Erscheinung" is the standard German ward for"appearance." In arder ta connect its intuitional
connotations with those of eidos and idea, Heidegger exploits its literaI meaning of "shining·forth [Er­
scheinen)," which is bard to render gracefully in English.
98 LI VI: §39; Willard, 1972: 148.
99 Cf. Rep. 511de.

100 Cf. esp. Bernet, et al., 1993: 176·177; Bernet, 1990: 145·146.
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sufficient in itself. 101 This account is ofcourse very strange: in speaking of the eidê or

ideai as "appearances" that "shine-forth," Heidegger seems to conceive them as

phenomena, precisely that which we are accustomed to contrasting the Platonic forms

against.

As l notOO earlier, when Heidegger uses phenomenal language in describing the

ideai, he does so in order to stress the intuitional overtones ofeidos and idea. 102 His

characterization is consciously, iftacitly, Husserlian, since Husserl holds that the direct

evidence of intuition ultimately underwrites aU knowledge. Heideggers interpretation of

the eidé is thus directed against the neo-Kantian conception of the ideai as "hypotheses"

or "laws of thought," in which Plato's intuitionallanguage is explained away as

metaphor. Moreover, Heideggers description of the ideai corresponds to the

"phenomenological" sense ofphainomenon as characterized at Sein und Zef!, §7. 103

Painting out that the Greek tenn, phainomenon, stems from phainesthai, "to show

oneself," he writes: "We must therefore cling to this meaning of the expression of

'phenomenon': that which shows-itselfin-itse/j, the self-evident, the apparent [das Sich­

an-ihm-selbst-zeigende. dos Offinbare]." 104 This sense of"appearance" is posited by

Heidegger as the "authentic sense ofphenomenon as self-showing" (SZ: 30), wbich he

defines as the properly phenomen%gical concept of "phenomenon" (SZ: 31). Thus, in

this context, Heidegger interprets the Platonic idea or eidos as the "phenomenon" in the

phenomenological sense of "showing itself in itself." This contrasts with bis own

jundamenta/-ont%gica/ interpretation ofeidos as a Sinn, for which 1argued earlier.

At the same rime, Heidegger's tacit assimilation ofPlato and Husserl is now

obvious: transcendental phenomenology seeks precisely to trace the sensible

101 PDT, 34; cf. SZ, 31; Heidegger, 1973: 377: "[Es ist] die Substanzialitat, was in seinem
Nichterscheinen dem Erscheinenden das Erscheinen ermëglicbt. In diesem Sïnne kann man sagar
sagel\ dafi sie erscheinender ais das Erschienene selbst ist"
102 Cf. note 3, above.
103 Cf. SZ, 31.
104 SZ, 28; emphasis in the original.
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"appearances" back ta their essences or originary eidê (Heidegger: the true phenomena),

ofwhich the former are mere shadows (less evident adumbrations). The abjects on the

surface are "the symbol for that which constitutes the Being of beings," i.e., the

ontological ground of the beings we encounter in our everyday sensible reality (PLW,

19).105 This "Being of beings" is

for Plato that through which beings show themselves in their 'loolC

[Aussehen]. Plata does not take this 'look' as a mere 'aspect.' For him,

the 'look' retains something of a coming-forth, 106 through which all

things 'present' themselves. Standing in its 'look,' being [das Seiende]

shows itself. 'Look' in Greek is 'eidos' or 'idea.'"

(PLW: 20)107

Thus Heidegger styles the climb ta the outside of the cave as a phenomenological

reduetion à la Husserl, from "imag-ination" ta "adequate noesis," from empty

presumptions, through bodily perception, to complete, eidetic intuition.

As 1have now shown, Heidegger implicitly interprets the cave allegory as a

parable ofHusserlian tru~ moreover, Heidegger's own notion oftruth is predicated on

bis rejection ofHusserl's eidetics. These two facts, taken together, suggest that

Heidegger does not himself endorse (what he takes to be) "Platonic" truth any more

than he does Husserlian truth. Then to what end does he assimilate Plato and Husserl?

