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DOUNIJIOCODPU A PEJINTUN
KOI'EHA M1 HATOPIIA:
CIIOP O T PAHUILIE PASYMA

B.H. Beao8'

Qunocopus peaueuu y I'epmana Koeena u Ilayas
Hamopna, ocroBameneti u eaaBuvix npedcmabumeneti
Mapbypeckoii wixoasl Heokanmuancméa, npedcmabasem
coboil BaxkHyto u 00HOBpeMeHHO CHOPHYI0 HACHTb UX (PUA0-
copexux cucmem. Hucxyccus Boxpye npobaem peaveuu
Hauasacey Grympu Mapbypeckoil wikoavl u He npexpauya-
emcs cpedu uccaedobamenetl Mot wiKoAbL 00 CUX NOP.
ObsscHsaemcs amo mem, umo «Bempaubarue» pusocogp-
CKO20 OCMbLCACHUS (heHOMeHA pesueutl 6 KAacCuueckyio
mpuady cucmemsl gpusocogpuu, mo ecmv ogopmaerue
911020 heromena 6 NOHAMUAX A02UKU, NOCTYAAIMAX SMU-
KU U NPUHYUNAX ICIMeMUKU, KOCHYA0Ch CAMUX OCHOBaHUI
amoil cucmemsl. Onupascs 6 ocHoBHom Ha uepHoBule 3a-
nucu u nepenucky Koeena u Hamopna, s npoBoxy mbicab
0 M0M, U0, HECMOMPA HA BHYmMperHue U 00CMAamouHo
cepbestble pasHOAACUA 110 NPodAEMAM pesu2ul U ee Me-
cma 6 ¢purocogpckux nocmpoenusx, Koeen u Hamopn,
Bo-nepboix, He NOKUHYAU NOUBY Kpumuuecko2o Uoeasus-
Mma, 00 koHya ocmabasce BepHvimu cboetl hui0cogpcront
wkoae, u, 6o-6mopeix, credobaru npunyuny 63aumHo2o
yBaxenus, coxparsis npogeccuonarbryto u Heiobeueckyio
cumnamuto opye « opyey. Kpome moeo, s obocroBvibaio
cboe ymbepsxdenue 0 pasAUMHOM NOHUMAHUU MapoOype-
CKUMU Heokanmuanyamu c6oeobpasus peaueuu 6 cucme-
Mme ¢pusocogpuu. Cneyugpuka 3moeo pasiuvus oaem 6o3-
MOXKHOCIb He npocmo Becmu peds 0 epanuye pasyma u
PAYUOHAABHOCIIU, HO CAMY MY epanuyy coeiams 00sem-
HOT, HANOAHUB ee CMbLCA0BbIM co0epKanueM U pacuiupub
maxum 0bpasom cepepy Kpumuteckoeo udeasusma. B xooe
Ouckyccuu no npobsemam peaveuu Ilayre Hamopn 6osee
akmyaivto u pasbeprymo, a 'epman Kozen, ckopee, auuib
NOMEHYUAIBHO 3aABUAU O NPOEKMAX Cepbe3Holl Mparc-
hopmayuu pusocogpuu, Komopuvie OHU NONbLIMAAUCH pe-
asusoBams 6 cBoux no30Hux padbomax.

KaroueBvie croBa: purocopus pesueuu, mapoype-
ckoe Heokanmuarncmbo, epanuya pasyma, yybcmebo, kpu-
muyeckut U0eaLusm, Cucmema puiocopuu
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NEO-KANTIANISM

COHEN AND NATORP’S
PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION:
THE ARGUMENT
ABOUT THE BOUNDARY OF REASON

V.N. Belov!

The philosophy of religion as presented by Hermann
Cohen and Paul Natorp, the founders and main repre-
sentatives of the Marburg School of Neo-Kantianism, is
an important and at the same time controversial part of
their philosophical systems. The discussion around the
problems of religion began within the Marburg School
and still continues among those who study that School.
The reason for this is that “fitting” philosophical think-
ing about the phenomenon of religion into the classical
triad of any system of philosophy, i.e. effectively formu-
lating that phenomenon in logical concepts, ethical pos-
tulates and aesthetic principles touched the very founda-
tions of that system. Drawing mainly on the rough notes
and correspondence of Cohen and Natorp I argue that, in
spite of internal and quite important differences over the
problems of religion and its place in philosophical con-
structions, Cohen and Natorp, first, retained their com-
mitment to critical idealism and remained loyal to their
philosophical school to the end and, second, followed the
principle of mutual respect, preserving their profession-
al and human sympathy for each other. Besides, I sub-
stantiate my assertion that Marburg Neo-Kantians had
different concepts of the special place of religion in the
system of philosophy. The specific nature of this differ-
ence warrants the discussion not only of the boundary of
reason and rationality but adds new dimensions to that
boundary, filling it with content and thus broadening
the very sphere of critical idealism. In the course of the
discussion of the problems of religion, Paul Natorp (in
a more immediate and extended fashion) and Hermann
Cohen (largely potentially) stake a claim to projects for
the serious transformation of philosophy which they
tried to implement in their later works.

Keywords: philosophy of religion, Marburg
Neo-Kantianism, boundary of reason, feeling, critical
idealism, system of philosophy
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BBemenmne

O xonnenmsx dpntocodprn penurnmu lepmana
Korena u ITaya Haropria B oTzesibHOCTI yoke He-
MaJIo HaIlVCaHO B VCCIIeIOBAHMSIX, TIOCBAIIIEHHBIX
KakK B I1eJIoM pvI0COPCKMM crcTeMaM 3TUX JABYX
npezcTaBuTesiert MapOyprckom KOkl HeOKaH-
TMAHCTBA, TaK ¥ KOHKPETHOMY aHaJIM3y VX IOf-
XOHOB K pniI0cOPCKOMY OCMBICIIEHIO peHOMeHa
permrun?®. TlosToMy IIaBHast 1eIb MoeVt paboTBI
COCTOUT B BbISIBJIEHUI OCHOBHBIX WeV W CIIely-
dukm kpuTrdeckmx nosuimy Korena n Hatopra
B UX IIOJIeMMKe BOKPYI OCMBICJIEHWS CYIITHOCTU
penurmm.

Hecomuenno, Koren n Hatopr Oputnt camocTo-
ATeJIbHBIMMY VI OPUTVMHAJIBHBIMU MBICJIUTEISIMMA,
OTKpPBIBaBIIVIMI HOBBIE IIyTV TpPaHCIIeH/IeHTaIb-
Hom dpvtocodpum. ITput Beelt MIKoIBHOCTY MX PU-
JI0COPCKMX TTPUCTPACTUN OHUM MMeJI COOCTBeH-
Hble, YaCTO OT/IMYHBIe APYT OT Apyra IO3WIIUN
110 MHOTVIM BOITpOCaAM TeOpUM IO3HaHMs, STUKM,
3CTeTMKM M IICUIXOJIOTMM — ¥, KaK IOKa3bIBaIOT
COXpPaHMBIIIVIECS B apXVBaX MaTepuaslbl, OIryosm-
KOBaHHBIe B AByXToMHUKe X. Xosblixas (Holzhey,
1986), akTMBHO MOJIEMU3MPOBAIN APYT C IPYTOM.
OpHako — v 3TO OCHOBHasI T'MITOTe3a JIaHHOM pa-
00TBI — MMEHHO CIIOp O CYIIHOCTW PeIUTUM, O
BO3MOXKHOCTSIX ¥ HEOOXOAVMMOCTYM BKJIIOUUTH OC-
MBICJIeHVIe PeJIUTUN B cucTeMy dvtocodum IIpu-
BeJI X K pasMBIIIUIEHVM O IpaHUlle pasyMa, ee
criennduYecKmx cBovicTBax 1 oobeme. 51 0bocHO-
BBIBAIO MIEI0 O TOM, UYTO B IIepBYIO Odepeb B3a-
mMHas Kputnka Korenom 1 Haropriom paspaba-
ThIBaeMBIX VMMM KOHLEMIN priocodpumt pem-
rmm criocoOcTBoBasia POPMUPOBAHMIO OCHOBHBIX
TIOJIOXKEeHMV VX PrII0cOPCKMX CHCTeM B IO3[IHYe
rogel: y Korena — B «Pesurum pasyma 13 McTou-
HuKoB mynansma» (Cohen, 1919), y Hatopma —
npexzae Bcero B «PmIocodckom crucTeMaTuKe»
(Natorp, 1958). CiiemyeT ykasaTbk U Ha TO, UTO $IB-

2 Cwm., "anp.: (benos, 2015a, 20156, 2018a, 20186, 20188,
2019; Omurpuesa, 2008; IToma, 2012; Adelmann, 2010;
Lohmann, 1995; Holzhey, 1986; Jegelka, 1992; Saltzman,
1981).
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Introduction

The concepts of the philosophy of religion
of Hermann Cohen and Paul Natorp have each
been thoroughly discussed in the studies devot-
ed to the philosophical systems in general of
the two representatives of the Marburg School
of Neo-Kantianism and to the concrete analysis
of their approaches to philosophical conception
of the phenomenon of religion.? Therefore, the
chief aim of my study is to identify the main
ideas and the distinctive features of the po-
sitions of Cohen and Natorp in their polemic
around the essence of religion.

Cohen and Natorp were undoubtedly in-
dependent and original thinkers who charted
new courses for transcendental philosophy and
who, for all their adherence to the School in
their philosophical leanings, had their own fre-
quently very different positions on many issues
of the theory of cognition, ethics, aesthetics and
psychology. As attested by surviving archival
materials published in Holzhey’s two volumes
(Holzhey, 1986), they were engaged in an ac-
tive polemic with each other. However — and
this is the main hypothesis of my paper — it
was the argument about the essence of reli-
gion, the possibilities and necessity of includ-
ing the understanding of religion in the system
of philosophy that prompted them to reflect on
the boundary of reason, its specific properties
and its volume. I argue that it was Cohen and
Natorp’s mutual criticism of their respective
concepts of the philosophy of religion that con-
tributed to their formulation of the main pro-
visions of their philosophical systems in their
later years, e.g. Cohen in his Religion of Reason
Out of the Sources of Judaism (1972, first pub-
lished in German 1919), and Natorp, above all
in The Systematics of Philosophy (Philosophische

2 See, for example, Belov (2015a, 2015b, 2018a, 2018b,
2018¢, 2019), Dmitrieva (2008), Poma (1997), Adelmann
(2010), Lohmann (1995), Holzhey (1986), Jegelka (1992),
Saltzman (1981).
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HBIM 00pa30M ITepeoCMBIC/IVBaeT IIOHATYIE TPaHV-
bl pasyma toieko Ilayse Haropr, a I'epman Ko-
TeH K 3TOV IIpo0JIeMe HaIIpsAMYIO He oOpalraeTcs.
Onnako paspabareiBaemble KoreHom wmpjen emu-
HOI'o 1 eMHCTBeHHoro bora, koppesnsamnumu bora n
JeJIoBeKa, ey BIIOJIHe paljyiOHaJIbHBIe, VICKIIIO-
Jaronye BCIKYI MUCTUKY M MWUOJIOrMIO, a Tak-
JKe ero paccyXaeHus O TeOJIOTMYeCKMX BOIIpocax
Teopenuss, OTkposeHms1, cesatoMm Jlyxe, Mmeccum,
GeccmepTum 1 BockpeltieHny, KOTOpble OH B CH-
CTEMHOM BUJIE€ HPEIJIOXKIII B CBOEN IIOCJIeTHEVI,
IIOCMEepPTHO W3[aHHOM pabote «Peymurusi pasy-
Ma...», MO)KHO CUMTaTh peakliyer Ha 3Ty IIpobiie-
My ¥ IIepeOCMBbICJIeHVIeM KaHTOBCKOI'O ITOHSTVS
IpaHNUIIBI pasyMa’.