It is neither ta show that Plato was a phenomenologist, nor that Husserl was a Platonist,

but rather, to expose archaic, pre-Platonic ways ofthinking about truth and being, ways

105 l translate the Gennan words "Sein" and "Seiend" as flBeing" and "being," respectively. "Sein" is
the gerundive fonn of the vero "to be," while "Seiend" is a participle. The substantive forro. of the
participle is the neuter noun, "das Seiende," which literally means "the being [thing]," Le., "entity."
This distinction between Sein and Seiend is common in many other languages; the isomorphism of
the participial and gerundive forms is a peculiarity ofEnglish.
106 Latin, ap-pareo.

107 Cf. SZ: 219: "Das Wahrsein des logos als apophansis ist das alëtheuein in der Weise des
apophainesthai: Seiendes-aus der Verborgenheit herausnehmend-in seiner Unverborgenheit
(Entdecktheit) sehen lassen. Die alêtheia, die von Aristoteles nach den oben angefiihrten Stellen mit
pragma, phainomena gleichgesetzt wird, bedeutet die 'Sachen selbst', das, was sich zeigt, das Seiende
im Wie seiner Entdecktheit."
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which, according to Heidegger, Plato's theory of forros simultaneously preserves and

begins to cover up. At the same rime, Heidegger's reading suggests that while Husserl

begins to penetrate back to the primordial sense of truth abscured by Plata, this incipient

recollection is stalled by Husserl's focus on intentionality. l will now examine how

Heidegger pursues this critique.

Earlier, 1showed how for bath Plata and Husserl, truth is not a black-or-white

affair. Rather, they can conceive ofshades oftruth because both conceive it ultimately

in terms of self-showing or e-vidence: the eidos is maximally self-evident to immediate

noesis, but it aIso may be mediately intended through perception or imagination. As the

prisoner climbs the ontological rungs demarcated in the Divided Line, the truth ofbeing

becomes progressively brighter, until he fina11y emerges into the uneclipsed, full "'light'

oftruth" (Rep. 509a) in the place where "truth and reality shine resplendent [katalampei

alêtheia te kai to on] (Rep. 508de). As will become clear, it is crucial for understanding

Heidegger's critique to see that Plata and Husserl not oruy both conceive truth in

intuitional terms of clarity and distinctness, but that they conceive intuition itself

intentionally as eidetic vision.

Heidegger sees in the phenomenal nature of the ideai-i.e., their clarity and

distinctness-a continuity between Platonic and archaic notions of truth. This continuity

is, in temporal terms, the reverse image ofhow Heidegger's and Husserl's respective

conceptions of truth are related: Husserl now represents the (neo-)Platonic notion of

tr~th, whereas Heidegger represents its (neo-)archaic version. On the one hand,

Heidegger, like Husserl, himself conceives primordial truth as "discoveredness," "un­

concea1ment," or "dis-dosure,1I which we have discussed at length. Ta the extent that

the notion oftruth-as-unconcealment operates within the semantic field oflight and

clarity, it is continuous with Husserl's notion oftruth-as-evidence. Yet, as l argued, it

aIso radicalizes the latter, penetrating ta a more primordial stratum of truth: for

Heidegger, "unconcealedness" is not identical with "evidence," but rather is the
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condition ofpossibility of evidence: it is more primordial than evidence insofar as any

object, in order ta be evident, must first have an "opening [Lichtung]" in which it can be

seen. 10S Heidegger's radicalization ofHusserl moreover has a historical dimension: he

undergirds the phenomenological analysis ofthe universal architectonie ofDasein with

an etymological description of the archaic notion oftruth-as-unhiddenness purportedly

encoded in alêtheia, the standard Greek ward for "truth. Il 1t is into this nexus of

transcendental and historical analyses ofDasein that Heideggers critique in "Platons

Lehre" is bound. 109

With respect ta Plata, then, Heidegger first very plausibly argues that the

fundamental tropes of the cave allegory-the darkness of illusion, the brightness of

reality-depend for their structural and symbolic cogency on truth being understood as

unconcealedness or revelation.

This lllikeness" [allegory] can only be constructed on the image of the

cave because it is codetermined by the basic experience ofalêtheia, the

unconcealedness ofbeings, an experience taken for granted by the

Greeks. For what else is the subterranean cave than something which is

open, but at the same rime covered over, which despite its opening

remains sealed up by walls of earth? The enclosure of the cave, which is

in itselfopen, and that which is surrounded by it and sa concealed,

simultaneously indicate an external zone, the un-eoneealed, which during

the day expands into the lighted openness. Orny the essence oftruth,

thought in archaic Greek terms ofalêtheia, orny the unconcealedness

which stands in relation ta the concealed (ta the dissembled and veiled)

108 [repeat what [bave severa! times said before: while Heidegger may he justified in criticizing
Husserl for not conceiving truth radically enough, his critique of Plato is not justifiable on this count
Plato does explicitly thematize truth as Lichtung in the image of the sun in Rep. VI. 1will give the
details of my critique in a future paper.
109 He reasons as follows: ifphenomenological analysis shows ttuth primordially to mean
"disclosure" or "unhiddenness;" and ifwe nonetheless think oftruth in a different way, viz. as
"correctness," then there must have been a moment when the primordial conception gave way ta the
current one (or sorne precursor of the laner).
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can have an essential relation ta the image of a cave that lies beneath the

daylight Where truth has another essence and is not

"unconcealedness," or at least is oot codetermined by unconcealedness,

there a "cave allegory" would have 00 illustrative power.

(PLW: 33)

Heidegger thus discems the archaic sense of truth in the phenomenal nature of the

cognitive objects at each stage: their degree oftruth is proportional to the degree oftheir

clarity, i.e., their un-obscurity. Heidegger aIso marks the disclosive, unconcealing sense

oftruth in the fourth phase of the allegory, the descending retum into the cave. Here he

again relies on a-Iêtheids purported connotation of active deprivation or "wrenching

away;" now, in "Platons Lebre" he writes: "'Truth' originally means that which is

wrested away from the coocealing obscurity" (PLW: 32).110 As daring or bizarre as

this extension oftruth-as-unconcealedness may seem from the philological point of

view, it does explain how the allegory as a whole may be said to contaio a subtext of

truth. For presumably the returning ex-prisooer tries to release bis comrades from their

shackles (Rep. S17a) by "wrenching their necks around" (Rep. SISe), paining their eyes

(Rep. SISe; e), and violently (Rep. SISe) dragging them (Rep. SI6a) past the tire into the

sun, just as he had been. The sighting oftruth results from a violent conversion of the

soul to light.

Now, the allegory does not thematize this conception oftruth as sueh--i.e., as

manifestness--but ooly insofar as sorne particular object ofcognition is manifest, clear,

or illumined. This is why Heidegger next argues that in addition to the "disclosive"

sense oftIUth we may discern a oew meaning in the allegory: truth as "correctness"

110 [n Sein und ZeU, he wrote: "Truth (un-eoveringldis-elosure) must always fust he wrested away
from what-is. What-is is tom away from the concealing obscurity. Each concrete case of dis-covery is
always a kind of robbery. 15 it a coïncidence, tbat the Greeks express the essence of truth with a
privative expression (a-letheia)?" (SZ, 222). Cf. esp. SZ, 311: "Die Freilegung des ursplÜDglichen
Seins des Daseins mufi ihm vielmehr im Gegenzug zur verfallenden ontisch-ontologischen
Auslegungstendenz abgerungen werden. ... Die Seinsart des Daseinsjàrdert daher von einer
ontologischen Interpretation, die sich die Ursprunglichkeit der phânomenalen Aufweisung zum Ziel
gesetzt bat, dafl sie sich das Sein dieses Seienden gegen seine eigene Verdeckungstendenz erobert."
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(orthotés) (PLW: 33, ff.). We should not mistake Heidegger to mean "correetness of a

proposition," i.e., the correspandence of a proposition's content with a faet of the matter.

In Heidegger's reading ofPlato, propositional correctness follows from a more primary

correctness, viz. that of the direction of the "soul's eye" (cf. Rep. VI, 508cd). Ifthe ideai

are the truest abjects ofvision, and ifthat vision is most correct which is directed at

them, then the correct sighting of the ideai becomes paramount: "everything rides on the

orthotés, on the correctness of the sightline" (PLW: 41). Thus Plato's speculative or

cognitive interest in truth subordinates the archaic concept of truth-as-disclosure to the

idea: "'unhiddenness' now only signifies the unhidden insofar as it is accessible through

the manifestness of the idea" (PLW: 35). The degree ofcorreetness of the soulls gaze

is at each stage determined by the degree ofreality ofits object, namely the degree to

which the objeet's essence is manifest.