Hpyrovt rumoTesoi, KOTOPYIO s 0OOCHOBBIBAIO
B CBOEM VICCJIeZIOBAHWM, SIBJISIETCSI MBICJIb O TOM,
YTO IJIABHBIM BOIOPa3fiesioM IO3UILMY MapOypx-
1IeB 110 BOIIpOCaM PeJIUTUN IIOCITYXKMjIa TeMa Je-
JIOBeKa KaK VHAVBWLYaIbHOTO CyIecTBa, peaim-
3YIOIIEro KOHTAKT C OKPY KaOIIVIM €ro MVUPOM U
o0J1aaroIiero BHy TPeHHVIMY HeTIOBTOPVIMBIMU 1
He CBOIVIMBIMI HI K YeMy BHeIITHeMY XapaKTepu-
CTUIKaMM.

Haxomnerti, TPeThEeN IMIIOTe30V JaHHOM pa60TBI
CTaJIO IIpeAroJIOKeHVe O TOM, YTO MIMeHHO pac-
CY>XJeHMsI O CYIIHOCTV PeJIUTMU B I1eJIOM IIpefl-
JlaraloT BepHble OPMEeHTUPBI IS OIpelesIeHNs
cnenmduky nosuun Korena n Haropna B pam-
Kax e[IMHOM (pr1ocodCKOV IIKOJIBI, OHY W3 KO-
Topbix (Korena) ycjioBHO MOXHO OXapaKTepu3o-
BaTh KaK OOBEKTMBVCTCKO-METOMNYECKYIO, IPY-
ryo (Haroprma) — kak cyOBeKTMBUCTCKO-CVIMBO-
JINYECKYIO.

* Cwm., Hamp.: «[ToHSATHME pa3yMa JOJIDKHO BIIEpBLIe IIPOI3-
BecTn 1oHATHE permrmm» (Cohen, 1919, S. 3); «OTkpoBe-
HVIe eCTb TBOpeHMe pasyMa» (Ibid., S. 84); «Kax TBoperue,
TaK 11 OTKpOBeHVIe BIIepBble IIPUXOIAT K COBEPIICHCTBY
ToIbKO ¢ OTKpOBEHNEM B pasyMe, B JIyXe UeJOBeKa, KO-
TOPBIVI ITO3TOMY COCTABJISIET VX TIPELITOCHUTKY. HerToBex. ..
KaK pa3yMHOe CyIIIecTBO sBJIgeTcsi KoppessitoM bora Ot-
kposenus» (Ibid., S. 92). [laiee B cTaThe 51 He oOpallawoch
K TIOfTIpoOHOMY aHasM3y 3Tovt paboTsl KoreHa m oTcpuIaro
guraTesr K apyruM csouM Iryommkanysam (beros, 2015a,
2018a, 20186).
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Systematik, 1958). It has to be said that only
Paul Natorp explicitly rethinks the concept of
the boundary of reason while Hermann Cohen
does not tackle the problem directly. Howev-
er, Cohen’s ideas of the one and only God, the
correlation between God and a human being,
quite rational ideas that rule out any mysticism
or mythology, as well as his reflections on the
theological aspects of creation, revelation, the
Holy Spirit, the Messiah, immortality and res-
urrection which he systematically set forth in
his last posthumously published book, Religion
of Reason, can be seen as a reaction to this prob-
lem and a re-interpretation of Kant’s concept of
the boundary of reason.?

My second hypothesis in this article is that
the main watershed between the Marburgers’
positions on religious matters was the topic of
the human being as an individual in contact
with the surrounding world and possessing in-
imitable inner characteristics that cannot be re-
duced to anything external.

Finally, the third hypothesis of this work is
the suggestion that it is reasoning on the es-
sence of religion as a whole that offers secure
guidelines for determining the specificities
of the positions of Cohen and Natorp in the
framework of a single philosophical school One
of these positions (Cohen’s) can be tentatively
described as objectivist-methodical and the oth-
er (Natorp’s) as subjectivist-symbolic.

Reason or Feeling: Cohen versus Natorp

At the end of the first decade of the twenti-
eth century an interesting discussion unfolded

® Cf. “The concept of reason has to engender the con-
cept of religion” (Cohen, 1972, p. 3). “Revelation is the
creation of reason” (ibid., p. 72). “Like creation, revelation
too can come to completion with the revelation to rea-
son, to man'’s spirit, which is therefore the presupposi-
tion for it. Man, not the people, and not Moses: man, as
rational being, is the correlate to the God of revelation”
(ibid., p. 79). Elsewhere in this article I skip detailed
analysis of this work of Cohen and refer the reader to
my other publications (Belov, 2015a; 2018a; 2018Db).



Pasym mv 4yBCTBO:
Koren nporus Haropmna

B xonrie 1900-x rr. BHYTpM MapOyprckort mko-
JIbl HEeOKaHTMAHCTBa pas3BepHYslach MHTepecHas
IVICKYCCH 110 BOIIPOCaM PeJIuINN, ee VICTOKOB, ee
cBsi3u ¢ pustocodriert 1 B IIeJIOM C YesIOBeUeCcKO
KYJIBTY POVL. ApXVBHBIE MaTepyasIbl IIPeIOCTaBIIs-
IOT OYeBUIHBIE CBUIETeIbCTBA TOTO, YTO, BO-TIep-
BBIX, 0Da JInjiepa 3TOV HeOKAaHTMAHCKOV IITKOJIBI
BHMMATeJIbHO CJIe[IVUIN 3a HNyOIMKauusMu JIpyr
npyra B obstacTv penurum (OyKBasIbHO pasOupam
X IIOCTpaHN4HO). Bo-BTOpEBIX, chopmysmpoBan-
Hble B 3TMX IyOJIMKAIIMX TO3UIM O CYLIHOCTY
PeJIUIUY BBI3bIBAJIV MEX/IY MX aBTOpaMU cepbes-
Hble pasHoryacus u criopbl. OHAKO cileflyeT yKa-
3aTh ¥ Ha TO, YTO KPUTHMKA JPYT JIpyra 110 BOIIPO-
caM HOHMMAaHMS PeJIUTUN CO CTOPOHBI Kak Kore-
Ha, Tak 1 HaTopna HuKorzia He BBIXOAMIIA 3@ PaM-
KM aKaZleM4ecKOoro, MHTeJUIeKTYaJIbHOTO CIlopa:
IVICKyCCHs BejlaCh apr'yMeHTWPOBaHHO, KaXK[IbIV
ee YUaCTHUK ITPOSIBIISTT YBaskeHe K IO3MIIVN OIl-
TIOHEHTa.

Xotest ObI OOpaTUTh BHMMaHMe ellle Ha OAVH
O4YeHb BaXKHBIVI MOMEHT 3To AucKyccun. OHa, Ha
MOV B3IJISi/], COIEPXKUT CBUETeIIbCTBA TOro, YTO U
Koren, n HaTopm B 10CTaTOYHO CIIOKHBIX V1 HEOJI-
HO3HAYHBIX ITpo0sIeMaX, KOTOpBIe BCeT/a Ieperpy-
JKeHbl KOHHOTaTVBHBIMI CMBIC/IaMV, OCTaBaJINCh B
pamMKax KpuUTudecKon dpuiocodms, ObUI BepHBI
cBoeit pry10codpCKOV IITKOIIE U TPaaUIINY KaHTOB-
CKOV TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHOM prytocodmit. DTo oco-
0eHHO Ba)XHO IIOYEPKHYTH BBUY TOTO, UTO KaK
pa3 dwiocodms peMruy CTAHOBUTCS TeM KaM-
HeM ITPeTKHOBeHVsl, 13-3a KOTOPOro ITPOVICXOUT
cepresHas TpaHchOpMalls Bcell CCTeMbl puio-
codpum MapOyprckont mikosbsl. V1 ata TpaHcdop-
MalIlysi OKas3bIBaeTCs HaCTOJIIBKO ITyOOKom 1 Cy-
IIIeCTBEHHOVI, YTO JaeT OCHOBaHV HEKOTOPBIM VC-
cJlefioBaTesIsIM CUMTATh TIOCIIeIHWIA TIepYOfT, TBOP-
uvectBa 1 y Korena, n y Haropna (a gyckyccust 1o
BOIIPOCaM peIUTUV 3HaMeHyeT cOOOV IOCTIeTHT
TIIepyIof], TBOpUeCTBa IIePBOro M IIPUTOTOBJIeHMe K
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within the Marburg School of Neo-Kantians on
religion, its sources and its link with philosophy
and human culture as a whole. Firstly, archives
contain clear evidence that both leaders of the
Marburg School closely followed each other’s
publications on religion (literally scrutinising
these publications page-by-page). Secondly,
the positions on the essence of religion that in-
formed these publications sparked serious dif-
ferences and arguments between their authors.
However, it should be noted that in their crit-
icism of each other’s views on religion both
Cohen and Natorp stayed within the frame-
work of academic intellectual debate; state-
ments were well-argued and the participants
showed respect for the opponent’s position.
Another important feature of the debate
should be noted. In my opinion, it shows that
both Cohen and Natorp in their complicat-
ed and controversial discussions, always over-
loaded with connotations, stayed within the
framework of critical philosophy, remaining
loyal to the philosophical school and the tradi-
tion of Kant’s transcendental philosophy. This
needs to be stressed because it was the philoso-
phy of religion that became the stumbling block
over which a serious transformation of the en-
tire philosophical system of the Marburg School
took place. This transformation was so profound
and substantial that it prompted some scholars
to regard the final period in the work of Cohen
and Natorp — the debate on religion marks
the last period in the work of Cohen and antic-
ipates the last period in the work of Natorp —
as a departure from the initial Marburg School
position. Thus Frank Rosenzweig in an extend-
ed “Introduction” to the first volume of Cohen’s
Jiidische Schriften (Jewish Writings) described his
later philosophy as a special period that saw
a radical reappraisal of the Marburg philoso-
pher’s previous ideas: “It was a long journey,
Rosenzweig writes, that led him [i.e. Cohen] to
self-discovery and self-revelation — it was one
and the other simultaneously, indeed the lat-
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HIOCIIeTHEMY IIepuoy B TBOpUYeCTBe BTOPOIO) yiKe
OTXOJIOM OT VX ITepBOHAYJIbHOV IITKOJIBHOVI TIO31-
oy, B wactHocTn, ®@panir PoseHnsenr B passep-
HYTOM BBelleHUM K IiepBoMy Tomy «Pabot 1o my-
mansMy» Korena oxapakTepri3oBasl ero MO3IHIO0
dmtocodnio Kak 0coObIVt Heproz, Ha KOTOPBIN
IIPVIXOIUTCS PaaVKayIbHAs IlepeolleHKa IIperTbl-
OyIIMX et MapOyprckoro duiocoda: «2To ObLT
JOJITUV yTh, — 3aMedaeT PoseHIIBeNI, — KOTO-
pemt mpuBent ero [KoreHa] k camMooOHapy KeHVIIO
¥ CAMOOTKPOBEHMIO — 3TO ObUIO M TO, U gpyroe
OTHOBPEeMEHHO ¥ JaXke BTOpoe OoJiee, UeM IIepBoe,
IIyTh 3aBepIIeHVs VI IyTh IIOBOPOTA, BO3Bpallle-
HuA Ha poauHy» (Rosenzweig, 1924, S. XX). B npy-
rOM MecTe, OlleHMBasi ocsleIHIo padoTy KoreHa,
oIy OJIIMKOBaHHYIO IIOCMEPTHO, a MMeHHO «Perm-
T'MIO pa3yMa...», Po3eHIIBeNT MoguepKmBaeT IIpuH-
LIVIVAIBHYI0 HeOOXOOVIMOCTb «JINTaTh» PaHHVEe
paboTer KoreHa cKkBO3b IIpM3My ero mosmHen du-
stocodpmm: «2DTa KHUTA €CTh CBU/IETEIbCTBO 3TOTO
3aBepIIIeHHOr0 BO3BpallleHNs Ha POAVHY, PaBHO U
ero ripopykt» (Ibid., S. LXIV)™.