While the full truth ofbeings is only reached in a vision of the ideai, of the

things themselves, Heidegger's critique focuses particularly on the highest ofthese, the

Idea of the Good (idea tau aga/hou): it is here that the inescapability of the orthotic

conception oftruth becomes especially clear. The idea tou agathou is likened to the sun

in Republic VI: as the sun is both the cause ofvisible things (in their growth and

existence) and the cause oftheir visibiIity, 50 too is the Good the cause ofknowable

things (ideai) and their knowability (Rep. 508bc). What does "goodness" have to do

with knowledge? A Kantian interpretation may point to the speculative utility of

teleologically guided inquiry, but phenomenology aims not for heuristic concepts; it

strives to bring essences to immediate view. 1l1 As Husserl writes, lIit is not a matter of

securing objectivity, but to understand it" (Husserl, 1954b: 193).112

As we have said, an idea or eidetic phenomenon "[as the] look of something,

grants the insight into what a being is ll (PLW: 38; cf. 34). Put another way, the essence

III Cf. Bernet, et al., 1993: 187. The similarity ta Plato's description of the goal of dialectic as the
discovery of the unhypothetical principle should not be ignored (Rep. VI).

112 For a discussion of the difference between the phenomenological and (neo-) Kantian projects, see
esp. Tugendhat, 1970: 180, ff.; Kem, 1964.
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makes a being "fit [tauglich]" to appear as what it is, Le., fit for us to recognize it as a

token of a certain type. It is in view ofthis enabling function of the idea that Heidegger

argues that agathon should be translated as "fit" or "fit-making" (PLW: 38). An idea

makes each thing fit to be seen as a such-and-such; by extension, that which makes each

idea fit as an idea is the idea of ideai, or "fit-as-such"-to agathon.

It is this which enables each shining [eidetic phenomenon] to shine

forth; hence it is itselfwhat genuinely appears [i.e., the absolutely

genuine phenomenan], the mast radiant in its appearance [das in seinem

Scheinen Scheinsamste]. Therefore Plata (Rep. 518c9) also calls the

agathon "tau ontos to phanotaton," "the most apparent (most shining-

forth) ofbeings. '1

(PLW: 38)

The "idea of the Good" is the "highest" idea because it is the condition of possibility of

the eidetic appearance ofall the other eidetic phenomena (ideai). It is the essence of

idea tout court, i.e., that which in the first place lets a being appear/shine as a being. l13

What is Heideggers objection to the idea tou aga/hou thus conceived? He

daims that it represents the "domination of the idea over a/êtheia" (PLW: 41),114 the

subordination of truth-as-unconcealedness to the idea. But what does tha! mean? His

objection can only be understood in light of ms lifelong question, the on/ologica/

question: "What is the meaning ofBeing as such?" 115 "Being," Heidegger wrîtes, is

"that which detennines beings as beings, that with respect to which beings '" are always

already understood" (SZ, 6). In the case of sensible beings, we have seen that the Being

which detennines them as beings is their eidos. Yet, for both Husserl and Plato, an

113 Heidegger's interpretation of the Good as the idea of ideas goes back at least to Natorpls (1921).
Natorp's conception of the relationship of the Good to the other ideai is of similar form. But where
Heidegger interprets the ideai as given phenomena (in the special phenomenological sense), Natorp
conceives them as laws. The Good is thus the ulaw of laws,n viz. the law that we should follow laws
(in morality) and think in terms of laws (speculatively).
114 Cf. PDT, 35.

115 uDie einzige Frage, die Heidegger immer bewegte, ist, was wir immer wieder betonen müssen, die
Frage nach dem Sein: was besagt 'Sein'?" (Heidegger, 1973: 377).
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eidos, too, is a being: what constinrtes the eidê's Being? Plato's answer is: the idea tau

agathou. "The Being ofbeings lis' not itself a being," Heidegger says; Il[t]he first

philosophical step in understanding the problem ofBeing is not 'to tell a story,' Le., not

to determine beings as beings by deriving them from another original being, as ifBeing

had the charaeter of a ... being" (82, 6). The idea tou aga/hou seems to satisfy this

requirement for an answer to the ontological question, since Plata ealls it epekeina tés

ousias, "beyond Being" (Rep. 509b9).

Still-does it in fact satisfy the requirement? The idea tou agathou remains an

idea, i.e., it remains a being, namely one analogous to the sun: it is the brightest of

beings (tou on/os to phono/aton). Plato thus either gives a contradietory answer to the

ontological question, or else in fact exclusively conceives the Good ontically, merely

ca11ing it epekeina to express its supremacy among beings.116 He thus faIls into a

vicious circle: ifwe want ta know what that Being is through which any being ultimately

is a being or "has being," it does not take us one step further ta define that Being as

again a being. This is the core ofHeidegger's criticism. Thus, when Plato caBs the

"idea tou agathou" the "cause of all that is right and good for all men" (Rep. VL 517c),

Heidegger translates "cause"--aitia--as "Ur-sache." While "Ursache" is the standard

Gennan word for"cause," Heidegger's hyphenation (Ur-sache) emphasizes the

ultimately ontic status of the Good (tou on/os to phanotaton): "Für aile 'Sachen' und

ihre Sachheit ist die hôchste Idee der Ursprung, d.h. die Ur-sache"-"for all things117

and their thing-hood, the highest idea is the origin, i.e., the cause [the 'original-thing']"

(PLW: 40).

With Plato's location of the eidê's truth in the Good, and thus of the Being of

beings in a being, Being as such is made the noematic abject of a noetic subject. In

116 Indeed, the full phrase is epekeina tês ousias presbeia kai dynamei hyperechontos: "beyond
being exceeding it in dignity and power. \1 Plato could merely be saying that it is "beyond" the other
beings in dignity and power, but not that it is itself net a being.
117 Again in the sense of Husserl's dictum. "to the things themselves. Il
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particular, the analogy ta the sun subordinates the light of truth to an ontie source, the

Good. 1t is thus impossible to thematize truth as such-as manifestness or

unconcealedness; it is only thinkable insofar sorne particular object of cognition is

manifest, c1ear or illumined. Paideia, the aettlal topic ofthe allegory, is in the Republic

conceived as the progressive rectification of the soul's vision towards the highest truths.

. Though the soul's eye is always directed at something, be it shadows or artifaets or

animais, yet the direction of its gaze can be more or less correct, depending on the

degree ofits objeet's truth. Its progress is measured by the degree ofthat

rectification. 118 The initial elenchus redireets it towards the light, and the subsequent

stages of ascent fine-tune its line ofvision. When it finally latches onto the idem, its

gaze is correct in the full sense, for "through this correctness, vision and knowledge are

right vision and knowledge, sa that in the end it directs itself at the highest idea and

secures itselfin this 'direction'" (PLW: 41-42). Thus, the ontic conception ofBeing is

necessarily accompanied by an orthotic conception oftruth: we look most con-ectly

when our intentional ray has latched onto the most true object, the Good itself, the "most

shining-forth ll in its presence.119

This critique cao be extended ta Husserl as weIl. We already have seen how

Husserl's "ontological" location oftruth in the truth ofthe abject or intentum

undermined the conception of truth as essential/y a correspondence relation between

subjeet and object. 120 Heidegger's critique ofHusserl's interpretation of "truthll and

"being" is that whereas Husserl dislocated them from the subject, they still remain

deterrnined by the intentional relation, and therefore ontically and not ontologically

118 Cf. Rep. 515d: "orthoteron blepoi."

119 "In this orientation [towards the Good], noêsis [das Vernehmen] assimilates itself to that which
is to be sighted, i.e., the "look" of beings. As a result of this assimilation of noêsis as an idein
[looking] with the idea [look], a homoiôsis, a congruence or assimilation of cognition with the thing
itself occurs. Thus, out of the priority of idea and idein over alêtheia, there springs a change in the
essence of truth. Truth becomes orthotês, the correctness of noêsis [intention] and of expression
[Aussagen]." (PDT, 42)
120 Cf. Heidegger, 1973: 377.378.
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understood: "Being" and "truth" are still always only thought in tenns ofthe being and

truth Dia thing, viz. the intentum. Thus "philosophica1" thinking, insofar as it thinks of

and on being at aIl, thinks ontica1ly, even in its most "abstract" contemplation.

l have now shown how a Platonic idea can be read as a Husserlian eidos at

aImost any level ofdetail. 1 have shown how this equivalence operates as a subtext in

Heidegger's interpretation of the cave allegory; indeed that interpretation only makesfull

sense once this subtext has been revealed. A relation ofsemantic congruence thus

obtains between the Husserlian and Platonic eidê. For Heidegger, however, the more

important point must be that the underlying reason for this congruence is the same.