* AHaJIOTMIYHOVI TOYKM 3peHMsS MPWUOEPXMBAETCI W
3. Yo (Ucko, 1927). OHako cripaBeyIMBOCTI Pajiyi Cle-
IyeT yKas3aTb Ha TO, YTO OOJIBIIIVIHCTBO MCCIIelOBaTeIIel
TBOpuecTBa Korena 1 ocobeHHO ero dmtocodpnm pemm-
IV He COITIaIIaloTCs ¢ HOIoOHO olleHKoV1 Po3eHIBerira.
Tak, manpumep, A. Iloma 3agsisger: «B mevicTtBurenbHO-
CTV TPV TIepexofie OT 3TUMKM K PeSTUIUM pedb UfeT He
o “cmene” (Ubergang), He o Iepexofe K Ipyromy, HO O
“pacimpenum pobiemsl” n o “pactBopennn”’ ee Io-
CPefCTBOM OTXOHa OT HAyYHOTO MeTOda M HPWHSTUS
BBICITIEVI TIePCIIEKTUBEL PeJIAIIY, KOTOpasi He naeT Bpas-
pe3 ¢ Hay4YHOW 3TUKOV, a... JeJIaeT ee 3aBePIIeHHOV [CM.:
Cohen, 1996, S. 58]. ImeHHO B 3TOM CoCTOWUT “TpUyMd
permrum” [Cohen, 1919, S. 218], nonoHsIONI TPUYMd
STUKM M He IIPOTMBOpEYAllUil eMy: B IIOHVMaHWN VH-
OVMBYAYyyMa KaK pallfOHAJIBHOTO OBITWS, a 3HA4YWUT, Obl-
THsI HPaBCTBEHHOI'O, IIOCKOJIBKY OH MHIMBUIYyasleH, a He
IIPOCTO IIPVYACTEH YeJIOBEYECTBY, a 3SHAYNT, BO BHECEHWIN
ocoboro borarcTa MHAMBYIYYMa B IIPOLIECC peayT3ariii
uesioevecTBa» ([Toma, 2012, c. 267). [1. AnenpmaH 11071a-
raeT, 4TO «XOTS B TedeHMe cBoert Km3HM Koren u He oT-
BETWI Ha OCHOBHOV BOIIPOC 00 OTHOIIIEHWUV PeIATIIL 1
palvoHaIM3Ma, HO BCe )Ke IIOCTaBWI ero cBoeoOpasHbIM
VI HaCTOSTEJIbHBIM OOpa3oM: YTO O3HauaeT AuddepeH-
myanys permruu n gpwiocoduy, ecan Bemyllee IIOHS-
THe pwrocodnn, KOToOpoe IIPOXOOUT Uepe3 BCIO KM3Hb
dwitocoda, a MmeHHO TOHATHE “Vmen”, MMeeT CBOVM
COOCTBEHHBIM COflepKaHMeM Jejla IpodeTndecKoro co-
3HaHMA?» (Adelmann, 2010, S. 249).
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ter more than the former, a journey of comple-
tion and a journey of reversion, a homecoming”*
(Rosenzweig, 1924, p. XX). Elsewhere, assessing
Cohen’s last work published posthumously, Re-
ligion of Reason, Rosenzweig stresses the funda-
mental necessity to “read” Cohen’s early works
through the prism of his later philosophy: “This
book is evidence of the completed return home
as well as its product” (ibid., p. LXIV)®.

Natorp’s later philosophy also elicits a mixed
reaction from scholars, with some pointing out
its pervasive relativism, accusing Natorp of jug-
gling with concepts, and others discerning in it
a penchant for metaphysical mysticism (Jegelka,
1992, pp. 231-235). However, as Norbert Jegelka
rightly points out, “[...] the mistakenly assumed
metaphysics here is a reconstruction of the plan
of critical philosophy under altered conditions;
in it philosophical sensitivity, free from all sys-
temic dogmatism, formulates a critical response

* “Es ist ein langer Weg, der bis zu dieser Selbstentdeckung
und Selbstoffenbarung — es war beides zugleich und mehr
noch das zweite als das erste — fiihrte, ein Weg der Vollend-
ung und ein Weg der Umkehr und der Heimkehr.”

5 “Das Buch ist das Zeichen dieser vollendeten Heimkehr, wie
es ihre Frucht ist.”

¢ This view is shared by S. Ucko (1927). However, it has
to be said for fairness sake that the majority of schol-
ars studying Cohen and especially his philosophy of
religion disagree with Rosenzweig’s opinion. Thus,
for example, Andrea Poma writes: “Actually, the pas-
sage from ethics to religion is not so much a transition
(Ubergang), a passage to something else, but an ‘enlarge-
ment of the problem” and a ‘solution’ to it, by means of
the abandonment of the scientific method and the taking
up of the peculiar, higher perspective of religion, which
is not in contradiction with scientific ethics, but rather
[...] constitutes its complement (cf. Cohen, 1996, p. 58). It
is of this that ‘the triumph of religion” consists [Cohen,
1972, p. 186], being complementary and non-contradic-
tory in respect of that of ethics: when understanding the
individual as a rational, that is, moral being, inasmuch as
he or she is an individual, and not only a participant in hu-
manity, and therefore bringing the individual’s specific
wealth into the process of the realization of humanity”
(Poma, 1997, pp. 213-214). D. Adelmann (2010, p. 249)
believes that “although during his lifetime Cohen failed
to answer the main questions about the relationship be-
tween religion and rationalism, he did raise it in an orig-
inal and compelling way: what does the differentiation
between religion and philosophy mean if the key con-
cept of philosophy that runs through the philosopher’s
whole life, i.e. the concept of the “idea,” has the affairs
of the prophetic consciousness as its own content?”



INospussg dunocodurs Haroprna Takke BbI3BI-
BaeT IIPOTMBOpEeUNBbIe OLIEHKM WccilefoBaTesient:
OIHM yKas3bIBalOT Ha ee CIUIOIIHOV PeJISTUBU3M,
oOBnHsIg HaTopma B urpe ¢ mHOHSTUMSAMMU, OPY-
r'vie 3aMedaroT B HeVl CKJIOHHOCTb K MeTadwsiye-
ckont muctuke (Jegelka, 1992, S. 231—235). OnHa-
KO, KaK CripaBe/inBo 3amedaetr HopGept Verers-
Ka, «OIIMOOYHO Iojlaraemasi 37ech MeTadusuKa
ABJISIETCSl  PEKOHCTPYKLMeN 3aMbIcila KpuUTuJe-
cKov pustocodmnt B APYTUX YCIIOBUSX, B Hell pu-
jocodcKasi 4yBCTBUTE/IBHOCTh 3alledarsieBaeT B
cBoboIe OT JII000r0 CYCTEMHOTO IOrMaTu3Ma Kpu-
TUYeCKUI OTBET Ha BHOBb BCKpbIBaeMble IJT1yOuH-
Hble Borrpockl» (Ibid., S. 235). TTayse HaTopm mpo-
IOJDKaeT CBOIO HavyaTyIo B paboTax IO IICVIXOJIO-
Iy OporpaMMy pacIIMpeHus IpeaMeTa KpUTH-
yecKom ¢ustocodunt 3a cYeT BKIIIOYEHVS B Hero
cyOBeKTMBHOrO. B «@ustocodckornt cucteMaTvike»
OH CTaBUT IIepert cobort q)yHLLaMeHTaHBHeV[LHyIO
3a71a4dy: BBIPA3UTh JIOTMYECKUMI CpefiCTBaMU TO,
YTO MBI Ha3bIBaeM XXM3HBIO".

B nonemuke Korena m Haropra mniposiBuiachk
elre OffHa JleTallb, XapaKTepuU3yrollas X B3aViMO-
IEVICTBVIE B paMKaX €IVIHOW IITKOJIBI: Koren npen-
CTaeT B KauecTBe OTKpbIBaTesIs HOBBIX IIpo0iIeM 1
nyrent B dpustocodpmnt, Haroprr crpemMuTcs HamTu
VIM JIOCTOVIHOEe MecCTO B (pmstocodpckovi cucTeme,
KPUTUYIHO 0OpabaTeiBasi HOBBIE ViZIEV, OLleHVBAS
VX JOCTOMHCTBA, IIpefyiaras Mx yrHopsaodnBaHye
U IIPpOAYKTVMBHOE CaMOCTOsSTeSIbHOe IIpOuYTeHUe,
OTKpBIBasg MX VHHOBAIIVIOHHBIE II€PCIIeKTVBBI U
TBEpHIO OTCeKasl TO, UTO, 10 ero MHEeHWIO, IIPVBO-
IIUT K COMHUTEJIBHBIM pe3yJibTataM. UTo KacaeTcs
cyxnaeHnit KoreHa B OTHOIIIEHMY HOHVMMAaHUS pe-
murvvt HatoprioMm, To ero xputuka agpecoBaHa B
OCHOBHOM BTOpOMY M3aHmio Kuurv Hatopna «Pe-
JIATUS B ITpefiesiax r'ymMmaHHoOCTv» (Natorp, 1908).

1. Koren KpuTHKyeT CBOero KOJUlery 3a mpuia-
HYe peJINTuM TOTAJIbHOTO XapaKTepa, KOTOPBIV,

° HecyryuatHo HeKOTOpBIe WcCiIefioBaTeNV, HarpuMmep
MN.®. JIlomanH, cunTatoT, uro HaToprr Tem cambiM cOim-
KaeTcs ¢ prrtocodprert XX13HY, CTaBIIIer 0COOEHHO TI0Iy-
nspHout mocite Ilepsort Muposort BovHBI (cM.: Lohmann,
1995, S. 147).
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to new and pressing issues [...]"7 (ibid., p. 235).
Natorp continues his programme of extending
the object of critical philosophy by including
the subjective, the work begun in his papers on
psychology. In Philosophische Systematik Natorp
sets himself a formidable task of expressing
what we call “life by logical means”.?

The polemic between Cohen and Natorp re-
veals yet another detail characterising their in-
teraction within the same school: Cohen is a
discoverer of new problems and paths for phi-
losophy and Natorp seeks to find a worthy
place for them in the philosophical system, crit-
ically examining the new ideas, assessing their
merits, offering ways to order them and the pro-
ductive new readings, discovering their innova-
tive potential and firmly cutting out what in his
opinion leads to dubious results. As for Cohen’s
judgements about Natorp’s understanding of
religion, his criticism is mainly directed at the
second edition of Natorp’s book Religion inner-
halb der Grenzen der Humanitit (Religion within
the Limits of Humanity) (Natorp, 1908).

1) Cohen criticises his colleague for giv-
ing religion a total character which, as Cohen
writes conveying Natorp’s idea, covers all
spheres of human activity (science, ethics, art)
and which can only be understood in feeling,
i.e. subjectively. But the totality of human ac-
tivity, according to Cohen, is the subject of psy-
chology, not philosophy:

Hence, religion as feeling and as “the total-
ity of inner experience” (87)° is the totality of
science, ethics and art? And so the totality of

7 “[...] die vermeinte Metaphysik ist Rekonstruktion des Vor-
habens einer kritische Philosophie unter verdindernten Bedi-
ngungen, in ihr prigt philosophische Sensibilitit in Freiheit
von allem Systemdogmatismus eine kritische Antwort auf neu
sich auftuende, weiterdringende Fragen [...].”

8 It is no accident that some scholars, for example,
J.E. Lohmann (1995, p. 147), believe that Natorp thereby
draws closer to the philosophy of life that became par-
ticularly popular after the First World War.

 The numbers in brackets after the quotations or with-
out brackets before the quotations indicate the numbers
of pages in Natorp’s book (Natorp, 1908) analysed by
Cohen and quoted in his notes.
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KaK OH IIoJIaraeT, Iepefasas MbIciib HaTopra, ox-
BaThIBaeT Bce cdepbl YesIoBeYeCKO AesiTeI IbHOCTI
(HayKy, 3TUKY, MCKYCCTBO) U ITOCTVKeHVe KOTOpPO-
rO BO3MOXHO TOJIBKO B UyBCTBE, TO €CTh CyObek-
TBHO. HO TOTaJIbBHOCTB uesIoBeuecKou AesiTesIb-
HOCTH sBJIsteTcs, corslacHo Koreny, mpemmerom
IICVIXOJIOT MM, a He dvtocopmm:

3HaUUT, peJIUIMs KaK YyBCTBO U KaK «TOTaTb-
HOCTb BHYTpPEHHero nepexmpaHms» (87)° — arto
TOTJILHOCTh HayKM, 3TUKM W VMCKyccTBa? 3Ha-
YT, TOTAJIbHOCTD YesioBeKa? = MpefMeT IICHXO-
norun? DTy ToTajlbHOCTh HaTopn npoTusonosa-
raeT TpeM «00ocoOeHusIM» B KadecTBe «CaMo-
yTBepkaeHus» (88) A passe He Bce TpU, 0OcOOeH-
HO BTOpOe U TpeThbe, SABJIAIOTCA CaMOyTBepKie-
HUSAMM 3TO «ayieBHom camoctu»? (Holzhey,

1986, S. 99).

2. KoreH Tax>ke BbIpakaeT CBOe HeJIoyMeHVie 110
MIOBOALY TICMXOJIOIMYeCKOV XapakKTepucTuky Ha-
TOPIIOM PeIVTIMM KaK CTPeMJIeHUM K ITOKOr0: «90
“TpeboBaHne 1TOKOs OT BceX MUPOBBIX 3a00T”! OTO
Bcex? 3HauMT, ¥ OT HayKM M HPaBCTBEHHOCTM?
“TToxont B BeunoMm”! Het, Beunast pabotal» (Ibid.).

3. Koren xareropmyecky OpOTVB IPU3HAHVS
Haroprniom pemnurmosHont Mudosorun. Pedepu-
Pys COOTBETCTBYIOMMIT (pparmMeHT M3 KHMUrm Ha-
TOpIla, OH SMOIIVOHAJIBHO pearvpyeT Ha IIpO-
YMTaHHOe BOCKJIMUIIATEIBHBIMU ¥ BOIIPOCUTEIIb-
HBIMI 3HaKamu: «B Mude mODKHA COXpaHSIThb-
cs “xu3Hp gymm”’! Perurus Oe3 muda goimkHa
Obura Obl m3rHath M bora! <..> Pennrusg, cie-
JIOBaTeJIbHO, B JIEVICTBUTEIIBHOCTY €CTh MM, “BuIT
Muda”! “CorracHo cobcTBeHHOMY onvcaHmio Ko-
reHa”? (98)» — wm BoszpaxaeT: «f cTpeMmIcs onu-
carb MM(OM He UYBCTBO, a IIpayIeMeHT BCSKOIO
CO3HaHM KYJIBTYPBbI, IIpyYeM MMeHHO ero 00oco-
Onenmil» (Ibid.).

4. BMecTo IaHTEMCTMYECKOrO TOX[IeCTBa de-
noseka u bora B xpuctuancrse Koren mpeara-
€T TIOHATVE KOPPeIsSINM B OTHOIIEHUV MEeXIy

¢ 1ndpsl B cKOOKax Imocste ImMTaTh v 0e3 CKOOOK repert
IMTaTOVt 0003HAYAIOT HOMepa cTpaHmI KHurv Haroprra
(Natorp, 1908), anammsupyemont Korerom m mmurmpyeMornt
VIM B CBOVIX KOHCITEKTMBHBIX 3aITMCSIX.

man? = the subject of psychology? Natorp sets
this totality as “self-assertion” in contrast to the
three “individualisations” (88) Are not all three,
especially the second and third ones, self-asser-
tions of “the selfhood of the soul”?'’ (Holzhey,
1986, p. 99).

2) Cohen also questions Natorp’s psycholog-
ical description of religion as a quest for calm:
“90 “The demand for being relieved of all the
world’s troubles.” All of them? Hence of science
and morality? ‘Calm in the eternal.” No, eternal
work!”" (ibid.).

3) Cohen categorically objects to Natorp’s
acceptance of religious mythology. Summaris-
ing the relevant fragment from Natorp’s book,
he reacts emotionally with exclamation and
question marks: “The myth must preserve ‘the
life of the soul!” Religion without myth would
have to banish the name of God! [...] (98) Con-
sequently, religion in reality is a myth, ‘a
kind of myth!” “According to Cohen’s own ac-
count’?” — and he goes on to object: “I have
tried to use a myth to describe not feeling but a
proto-element of any consciousness of culture,
exactly its individualisations!”*? (ibid.).

4) Instead of the pantheistic identity of man
and God in Christianity Cohen proposes the
concept of their conjunction: “109 “Unity with
God.” It is, at the end of the day, Christian pan-
theism which here too establishes feeling as the
primary force of life instead of ethics! [...] 119

10 Also ist die Religion als Gefiihl und als “Totalitit des in-
neren Erlebens’ (87) die Totalitat von Wissenschaft, Ethik und
Kunst? Also die Totalitit des Menschen? = Gegenstand der
Psychologie? Diese Totalitit setzt Natorp den drei ‘Sonderun-
gen’ gegeniiber als ‘Selbstbehauptung’ (88) Und sind nicht
auch alle drei, besonders aber zwei und drei auch Selbstbe-
hauptungen dieses ‘seelischen Selbst’?”

“90 ‘Forderung der Ruhe von allem Welttreiben!” Von Al-
lem? Also auch von Wissenschaft und Sittlichkeit? ‘Ruhe im
Ewigen’! Nein, ewige Arbeit!”

12 “Im Mythos soll sich das 'Leben der Seele” erhalten! Die
Religion ohne Mythos miifte den Namen Gottes verbannen!
[...] (98) Auch sei Religion in der That Mythos, von der Art
des Mythus’! "Nach Cohens eigener Beschreibung’? Ich habe
nicht das Gefiihl mit dem Mythos beschreiben wollen, son-
dern das Vorelement alles Kulturbewuftseins, aber eben sein-
er Sonderungen!”
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Mt «109 “Enurcrso ¢ borom”. D10, B KOHEu-
HOM CYeTe, XPUCTVMAHCKNII ITAHTeN3M, KOTOPBIV 1
371eCh yCTaHaBJIVBaeT YyBCTBO KaK IlepBOHAYAIb-
HYIO CWIy XM3HU Ha MecTto 3Tuku! <..> 119 bor
€CTh JIeVICTBUTEIIPHOCTh, PeasIbHOCTh Oj1ara B ye-
JIOBEUeCKOM MMpe, He “IyIlia Bcex AyIl’ ¥ TOMY
rortobHoe!» (Ibid., S. 100).

Crenyet, ogHaKo, IPMU3HATH M TOT (PAKT, YTO
no3uiysl Haropra 1o oTHomeHuIo K (peHOMeHY
periruy, ee cBoeoOpasuio B pamMKax dniocod-
CKOVI CUCTEMBI, K BO3MOXXHOCTM €ee ITOCTVDKEHVIS
PalVIOHAJIBHBIMY MeTOaMI KPUTUYECKOV (pyIo-
codpmm He ObUTa OAVMHAKOBOVI B TEUEHVIE BCEVI €I
TBOPYECKOV XXV3HV ¥ IIpeTepIieia B ee IO3THUI
IIepyoy 3HaYMTe IbHbIe 3MeHeHMs. OTMedas Kak
HeCOMHEHHY IO ITpeeMCTBeHHOCTB BO B3ryIgaax Ha-
TOpIIa, TaK M VX OUEBUIHYIO SBOJIIOLIVIO, OIVH 13
HeMeITKmx vccenosatestert, V1.d. JTomanH, yKa3sbl-
BaeT, YTO MIMEHHO

..B ODHapyXeHMN OOXEeCTBEHHOTO BO BHY-
TpeHHemIlleM spe uejoBeKa, ero JylleBHON
OCHOBE CYIIeCTByeT ITPeeMCTBEHHOCTb MeXIy
panHen 1 nosgHen gwiocodpuen peymrum Ha-
Topna. Pasimane nposisiisieTcss B BOIpoce O CB-
31 PeJIUTUM C TpaHCleHIeHIelt. XoTs BHavasle
Hatopn orBeprait sty cBs3b, ntosgHunt Haropn
NpU3HAaeT 3a peIuruer «TpaHCLIeHIVPOBaHue»,
HO, KOHeUHO, He «JormMaTudeckoe». Penmrus y
Hero OoJIbllle He COCTOUT B YMCTO CyObeKTUB-
HOVI MHTMMHOCTV 9yBCTBa, HO HaXOOWTCI B OT-
HOIIIeHNW B3aMHOCTM Jymm u bora, Toro Bora,
KOTOPBIVI KaK CBEpXKOHEYHOe 11 aOCOITIOTHOe 0X-
BaThIBaeT 4eJjloBeKa, 3HaeT OH 00 3TOM WM HeT

(Lohmann, 1995, S. 155).

Penurus wiam sTuka:
Haropn nporus Korena

Haropn B cBOMX 4epHOBBIX HAOpOCKaX ¥ MCh-
Max ocTaBujI Oojlee ITpOCTpaHHBbIe 3aMeuaHMs K
aHaJIM3y KoreHOBcKom dwuiocodpum permrum. K
COXXaJIeHWIO, BCe OHM OTHOCSITCS B OCHOBHOM K KO-
reHoBcKoV pabote «[loHsITME perturuut B cuCTe-
Me prtocodpmm», onyOnmkoBaHHou B 1915 1. (cMm.:
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[...] God is reality, the reality of good in the hu-
man world, not “the soul of all souls” and the
like!”® (ibid., p. 100).

One has to admit, however, that Natorp’s
position on the phenomenon of religion, its dis-
tinct character within the philosophical system,
the possibility of understanding it through the
rational methods of critical philosophy was not
immutable throughout his life and changed sig-
nificantly towards its end. The German scholar
Johann Friedrich Lohmann, noting the indu-
bitable continuity in Natorp’s views as well as
their obvious evolution, notes that

[...] in discovering the divine in the human
being’s innermost nucleus, at his soul’s
foundation, there is continuity between
Natorp’s early and later philosophy of religion.
The difference manifests itself over the issue of
the link between religion and transcendence.
Initially Natorp denied the link, but in his late
period he admitteds religion’s “transcendence,”
though of course not of the “dogmatic” kind.
Religion no longer lies in the pure subjective
inwardness of feeling, but stands for the
reciprocity between the soul and God — a
God who as the Supra-Finite and Absolute
encompasses the human being whether or not
he is aware of this'" (Lohmann, 1995, p. 155).