Once we have seen that Heidegger's description of the cave maps onto a schematic

representation ofHusserl's theory ofeidos, we aIso see that Heidegger's critique of

Plato applies equally to Husserl. That critique, as l have argued, focuses on the orthotic

conception oftruth, and the correlative ontic sense ofBeing. The reason why bath Plato

and Husserllocate the u1timate ground oftruth and being in eidê, conceived as self­

evident essences is that they conceive truth within the horizon ofintentionality. In

particular, they conceive oftruth as a feature of the intentional aet of cognition, as

opposed ta desire, anticipation, aversion, etc. Both take cognition as the baseline forro

ofintentionality, because it is defined as intending objects with maximal or ideal c/arity,

all other fonns of intending are thus defective or parasitic on this maximum.

Heidegger's critique, finally, does not try ta refute this analysis of intentiona/ity:

indeed, he agrees with it. Rather, bis aim in "Platons Lebre" is twofold: firS!, to show

that the intentional conception ofhuman consciousness, wbich we find sharply drawn in

the Divided Line and the cave allegory, is but a derivative mode of a more primordial

way ofbeing and experiencing truth, which he attributes ta the archaic Greeks. Second,

he implies that Husserl's analysis oftruth, in following the guiding notion of evidence,

penetrates back to the edge of the conceptual horizon ofintentionality drawn by Plata, to

the same zone where the meaning of truth wavers between correctness and manifestness.
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Yet because Husserl takes the horizon of intentionality as ultimate, and since

consciousness as intentional is always di-reeted at something, Husserl's notion oftruth

remains conceived in terms ofcorrect di-rectedness (Richtigkeit der Richtung). For

both Plato and Husserl, truth and Being are attained by retraining our attention upon

new, higher things (onta), viz. the eidê, rather than considering truth and Being as the

conditions of possibility of onta.

Heidegger, by contrast, insists that there is a more prîmordiallevel of human

being than subjective consciousness. Heideggers critique ofPlato and Husserl thus

serves his own propaedeutic project of the "destruction of the history of

metaphysics,"121 i.e., the systematic breaking-down of the conceptual structures that

black our access to the primordial. lliuminating this ultimate stratum is a mo~1 difficult

enterprise, insofar our language in this sphere is thoroughly and ineluetably

"intentional," hobbling, chaining down our very thinking ofthe oon- or pre-intentional.

This is why Heidegger finds it useful to show that the intentional conception has a

historical origin (supposedly Plato), and to suggest that the recollection122 of pre­

Platonic conceptions oftruth as dis-dosure (alêtheia) can help us find words to

describe truth and Being as such. That project no longer pertains to the question of

Platonism. Yet by painting to ambiguities in Plato's notion of truth as he has in

"Platons Lehre," Heidegger has at least given us cause to ask again: what is Platonic

truth?

121 Cf. SZ, §6.
122 This recollection necessarily constitutes a new project centered on hermeneutics.
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6. Epilogue.

What lessons can we draw from this study? First, l hope l have exposed severa! ways

in which much of Heideggers philosophy-for all its "phenomenological"

commitments-owes a debt to neo-Kantianis~ particularly to Natorp. As Gadamer

recently put it, Heidegger scholars will come to discover that Natorp was an Ileven

greater influence on Heidegger than was Husserl." l Surely Gadamer exaggerates, but l

have little doubt that Natorp's importance has yet to be fully appreciated-and not merely

as an "influence" on Heidegger. Second, l hope that my presentation ofNatorp's and

Heidegger's readings ofPlato will encourage scholars of ancient philosophy to avail

themselves of the interpretive possibilities ofboth the (neo-)Kantian and

phenomenological approaches, however construed. Let me now turn to a more detailed

account of these points.

From a theoretical perspective, the most important points ofcontact between

Heidegger and Natorp is their "this-worldliness;" their interpretations of being; and their

(quasi-Romantic) interpretation of philosophy's history. By "this-worldliness" l mean

that they bath believe philosophy analyzes and informs life in the here and now, and is

not a contemplation ofwhat one likes ta calI a "Platonic" realm of abstractions. Their

this-worldliness is chiefly expressed in their ontologies: for both, being is a being-in­

flux., a being-in-becoming, a being-in-time. These temporalized ontologies whose

primary problem is mutation, moreover, lead bath thinkers to a conception of

philosophy as fundamentally dynamic, though again, they differ in their respective

conceptions of this dynarnism.