Religion and Ethics: Natorp versus Cohen

In his rough notes and letters Natorp left
more extended remarks concerning Cohen’s phi-
losophy of religion. Unfortunately, they all refer
mainly to Cohen’s work, Der Begriff der Religion

3109 “Einheit mit Gott'. Es ist letztlich der christliche Pan-
theismus, der auch hier das Gefiihl als Urkraft des Lebens an
der Stelle der Ethik setzt! [...] 119 [...] Gott ist Wirklichkeit,
Realitit des Guten in der Menschenwelt, nicht ‘Seele aller
Seele” und dergleichen!”

4 “Gerade im [...] Finden des Géttlichen im innersten Kern
des Menschen, seinem Seelengrund besteht Kontinuitit
zwischen Natorps friiher und spiter Religionsphilosophie. Die
Differenz zeigt sich in der Frage eines Transzendenzbezugs
der Religion. Wiihrend dieser von Natorp zundchst abgelehnt
wurde, gesteht der spite Natorp der Religion durchaus ein al-
lerdings nicht ‘dogmatisches” — “Transzendieren’ zu. Religion
besteht nun nicht mehr in der reinen subjektiven Innerlichkeit
des Gefiihls, sondern sie steht fiir den VWechselbezug von Seele
und Gott — einem Gott, der als das Uberendliche und Abso-
lute den Menschen umgreift, ob dieser darum weifp oder nicht.”
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Cohen, 1996), 11 abcoTfOTHO He 3aTparuBaroT II0-
crlefTHero coumHeHms «Pesirus pasyma 13 MCTOU-
HUKOB WMydan3Ma», Ype3BbIUallHO Ba’KHOTO IS
IIOHVMMaHMs KOTeHOBCKO (pryiocopmm pesTurimm.
OcraeTcs TOJIBKO TaiaTh, I0OYeMY TaK IIPOV3OIIIIO.
Camoe mpocToe 0ObsICHEH e, JIeXalllee, 9TO Hasbl-
BaeTcsl, Ha IIOBEPXHOCTY, COCTOUT B TOM, 4TO «Pe-
murus pasyma..» (1919) nosisusiacek B neuaTu yxe
TIocJIe CMepTH ee aBTopa, 1 Haropm He Buen He-
OOXOIVMMOCTM BBICKA3bIBaTh CBOMI KPUTWYECKVIEe
3aMedaHVs TOMY, KTO He CMOXeT y>ke Ha HUX OT-
BeTuThb. He cOpackiBast co c4eToB 3Ty IIPUYNMHY, 5
BCe JKe TI0JIararo, 9YTo eCTh U Jpyroe o0bsCHEHe.
OHo cTaHeT GoJTee MOHATHBIM IIOCIIE PacCMOTpe-
HVSI OCHOBHBIX CyKaeHMV HaTtopra orHocuTens-
HO PeJINIMO3HO-PMII0codCKIIX Mae ero apyra u
KOJIJIETTA.

V1 BOT ero mepBoe 11 JOCTaTOYHO Cephe3HOe 3a-
MeuaHVie 113 YePHOBBIX 3aMeTOK:

s Korena penurvist CTAaHOBUTCST HEKOV Hay-
KO O 0yxe, KaK, HaIlpuMep, ICTOPWsL, [IJIsi MeHs
JKe OHa ITPOCTUPAaeTCs 3a IIpefesIbl HayKi O Ipy-
pole M O ayxe, OXBaTblBas LieJI0e XXM3HW, I
KOTOpoOro jfobast Hayka O3HadaeT JIUIIIb METOI,.
Peyirus Gosbiire He sijsieTcst MetoroM. Tak fga-
JIEKO «IIaHMeTO[M3M» HeJIb3sl PacIpOCTpPaHsTh.
Permriist eCTh MOJIHBIV TTIOTOK JKM3HM — KOTOPO-
MY MeTOJ], TOJIbKO PyCJIO FOTOBUT, [pesnrus] ecTb
cama BoIciast xu3Hb (Holzhey, 1986, S. 110).

Xotga Haropr 11 mpusHaeT, uto Koren pearupy-
€T Ha ero KPUTUKY ¥ CTapaeTcs 1M30eXKaTh OIlacHO-
CTVI PaCTBOPEHMS PENTVITUN B 3TVKE, ITIOTUePKMBaAsT
ee cBoeoDOpasyie, fertasi akIeHT He IIPOCTO Ha eIy-
HUYHOCTY, HO Ha €JIMHCTBEHHOCTU bora m mHIM-
BULyaJIBHOCTY UeJIoBeKa, OHAKO OH CUUTAaET 3TN
YCWINSL HEIOCTaTOYHBIMM, IIOCKOJIBKY OCTaIOT-
Cs1 BOIIPOCHL, KOTOPbIe OH (POPMYJIMIPYET CIIeLYIO-
M obpasom: «1. Kak onpaBovibaemcsa aTo mputs-
3aHVIe Ha eIVHCTBEHHOCTD V1 VIHAVBUIYaJIBHOCTD,
eCJIVI OHa [pesnruis), OYeBMUIHO, BCe Ke BBIIaa-
eT 13 [psAal JIOrMKY, STUKIM M 3CTeTVKN W JIOJDK-
Ha 0003Ha4aTh MMeHHO oTimdre oT Hux? 2. Kak
OHA BBIPA’KAETCS TICMXOJIOTVYeCK!, eCIM He Kak
uayscTBo?» (Ibid., S. 131). Kputukys Korena 3a He-
JIOCTAaTOYHO paJMKaIbHOe, 10 ero MHeHMIo, 000-
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im System der Philosophie (The Concept of Religion
in the System of Philosophy), published in 1915
(Cohen, 1996), and do not even touch upon his
last work, Religion of Reason, which is exceeding-
ly important for understanding Cohen’s philos-
ophy of religion. One can only guess why this
happened. The simplest and perhaps most plau-
sible explanation is that Religion of Reason (1919)
was published after the author’s death (1918)
and Natorp did not feel the need to make criti-
cal remarks addressed to someone who could
no longer reply to them. While not discounting
that reason I would hazard another explanation.
It will become clearer after we have considered
Natorp’s main ideas concerning the religious and
philosophical ideas of his friend and colleague.

Consider his first and fairly serious remark
found in his rough notes:

For Cohen religion is one of the humanities
like history, for me it reaches beyond the natu-
ral sciences and the humanities embracing the
whole of life, for which all science is merely a
method. Religion is much more than a meth-
od. “Panmethodism” cannot be taken as far as
that. Religion is the full river of life for which
method merely prepares the bed, [religion] is
elevated life itself”® (Holzhey, 1986, p. 110).

Although Natorp admits that Cohen reacts
to his criticism and tries to avoid the danger of
dissolving religion into ethics by stressing its
distinctness, and emphasising not simply the
singularity but uniqueness of God and the hu-
man being’s individuality, he considers these
efforts insufficient because the following ques-
tions remain: “1. How is the claim of uniqueness
and individuality justified since it [i.e. religion]
obviously does not fit into [the ranks of] logic,
ethics and aesthetics and must indicate its differ-
ence from them? — 2. How else is it expressed

15 “Bei Cohen wird Religion eine Geisteswissenschaft wie etwa
Geschichte, bei mir greifgt sie iiber Natur- und Geistes-Wissen-
schaft hinaus, umfaft das Ganze des Lebens, fiir welches alle
Wissenschaft nur Methode bedeutet. Religion ist keine Me-
thode mehr. So weit darf man’Panmethodismus’ nicht treiben.
Religion ist voller Lebensstrom — dem die Methode nur das
Bett gribt, ist erhdhtes Leben selbst.”



cobsieHMe peyMrum oT 3TUKM U joruku, Haropr
o3aza4yvBaeTcs Ipo01eMot IeVHUITNY MHAVBY-
JlyyMa, TO €CThb BbIBe[IeHVsI TOrO IIOHATNS U3 Me-
TOAVYECKNX OITpeleJIeHNII UIeu 11eJ1v, oIrpesiesie-
HMSL €0 CAMOCTOATEJIBHOTO cofiep KaHwsl, OT/INY-
HOTO OT IIPOCTOI'0 METOAMYECKOrO CpeiCTBa JIOr M-
K, 9TVKM WiIn acTeTuKn. Y HaTtopra He Bo3HMKa-
€T COMHEHWsI B TOM, UTO Oe3 IIpuBjIeueH sl JIOTVIKI
1 3TUKM ABCOIIIOTa BECTV pedb O CBOeoOpasnm pe-
ATV GecCMBICIIeHHO:

MBI cKa’keM: 3TVKa, MeTOAVIKA IIPAKTITIeCKO
SMITMPUM, IIPeOI0JIeBaeTCsl — OHA MOXKeT 3HaTh
TOJIBKO OTHOCUTEIbHOTO MHAMBUIYyyMa. Ho ona
MOXET OBITh VICTMHHO IIpeofiojieHa TOJIBKO B
CMBICJIE OCO3HAHMS A0COA0MHOU eIV, 10 OTHO-
IIEHUIO K KOTOPO crmabAujuil 11e1b MHAVBUAYYM
MblcAUMCs aOCOITIOTHBIM — HO TOJIBKO MbLCAUMCA.
Ioepanuunoe noHsATHE... IIpNIOOpPETaET IIO3UTVB-
Hoe 3HaueHMe. [lepBonauaso xe [?] abcomoTHO.
Jlormka — He TeopeTwka, a Bviuiectnosuyas jio-
rMKa — abcoJIfoTHA, 0HA TIOKOUTCS Ha aOCOIIoT-
HoM X, abcomtorHbIX Attbde 1 Omere. Y Korena
OTCYTCTBYET 3TO IIOCJIe[IHee OIIpaBiaHMe, VI II0-
3TOMY He IIPeO[I0JIeHO PacTBOpPeHVe PeIUrmi B
3TMKe — He B cooTBeTcTBMM ¢ AGcomoTroMm (Ibid.,
S.133—-134).

Taxum oOpasom, Hartopn HacramBaer Ha He-
0OXOIMIMOCTY TIPY PACCMOTPEHMM CYIIHOCTU pe-
JIUTUM M MeCTa B Hell YeJIoBeKa BBeCTU TaKue II0-
HATUA, KaK AOCOITIOT ¥ BEUHOCTBb. DTU TTOHATUI
obosHauaroT, coracHo Hatoprry, ToT mpenern, Ko-
TOPBIVI TOIIBKO VI MOYKET HAIIOJTHUTB CMBICJIOM Oec-
KOHEUHOe MHOXXECTBO OT/IeJIbHBIX MOMEHTOB de-
JI0OBeUecKoro ObITys. VIMeHHO BeUHOCTBh, a He Dec-
KOHEUHOCTh paboThl, MMeHHO AOCOJIIOT, a He TU-
moTesa, MeTOox, WJIN 11eJ1b, HeMOCTVKVMAas, KakK ro-
PVI30HT.

210 TO, uTo ['eppManHH’ TOIpasyMeBaeT IO
abcomoTHBIM caMoOyTBep KaeHneM. M g Taxxke.

7 BwerenbMm I'eppmans (1846 —1922) — HeMerkmit JTto-
TEepPaHCKUIT TeoJIor, mpodeccop MapOyprckoro yHU-
Bepcurera. Koren 1 HaTopm wacto B cBOMX YepHOBBIX
3amvcsX ¥ McbMax yIIOMMHaIOT ['eppMaHHa Kak aBTOpU-
TETHOT'O y4eHOro. AHa/IN3 PasJIMIHBIX 3TAIIOB ITOJIEMUKM
mexay Haroprowm, I'eppmarom 1 Korenom crast otiesis-
HOVI TeMOVI MHOI'MX WMCCJIe[OBaHMI, CM., HaIIp.: (Korsch,
1996, S. 56 —60; Poma, 1996, S. 42 —43; Andriaanse, 1998;
Hmvurpuesa, 2008, c. 262 —264).

63

V.N. Belov

psychologically except in feeling?”'® (ibid.,
p. 131). Criticising Cohen for what he believes
to be insufficiently radical separation of religion
from ethics and logic, Natorp looks at the prob-
lem of defining the individual, i.e. deriving this
concept from methodological definitions of the
idea of the goal, defining its independent con-
tent as different from a simple methodological
tool of logic, ethics or aesthetics. Natorp has no
doubt that it makes no sense to speak about the
singularity of religion without bringing in the
logic and ethics of the Absolute.

We shall say: ethics, the methodics of practi-
cal experience, is overcome — it can know only
the relative individual. But it can only be justi-
fiably overcome in the sense of consciousness
of the absolute goal, with regard to which the
individual setting the goal is thought of — but
merely thought of — as absolute. As a borderline
concept [...] it acquires a positive meaning. The
origin is absolute. Logic — not the system of the-
ory but the higher logic is absolute — it aims at
the absolute X, the absolute Alpha and Omega.
Cohen does not have this last justification and
therefore the dissolution of religion into ethics
is not overcome — not as far as the Absolute is
concerned" (ibid., pp. 133-134).

Thus, Natorp presses the need, in consider-
ing the essence of religion and the human be-
ing’s place in it, to introduce the concepts of the
Absolute and eternity. These concepts, he ar-
gues, are the boundary which alone can render

16 1. wie rechtfertigt sich dieser Anspruch der Einzigkeit
und Individualitit, da sie [die Religion] doch eben aus der
Logik Ethik Aesthetik offenbar herausfillt und jene auch eben
den Unterschied von diesen bezeichnen soll? — 2. wie driickt
sie sich psychologisch aus, wenn nicht als Gefiihl?”

17 “Wir sagen: die Ethik],] die Methodik der praktischen Em-
pirie wird uberschritten — diese darf nur das relative Indi-
viduum kennen. Sie kann aber rechtens nur iiberschritten
werden im Sinne der Besinnung auf das absolute Ziel, in Be-
zug auf welches das wohl [?] das Ziel setzende Individuum
absolut gedacht aber nur gedacht wird. Als Grenzbegriff —
der hier aber, anders als in der Theoretik, positive Bedeutung
gewinnen. Der Ursprung ist eben [?] Absolut. Die Logik —
nicht die Theoretik sondern die tibergeordnete Logik ist ab-
solut — sie stellt auf das absolute X[,] das [?] absolute A und
O. Bei Cohen fehlt diese letzte Rechtfertiqung, insofern ist
das Aufgehen der Religion in der Ethik nicht tiberwunden —
nicht dem Absoluten nach.”



B.H. benos

TopKo cTammy elrle He YeTKO pas3JIMUeHbI: Xao-
TUYHOCTH [?] — OTHOIIIeHIe K «T'paHNIIaM 4eJIo-
BEYHOCTI» — BBIBEJIEHVIE 3a IIperielIbl ee [Jerto-
BEYHOCTM|, KOTOpasi He JOJDKHA CTaTh JIOXKHOV
TpaHcHeHleHIen. VimernHo Tak bor Geckoneu-
HO CTaHOBUTCS XVM3HBIO — AYIION — TBOPEHU-
eM, [Tak| miercs HeOO Ha 3emsie. BeunocTb mn
yBeKOBeYeHVe — HO B IIOJIHOTe 0OpaTHOIO COOT-
HeCeHVISI ¢ KaK/IbIM VHIVBVIYJIbHBIM XXI3HEeH-
HBIM MOMeHTOM [?] mpmoOpeTraeT oH [MoMeHT]
ITOJIHYIO IIPUYACTHOCTh BEYHOCTM — TOJIBKO TaK
npeonosesaercs abcrpakuys (Ibid., S. 134).

Metoa mav JKM3Hb:
B UeM cBoeoOpasue peamurumn?

ITponomwkas moremuky ¢ KorenoMm 1o Bompo-
cam peymruy, Haropn HeycTaHHO NOIYepKuBa-
€T CBOe, OTJIMYHOE OT KOI€HOBCKOI'O IIOHVMMAaHe
cBoeoOpasys peJIurmu 1 MHAVBUAYYMa B pesiu-
run. HamOortee CBS3HO M aKIIEHTMPOBAaHHO Ha
IpOoOJIEMHBIX ¥ CIOPHBIX MeCTaX KOT€HOBCKOV
KoHIenumy penuruy Haroprn ocraHasimBaer-
csl B coXpaHmBIIIeMcsl HaOpocke mmceMa K Kore-
Hy, gaTupoBaHHoM 31 nekaOps 1915 r. CosmaeTcs
CTOVIKO€e BIleYaTsIeHVe, YTO IIpeBapuTeIIbHbIe 3a-
MeYJaHsI, KOTOpPble HaXOHASTCS B KOHCITEKTVIBHBIX
3anmcsix Haropra, BIIsIIOTCS KaK pa3 HOATOTOBY-
TeJIBHBIMI MaTepuaaMi K 3TOMY IICbMY. B HeM
Haroprn BosBpalaeTcss K cBoeMy IJIaBHOMY ITyH-
KTy KpUTUKI B ajgpec KoreHa: oH c4mTaeT, 4To y
Korena penmruis He oOpeTaeT HMKaKOV CAMOCTOSI-
TEJIBHOCTY, HO IIOJTHOCTBIO OCTaeTcs B cpepe 3Tu-
KV, TIOCKOJIBKY ¥ a0COJTIOTHBIN Bor ocTaeTcs Toib-
KO IIeJIbIO, U1 YeJIoBeK — TOJIBbKO mpeeit. HaTtopr
nperyaraer KoreHy OTBeTMTh Ha CJIELYIOIINTL,
KaK OH CUMTAeT, «CePhEe3HBIVI BOIIPOC»:

...KaK 9TVKa MOXeT IIPpVHATHb 1 IIOJIHOCTBIO
onpaBAaTh IOHATVE aOCOIOTHOTO VIHAVIBUIYY-
Ma — C ero KoppeJIdiiueri C eIHCTBeHHbIM, [TOY-
Hee,| abCOJIIOTHBIM €IMHCTBEHHBIM borom, —
€CJIM BCe JKe II0 KpaviHel Mepe OIIpaBaaHue pe-
JIATUIV MOXeT OBITh IpesICcTaBIeHo He efo0 caMov,
HO TOJIBKO 3TMKOV (COTTIacHO Barmm mpenroino-
KeHmsIM). Bel oberraere TpaHcCIleHIIeHTaIbHOE,
TO ecTh JIe[JyKTMBHOe, 000CHOBaHMNe, 5 ero He Ha-
xoxy (Holzhey, 1986, S. 444 —445).
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meaning to the infinite multitude of individual
moments of the human being. Precisely eterni-
ty and not infinite work, the Absolute and not
hypothesis, method and goal, which is as unat-
tainable as the horizon.

This is what Herrmann' means by absolute
self-assertion. I think the same. Only the stages
are not yet clearly differentiated: the principle
of chaos [?] — the relation to the “borders of hu-
manity” — going beyond these, which need not
lead to false transcendence. This is how God be-
comes life — soul — creation becomes infinite,
[this is how] heaven on earth is sought out. Eter-
nity and eternalisation — but in the complete-
ness of the re-establishment of the relation with
each individual aspect of life [?] these [the as-
pects] acquire their full share in eternity — only
thus is abstraction overcome!" (ibid., p. 134).

Method and Life:
What Makes Religion Special?

Continuing his polemic on religion with Co-
hen, Natorp never tires of stressing his own
understanding of the special features of reli-
gion and the individual in religion, an under-
standing that is different from Cohen’s. Natorp
dwells in the most cogent way on the prob-
lematic and disputed points of Cohen’s con-
cept of religion in a surviving draft of a letter
to Cohen dated December 31, 1915. One cannot
help feeling that the preliminary notes found in

® Wilhelm Herrmann (1846-1922). Lutheran German
theologian, Professor at Marburg University. Cohen
and Natorp in their rough notes and letters often men-
tion Herrmann as an authoritative scholar. Analysis of
various stages of the polemic between Natorp, Herr-
mann and Cohen forms the subject of numerous stud-
ies. See, for example, Korsch (1996, pp. 56-60), Poma
(1996, pp. 42-43), Andriaanse (1998), Dmitrieva (2008,
Pp. 262-264).

Y “Dies meint Herrmann mit absoluter Selbstbehauptung.
Ebenso auch ich. Nur werden die Stufen noch nicht deutlich aus-
einandergelegt [?] — die Chaotik [?] — die Beziehung auf die
‘Grenzen der Menschheit’ — die Hinausfiihrung iiber diesel,]
die nicht zu falscher Transzendenz werden mufS [?]. Gerade
damit wird Gott Leben — Seele — die Schopfung unendlich],]
der Himmel auf Erden gesucht. Ewigkeit und Verewigung —
aber in der Vollstandigkeit [der] Zuriickbeziehung auf jedes ein-
dividuelle Lebensmoment [?] gewinnt dieses vollen Anteil an
Ewigkeit — damit allein die Abstraktion tiberwunden!”



Haropnt mosiaraet, 4to cBoeoOpasue pesm-
TV MOXXHO ODOCHOBATB, MICIIOIB3YsI KAHTOBCKOE
MOHATMe TpaHUIIbl (1Iperesna) pasyma. OH 3a-
MedYaeT, YTO BOIIPOC O CYIIHOCTU PeJINIUN I0JI-
JKeH pelllaThbCs He B Ipefesiax (fpaHMIlax) pasy-
Ma, HO, CKOpee, IIpV PacCMOTPEHWUM CAMOlU Tpa-
HUIIBI pasyMa. Takmum obpasom, Hatoprr cumraer,
YTO VIMEHHO PEeJIVTHS PacIIpsieT KPUTIYeCKIII
ugeanyus3M Ha caMy TpaHUILy 3TOTO Weayns-
Ma. [Ipyroro myTu ocTaBUTh (DEHOMEH PeJINIIn
B paMKax dutocodpum u B TO Xe BpeMs yTBep-
IUTBb ee cBoeoOpasue 10 OTHOIIEHUIO K MaeaIn-
cTdeckon drtocodunt oH He BuanT: «Ha sToM
OCHOBaHUM $ IIBITAIOCh ITOHSITH, KaKMM 00pa3oM
penurus ABJIsieTCs He npocmo huA0copckum pas-
MBIIIUICHVeM, Memooukot, Ho “xu3Hbo”. JTroboe
KpPUTUYECKOe OCMBICJIEHVe eCTb purocopckoe
onpabdanue pervrnu, HO He cama penmrus. Ho
OHO OIIpaBbIBaeT VIMEHHO PEJINIUIO KaK ITOJTHO-
Ty “xm3Hn”...» (Ibid., S. 445). [lanee Haropm mo-
SICHSIET, KaK B €ro IIOHMMaHWM CBS3aHBI IIOHS-
TV TPAHWUIIBL ¥ XKM3HY, UTO, KaK CJIeIyeT 13 IIpe-
IOBIIYIIEro OTPBIBKA, M JOJDKHO COCTABUTH CBOe-
obpasne penmrmmn:

DTO TO, YTO IOIpa3yMeBalOT IIOJ PeIurU-
eyl B KauecTBe XXU3HU, BeyHoll XV3HU, TO, YTO ¢
paccMaTpuBal KakK MomaibHOCHb, Henocpeo-
cmBennocms (T.e. He npocmo CBI3aHHOCTH IIIar
3a marom OeCKOHEeYHOTO nYmiu, HO OCMBICIIEHVIE
€VHCTBA TOTAJIPHOCTM), 0Oec-KOHEYHOCTH (T.e.
He TIPOCTO OECKOHEYHOCTh ITPOIABVDKEHMS, HO
3a6epuieriie B TIOTPAHMYIHOM Udee aOCOIIIOTA) U1 B
3TOM, HU B KaKOM JPYTOM CMBICJIe — KakK 4yb-

cmbo (Ibid., S. 446).