Ofcourse, as l have tried to show, through each of these similarities there runs a

systematic difference, a difference rooted in Heidegger's radicalization of

phenomenology as he found il. To put it in the most reductive terms, Heidegger may be

seen as attempting a kind offusion of Natorp and Husserl, but at a pre-theoreticallevel.:

l In private conversation, December. 1999.
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he injects the neo-Kantian view ofbeing-as-flux into the self-described "static

Platonism" ofHusserlian eidetics, yet pursues the whole project at the primordiallevel

ofDasein: the constitutive relation oftime to being (which continues to mystify me) is

constructed at the level ofDasein's existence in this, its world. For Natorp] "being"

means something very eIse (though equally hard ta grasp). "Being" is a function of

judgement, of predication. As the ultimate condition of possibility ofjudgement, it is

that whereby we impose order upon the flux of appearance: we bring that flu.x to "be"

just by judgingit to be constituted by such and such relation(s). Yet these judgements

are never final verdicts; as Natorp stresses, they are made only to dissolve and

reconstitute themselves again and again from new points of view.

Natorp's "ontology" is scientistic. The judgements he speaks of are those of

science and mathematics, in the tirst place, never those of"everyday experience" or

sorne primordial psychology. Much of Natorp's meaning here escapes me, because l

am not familiar enough with mathematics or mathernatical physics] but it seems clear

that bis scientistic being "flows" in several senses. Most obviously, the object-domain

ofphysics is in itself that of motion and change, whether or not we understand this

domain empirically or theoretically.2 Further, all events may be precisely and

mathematically described (i.e. judged), but each such judgement is from a point of view

not in itself privileged. Thus scientific thinking can and indeed must continually alter its

point of view in arder ta attain a richer network of relations

(Beziehungszusammenhttnge). It is this network which constitutes, for Natorp, the

"interweavïng of ideai." Hence science is itself "in motion," for it is ever judging anew;

and the relations it judges ta hold are also "moving, Il insofar as they are continually

reevaluated as the system of relations expands, and as thinking attains to new vantage­

points from which to survey the system. Much more should be said~ but given the

constraints both oftime and understanding, 1 only mention here that Heidegger, too,

2 Natorp even argues that mathematics is in fllL~ but l leave tbat aside here; cf. Natorp. 1910.
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seems ta subscribe to this interpretation of science~ if not the meaning ofbeing implied

by it.3

6:3

Let us now tum to their respective interpretations ofPlato. The striking

similarity here lies in their emphasis on the concept of logos as a fundamental

component of the theory of ideai. Since Natorp and Heidegger both (uncontroversially)

read Platonic logos to mean primarily d.ialectic~ it is perhaps more accurate to say that

they interpret the ideai in terms of dialectic. Now for all their differences conceming the

meaning ofthis term, theirfocus on dialectic is c10sely conneeted with their shared this­

worldliness. Indeed, it causes both Natorp and Heidegger to interpret the ideai as this­

worldly, i.e. not platonistically as transcendent substances. As l tried to explain in

Chapter Tbree, the ideai are for Natorp not goals of reasoning, are not transcendent

things 1:l,e ultimate vision of which is merely prepared by dialectic. Rather, they are

themselves the vantage points or perspectives which Plato caUs hypotheses, and 50 are

literally a constitutive moment ofdialectic. Specifically, they are possible predicates of

scientific judgements; their scientificity depends upon their coherence with other such

judgements; demonstrating that coherence is what Plata calls lagon didonai.

Of course Heidegger rejects Natorp's scientistic starting-point, instead

maintaining that Plato is atternpting something much like his~ Heidegger's, own project

offundamental ontology. While, like Natorp, he does not think of the ideai or eidê as

transcendent substances, he instead conceives them as moments ofDasein's awareness

of the beings it finds all around it all the rime. Ifwe are interested in the being of

beings, as Heidegger insists we should be, then we must come to see these b-:;ings in a

special way, a way that illuminates their essence. This seeing, and our capacity for il, is

what Heidegger identifies with nous. And the way in which we see~ i.e. truly penetrate

ta a being's being, is through logos. In order to see something~ we have ta discuss il,

3 Indeed it is, as l sball argue in a separate paper, precisely Natorp's ideal of a Stellensystem as the
Grundbestand of Sein that informs Heidegger's analysis of technology as Gestell in tlDie Frage nach
der Technik, Il and other essays. Cf. esp. 'Wissenschaft und Besinmmg," "Die Zeit des Weltbildes.1I



talk it thrau~ either with athers or with ourselves. ldea and eidos are what we see and

understand thraugh this talking (dia-/egein).