Taxum ob6pasom, Hatopnm HacTommumso IIbl-
TaeTcsd IOSICHUTBL CBOe OIlpefiesieHue pesIuIun
yepes3 UyBCTBO, 3a 4YTO ero Kpurtukosasl Kores,
VIMEHHO IyTeM ITPOsICHeHWsI TOTO CMbICIa, KOTO-
PBIVI OH BKJIajlbIBajl B HOHsATHe yyBcTBa. Corac-
Ho Haroprty, 3T0 TO UyBCTBO, KOTOpOe yXe He-
IOJIBJIACTHO PMIIOCOPCKOMY OCMBICJIEHMIO, K KO-
TOPOMYy HelpuMeHMMa QwiocodcKas MeTou-

V.N. Belov

Natorp’s jottings are precisely the preparato-
ry notes for that letter. In it Natorp goes back
to the main point of his criticism of Cohen: He
thinks that with Cohen religion does not ac-
quire any independence, remaining entirely in
the domain of ethics insofar as absolute God re-
mains only a goal and the human being only an
idea. Natorp challenges Cohen to answer what
he considers to be “a serious question”:

[...] how can ethics accept and fully justify
the concept of the absolute individual and the
unique with its correlation to the absolute unique
God, since (according to your suppositions) the
justification of religion cannot be effected by it-
self but only on the basis of ethics? You promise
transcendental, that is, deductive justification,
but I do not find it”® (ibid., pp. 444-445).

Natorp holds that the specificity of religion
can be justified using Kant’s concept of the
boundary (limit) of reason. He notes that the
question of the essence of religion should be
solved not within the boundaries (limits) of rea-
son but rather when considering the boundary
of reason itself. Thus Natorp believes that it is
religion that extends critical idealism to include
the actual boundary of this idealism. He does
not see any other way of keeping the phenome-
non of religion in the framework of philosophy
and at the same time asserting its distinctness
from idealist philosophy: “On this basis I try to
understand how religion is not simply philosoph-
ical reflection, methodics, but ‘life’. Critical reflec-
tion is the philosophical justification of religion
but not religion itself. But it does justify reli-
gion as the fullness of ‘life” [...]”* (ibid., p. 445).

20 “[...] wie kann die Ethik den Begriff des absoluten Individu-
ums, und des einzigen — mit seiner Korrelation des absoluten
einzigen Gottes — auch nur gelten lassen, vollends recht-
fertigen — da doch wenigstens die Rechtfertigung der Reli-
gion nicht von ihr selbst sondern nur von der Ethik (Ihren
Voraussetzungen gemdp) erbracht warden konnte. Sie ver-
sprechen eine transzendentale also deduktive Begriindung,
zch finde sie nicht.”

"Auf dieser Grundlage versuche ich nun auch zu verste-
hen wieso Religion doch nicht blof Ehlloso hische Be-
sinnung, Methodik ist [...], sondern ‘Leben’ ]pne kritische
Besinnung ist die phﬂosophlsche Rechtfertigung der Re-
ligion aber ist nicht selbst die Religion. Aber sie rechifertigt
gerade Religion als volles ‘Leben’ [...].”
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Ka, [eJaflasi YyBCTBO CyObeKTMBHBIM MapKe-
POM IIO3HaBaTeJIBHOIO IIpoIiecca, HO TO YYBCTBO,
KOTOpOe II03BOJISIeT BBIXOAUTH Ha caMy T'PaHUILy
3TOro IO3HaBaTeJIbHOrO ITpoliecca M BeCTU pedb
He TOJIBKO O ITO3HaHM, HO U O 11eJIOCTHOVI XKVU3HM.
DTO O4eHb IIpMMedaTesIbHBIVI MOMEHT B TIOHMMa-
HUM pa3sBUTHUA PUII0COPCKON MBICIU II03THEr0o
Haropmia. B ero pabore «®wtocodckasi cumcte-
MaTuKa» (Kypc JIEKLIUV JIETHUX ceMecTpos 1922
u 1923 rr., Briepsble onyOiIMKoBaHHBIN B 1958 T.)
VIMEHHO KOHIIEIIT XM3HW CTaHOBUTCS IeHTpaslb-
HBIM. B HeM MOXXHO 3aMeTUTh OueBUIHbIe ITapasl-
JIeJIVL VI C TyCCepIIeBCKMM KOHIIEIITOM >KM3HEeHHO-
ro Mupa, M ¢ TakKuM PuIocoPCKUM HaIlpabile-
HUeM, Kak durocodus xusHU. MoXHO yTBep-
XJIaTh, YTO TIePeXOIHBIM MOMEHTOM [1JIs 9BOJIIO-
uuy nosuuyny Haropna B mosgHMi mepuios, ero
TBOpPYECTBA CTaJI KaK Pa3 MOMEHT OCMBICTICHVIS
deHOMeHa penurum, 3amiuTa CBOei MO3UIUN B
3TOM BOIIpOCe OT KPUTUKM €ro KoJUIern U apyra
Korena 11, B cBOIO ouepeib, KpUTUUYECKOe OCMBIC-
nerve nosuruy KoreHa B oTHOIIeHMY cBOeoOpa-
31 PeJIUTUN.

K BenmmkoMy cokasieHMIo, B OIy0JIMKOBaHHO
Hepercke HeT pa3BepHyToro orseta Korena Ha
3TN KpUTUdeckue paccyxnenus Haropma. B oT-
BeTHOM ItncbMe Haropny ot 11 saBaps 1916 r. Ko-
reH NUIIeT, YTO TOJIBKO IIpejIiosiaraeT ooayMarhb
MBICJIVI CBOErO KOJIJIeTM W JIpyTra U B Oojlee ITOM-
xopsiiee BpeMs Hammcarb oTeeT (Holzhey, 1986,
S. 447), HO, cKOpee BCero, TaKMM CBOeOOpa3HBIM
OTBETOM CTaJla rociteqHsst pabora Korena «Pesm-
I'is pasyMa M3 MCTOYHMKOB MyAan3Man.

3aKsIrounTeIbHbIe 3aMevYaHMs:
00beM I'paHUIIBI pa3yMa

1. Tlomemudeckue pasMBIIUIEHWS 110 ITOBOLY
denomeHa peurum kak y Korena, rak u y Harop-
I1a CTaJIV PelIaroIVIMI 1171 OIlpefie/IeH1sI OCHOB-
HBIX TOJIOKEHWUTI MX To3Hen dvtocodpnn. DT
Ppa3MBIIIUIEHSI HACTOJIBKO IOBJIVSIIV Ha M3MeHe-

66

Natorp then explains how, in his opinion, the
concepts of boundary and life are linked, which,
as follows from the preceding extract, should
constitute the singularity of religion:

This is what is implied in religion as life, eter-
nal life; what I conceive as totality, immediacy
(i.e. not simply the step-by-step demonstration
of the endless path, but the contemplation of the
unity of totality), infinity (i.e. not simply end-
less advance, but completion in the border idea
of the absolute) and as feeling in this sense and
no other? (ibid., p. 446).

Thus, Natorp persists in his attempt to ex-
plain his definition of religion through feeling,
for which Cohen criticised him precisely by elu-
cidating the sense with which he invested the
concept of feeling. According to Natorp, this is
the feeling which already defies philosophical
understanding, philosophical methodics and
makes feeling a subjective marker of the cogni-
tive process, a feeling which makes it possible
to push forward the boundary of this cognitive
process and speak not only about cognition,
but about the whole of life. This is a very nota-
ble element in understanding the development
of philosophical thought in the later Natorp.
The concept of life is central to his work, Phi-
losophische Systematik, a course of lectures held
in the summer of 1922 and 1923 and first pub-
lished in 1958. In it we find obvious parallels
with Husserl’s concept of the lifeworld and the
philosophical trend known as the philosophy of
life. It can safely be said that the turning point
in the evolution of Natorp’s views in the later
period of his career was the moment when he
realised the phenomenon of religion, defended
his position on the issue against criticism of his
colleague and friend Cohen and, in turn, voiced
a critical assessment of Cohen’s position on the
singularity of religion.

2 “Das ist was man mit der Religion als Leben ewiges Le-
ben meint; was ich betrachte als Totalitdt, Unmittelbarkeit
(d.h. nicht bloB[e?] Vermittlung von Schritt zu Schritt des
endlosen Weges, sondern Besinnung auf die Einheit der To-
talitit), Un-endlichkeit (d.h. nicht bloBle?] Endlosigkeit des
Fortgangs, sondern Abschlu in der Grenzidee des Abso-
luten) und in diesem, keinem anderen Sinn Gefiihl.”



HVe PrI0COPCKMX TTO3UIINT [IBY X IJIaBHBIX ITpe/l-
craBuTesert MapOyprcKovt IIIKOJTbL, UTO He yTuXa-
I0T CHIOpbI 00 oTKa3se no3gHMX Korena n Hatopra
OT CBOVMIX HEOKAHTMAHCKIIX KOPHETL.

2. Konnenumn dwuiocodpun penurum Kore-
Ha 11 Hatopria — 3TO siBHBIe TIOIIBITKM pa3BMBaTh
KaHTOBCKYIO TPaHCLIeHIeHTaJIbHY 0 prytocodmro,
BeIXOIs1 3a ee mpepesibl. CorstacHo KaHrty, penu-
Ml OPUBOAUT K OrPAaHMYEHMIO KPUTUUECKOTO
MBIIIUTeHVs. MapOyp KITbl He MOIJIV COITIACUTBCS
¢ 3TuM cyXaeHneM Kanta 1 cumrasm, uro Gosee
BbIBEpeHHasl, VICTMHHO TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHAs W
KpUTHUYeCcKast MBICJIb CIIOCOOHA K ITOCTVKEHVIO U1
deHOMEHA peTUTUIL.

3. OCHOBHBIM IIOHATVIEM, KOTOpOe 3HaMeHYeT
BO3MOXXHOCTb He OTPbIBaThCs OT CBOMX (prstocod-
CKVMX KOPHeN 1 B TO ke BpeMs I03BOJIseT 3Hauu-
TeJIBHO PacIIVPUTh BO3MOXXHOCTY MIleaInCTiye-
CKOVI KOHIIEIIIIVV, CTAaHOBWUTCS IIOHSATME T'PaHU-
1Bl pasyMa. PaccyxneHns o peiurum — 3To yxe
paccy>XeHus He B IIpefiesiaX IPaHMIIbI pasyMa, a
Ha caMom ero rpaHmie. Tak IIOHMMaeT CBOIO IIO-
surmio cam Hatop, Tak ciieyeT moHMMaTh M Io-
surmio KoreHa, koTopas 3arieyaTiieHa B Ha3BaHUN
€r0 TIOCMePTHO M3IaHHOM padoTsl «Pemurus pa-
3yMa..» (a He «B IIpeJiesiax pa3yMa», Kak y Kanra),
TaK MHTepIIpeTnpyeT Ho3nImio rosnHero Korena
Y OAMH M3 €r0 aBTOPUTETHEeNIINX VICCIIeoBaTe-
nent A. TToma®.