Thus, it is clear that anels interpretation ofdialeetic's relation to the idem will

have consequences for onels interpretation ofnous. Thus, for Natorp, nous i,s not a

power of intuitive seeing, but of"doing" dialecti.c. As l argued in Chapter Five, this is

precisely Heidegger's view as weIl, at least fonnally speaking. Dnly here, because

Heidegger operates at the primordiallevel of analysis, logos and nous are reinterpreted

as pre-theoretical phenomena Of course, they may express themselves in theoretical

modes, and here he seems to agree with Natorp that Plato's dialectic just is the

thearetical moment of logos.

Even 50, Platols "theoreticaI" legein, and therefare also theoretical noein, mean

something apparently very different for Heidegger than for Natarp. Heidegger

understands dialectic not as an acti.vity ofjudging through which (scientific) 0bjects are

constituted or constructed, but rather as a kind of speech through which the things

themselves are revealed and brought to clarity in their being. AIthough l know of

nowhere that Heidegger discusses it, the slave-boy episode in the Meno illustrates bis

point weil. Socrates and the slave-boy together confront a square (more precisely, an

image ofa square); that is, the square is given, and they "look" at it. But what they see

and how they see it could not be more different. Socrates brings the boy to see the

square which he was before merely looking at, to see it in a new way, gained through

dialeetical discourse, which reveals a true feature ofits being.4 An idea, then, on

Heidegger's reading is the look of the thing itself as c1arified through speech: dialectic is

that clarifying, "apophantic" speech. For both Natorp and Heidegger, then, there can be

no final or redeeming vision, a feature oftheir philosophies that opens them te skeptical

4 15 the insight into a "truth" about squares enough ta count as an "ontological" insight? Or does one
have ta grasp the essence of square? Put another way, is knowing how to double the area of a given
square truly onto[ogical knowledge? Whatever the answer, my point is tbat it is dialectic which allows
us to see; here perhaps all we see is a truth of squareness, even if it is not yet the essence of square
itself. But that essence, too, is to he seen through dialectical articulation.

6:4
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probings. 1cannot enter upon this issue here, except to say that !bis is the price you pay

for rejecting the Husserlian quest for pure and total evidence.

Both Natorp's and Heidegger's readings prompt us, moreover, to ask what

"truth" means in Plato. A Natorpian reading will have to answer the question, What

does truth amount to if the ideai are interpreted as hypotheses, and knowledge is "in

motion" and infiniteLy revisable? Heidegger, on the other hand, faces a different

problem. We may find his phenomenoLogical anaLysis oftruth-as-discLosure more or

Less convincing, and his reading of the cave allegory provocative. But in neither case can

we accept bis very strange daim that Plato fails to thematize truth Il as such." Although

time-constraints have kept me from subjecting this aspect of bis reading to the critique it

deserves, his consistent misreading of the relationship of the ideai to the good and the

"1ight" oftruth is an interpretive distortion. 1believe it is rus commitment to the

narrative ofphilosophy's decline, which tempts him so tendentiously, ifunconsciously,

to bend Plato's words on this matter.

Finally, l want to point out what 1take to be the most important consequence of

both Natorp's and Heidegger's interpretations, as much as they differ from each other,

viz. the relation of logos to nous, or, to use Kantian tenns once more, discourse to

intuition. Kant's main criticism ofPlata is that Plato believed in intellectual intuition,

that is, in the rnind's ability to percei'/e abjects directly without the mediation of either

sensibility or categories of the understanding. Kant holds that we simply do not have

such a power. What l find 50 interesting about Natorp and Heidegger is that they both

integrate the notion of a PLatonic form into discourse, i.e. logos (or dialectic), so that

Kant's objection no longer finds traction. For Natorp, the ideai are logoi or components

of logoi, and intuition itseLfis conceived as having a "logical" structure. For Heidegger,

Dasein's power ofunderstanding, nous, is inherently "sighted," not in a passive sense of

receiving impressions, but in an active sense ofinterpreting and thereby truly perceiving

the worId around il.
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