4. OpgHako BOCHpMSATHE TPpaHWUIIBL pasyMa Co
CTOpPOHBI 000mX MapOyprckmx ¢puiocodos pas-

8 B wacTHOCTHM, OOpalrasch K XxapaKTeplUCTHKe cBoeobpa-
3ust permrun B pwtocodpekont cucreMe Korena, A. IToma
yKasbIBaeT Ha TO, YTO KOTe€HOBCKOe IIOHVMaHIe eBpevi-
CKOrO MOHOTeW3Ma B KadecTBe PeJIUIMIM pasyMa ecTb
«pacIIpeHe KpUTNIeCKOro Mieaan3Ma ¢ BBIXOZOM 3a
pamku naeanmsma Hayuaroro» (IToma, 2012, c. 251). U ma-
Jlee elle pa3 IOAYEPKMBaeT CBOIO MbIC/Ib B OTHOLIEHWN
dmmocodprm permurvim Korena: «B cBoem ocobom mriea-
JINCTVYECKOM 3HauYeHUM MOHOTEeM3M JJOJDKeH COXPaHWUThb
PEITUTVIO3HBINT OONVIK, OTIIMYAIOIINT €r0 OT STUKW He TI0
cofiepKaHMIO (UeJIOBeK M ero HpaBCTBeHHOe JIeVICTBUe),
He TI0 MeTOfy (MeTOJ, UYMCTOTHI), HO MCKIIIOUUTEIBHO 10
daxTy mpeoponeHms yoI0suin “HaydHocT”, TO €CTh 1O-
HMMaHMsI 00beKTa MCKIIOUNUTEIIPHO KaK BCeoOIero mo-
HaTvs» (Tam xe, ¢. 253; repeBo;t McIIpaBiieH).
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Very regrettably, the published correspon-
dence does not contain Cohen’s full-scale an-
swer to Natrop’s critical reasoning. In his reply
to Natorp on 11 January 1916 Cohen wrote that
he was only planning to take a closer look at
the thoughts of his colleague and friend and
to write an answer (Holzhey, 1986, p. 447), but
most likely it was his last work, Religion of Rea-
son, that provided a kind of answer.

Concluding Remarks:
the Volume of the Boundary of Reason

1. The polemical reflections of both Cohen
and Natorp were decisive in determining the
main tenets of their later philosophy. These
reflections influenced the change of the philo-
sophical positions of the two main represen-
tatives of the Marburg School so much that
arguments as to whether the later Cohen and
Natorp had renounced their Neo-Kantian roots
continue unabated.

2. Cohen and Natorp’s concepts of the phi-
losophy of religion represent explicit and evi-
dent attempts to develop Kant’s transcendental
philosophy by going beyond its boundaries. Ac-
cording to Kant, religion limits critical think-
ing. The Marburg philosophers could not accept
this Kantian proposition and believed that
more precise, truly transcendental and critical
thought was able to fathom the phenomenon of
religion.

3. The concept of the boundary of reason is
the key concept that makes it possible to signifi-
cantly enhance the potential of idealism without
giving up the philosophical roots. Reasoning
about religion is already reasoning not within
but on the very boundary of reason. This is how
Natorp himself conceives his position, and this
is Cohen’s position as reflected in the title of his
posthumously published work, Religion of Rea-
son out of the Sources of Judaism (and not “within
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ymuno. [ KoreHa rpanmila — 3TO HpoCTpaH-
CTBO IIepeBofia 3JIeMeHTOB TeOJIOrMYecKOro cojiep-
JKaHMs Ha Hay4HBIN PryIocopCKUM SA3bIK, KOrjia
pasyM BOCIIpMHMMaeTcsl B 00)keCTBeHHOM CBeTe B
KayecTBe MHCTPYMeHTa OTKPBITIS O0)KeCTBeHHO
peansHOCTH. Kpome Toro, rpanmiia, cornacHo Ko-
reHy, — 3TO ccpepa orpaBiaHNs IPOrPECCBHOIO
IBVDKEHNS YeJjloBedecTBa B €ro VICTOPUN U 4eslo-
BeKa B ero crpagaHmsax n Oemax’. s Haropra
)Ke TpaHMIIa — 3TO y>Ke BBIXOJ] 3a YMCTO pallyo-
HaJIbHBIe PaMKV MeTOIMYeCKI-KOHIIENITYaIbHOrO
OCMBICJIEHVS Uepe3 BOCIIPUSTIE TIOJTHOTBI KU3HY,
uepes IIpefie/IbHOe YyBCTBO 3TOVI IIOJTHOTHL. VIMeH-
HO B 3TOM 4yBCTBe, coryiacHo HaTopmy, mocturaer-
cst AGcommoT”.

5. Takum obpasom, ecsin KoreH B cBoert ¢pusio-
codpum perUrumM HeyCTaHHO Iof4YepKuBaeT 00b-
eKTVBHBIVI II€HHOCTHBIVI acleKT pernurmnmn'’, To
ero OyivpKammmit Opyr v mocienosaress Hatop
aKIIeHTUpYyeT BHUMaHMe Ha ee ITTyOMHHO-CyODb-
eKTMBHOM OCHOBaHUM. Takoe pasnumne B IIOIXO-
Jax ¥ OlleHKax peIUIUi ABYX BUIHEeNIINX IIpe]l-
cTaBuTesiert MapOyprckovt IIIKOJIBI HEOKaHTU-
aHCTBa COBCeM He CJIy4ariHO: BO MHOIOM OHO 00-
YCJIOBJIGHO pa3jinyyieM JIByX PeIUTVO3HBIX Tpa-
AVIIUIL — MyAan3Ma v IpoTeCTaHTCTBa, Ha KOTO-

? Cu.: «CKOpOHBIN IIyTh €eBpeeB BO BCEMMUPHOT MICTOPUN
€CTb IIPM3HAK PEeJIUIMO3HOI0 IIporpecca, MO0 OH SBJILeT-
Csl ITOKa3aTeIbCTBOM PEJIMIVIO3HOV CWIIBI, KOTOpas MO-
JKET IIPOTMBOCTOSITH BCEM ITIpeCiIe/IOBAHVSIM V1 COOJIa3HaAM.
Hapexma v yBepeHHOCTb, C OIHOV CTOPOHBI, 1, C IPYIroit
CTOPOHBI, CJIa CTPAZIaTh V1 IIEPEHOCUTH CYTh IIPOSIBIIEHIIS
Y CWIBl PEJIMTMO3HOIO IIporpecca, PasBUTHS, KOTOpOe
IIPVHAJIEXNUT PEJIUTUV II0 OTHOIIEHVIIO KO BCeVI ICTOPU-
ugeckovt xm3HN» (Koren, 1910, c. 17).

10 H.A. IMuTpueBa yaadHO, Ha MOV B3IJISI, HasblBaeT
3TO HepalUVMOHAIM3UPYyeMOe «IyBCTBO» B KOHIIEIIINI pe-
ymruv Tio3gHero Haropra «MblIciiblo-ayBeTBOM»  ([IMu-
Tpuesa, 2008, c. 269).

1 Cwm., Hamp.: «/1eJ10 MIOeT 0 TOM, YTOOBI OIIITh YBEepOBaTh
B HPaBCTBEHHOE BO3POJKZIeHIIe, B HpaBCTBEHHOE OyyIriee
uesyioBevecTBa. [lerro maeT o ToM, 9ToObI IIPOTMBOIIOCTA-
BUTB 3Ty Bepy CBOEKOPBICTHBIM CTPEMIIEHIISIM HapOIO0B 1
MaTepuaIM3My COCIIOBUIL. TOJIBKO B COIMAIIBHOVI HpaB-
CTBEHHOCTV M TOJIBKO B KOCMOIIOJIMTUYECKOV YejI0BeY-
HOCTWM YYBCTBYeTCsl AbIXaHMe XMBOTO bora, KoToporo
npopoku WMspaura coenamm borom Mspawstss n borom
Bcero vestopedectBa» (Korew, 1910, c. 18).

reason” as with Kant), and this is how the lat-
er Cohen is interpreted by Andrea Poma, one of
the most authoritative students of his work.”

4. However, the two Marburg philosophers
perceived the boundary of reason in different
ways. For Cohen the boundary was the space
where elements of theological content are trans-
lated into scientific philosophical language when
reason is perceived in a divine light as an in-
strument of discovering divine reality. Further-
more, perception of the boundary, according to
Cohen, is the space of justification of humanity’s
progress in history and of the human being in
his suffering and woes.* In contrast, for Natorp
the boundary signifies egress beyond the pure-
ly rational framework of methodological-con-
ceptual understanding through perception of the
fullness of life, through a supreme feeling of this
fullness. It is through this feeling, according to
Natorp, that the Absolute is fathomed.

5. Thus, while Cohen in his philosophy of re-
ligion constantly stresses the objective value as-

2 In particular, characterising the singularity of re-
ligion in Cohen’s philosophical system, Poma (1997,
p- 199) notes that Cohen’s concept of Jewish monothe-
ism as the religion of reason constitutes an “expansion
of critical idealism beyond scientific idealism.” And
further, he reiterates the same idea with regard to Co-
hen’s philosophy of religion: “In its new specific ide-
alist meaning, monotheism must preserve its religious
physiognomy, which does not distinguish it from ethics
either in its content (man and his moral action) or in its
method (the method of purity), but only in its overcom-
ing the scientific condition, that of consideration of the
object solely as a universal concept” (ibid., p. 201).

# Cf. “The Jews” Road to Calvary in world history is
a sign of religious progress, for it proves the religious
strength that can withstand all persecutions and heart-
less temptations. Hope and confidence, on the one
hand, and the strength to suffer and endure manifest
the strength of religious progress the development for
which religion is responsible with regard to all histori-
cal life” (Cohen, 1910, p. 16) (cf. “ Daher ist der Leidensgang
der Juden in der Weltgeschichte ein Zeichen des religidsen
Fortschritts, weil ein Beweis fiir die religiose Kraft, die allen
Verfolgungen und allen gewissenlosen Verlockungen selbst
zu widerstehen vermag. Die Hoffnung und Zuversicht auf
der einen Seite, und andererseits die Kraft zu dulden und
zu tragen, sind Spuren und Krifte zugleich des religidsen
Fortschritts, der Entwickelung, welche der Religion fiir das
gesamte geschichtliche Leben zusteht”).

» Nina Dmitrieva aptly, in my opinion, calls this
non-rationalisable “feeling” in the later Natorp concept
of religion “thought-feeling” (Dmitrieva, 2008, p. 269).

68



pele onvpayck 3tu MbiciauTenu (Koren Ha my-
mavsM Oortee skcruMMTHO, YeM Hatopr Ha 1ipo-
TecTaHTCTBO). CTaBd B IIEHTP CBOMX pPa3MBIIIITe-
HUV O peJIUTUI VHAVBYUAA KaK cyObekTa pesin-
I'MO3HOro NepexuBaHms, Hatopmr Opocaet ympek
Koreny B TOM, 4TO IIOC/IeTHUM B CBOEM ITOHMMa-
HVIV PeJINTV He CMOT JIOKa3aTh CBOeoOpasie pe-
JIUTVO3HOTO MHAVBYMIA B OT/IIMYME OT VMHAVBUIA
aTmdeckoro. Kpome Toro, cyiecTrBeHHO pasindne
00ovx MapOypKIileB B HMOHVMMaHMM VMW TpaHC-
nengeHTHocT bora. g Korena sra TpaHcLeH-
JIEHTHOCTb SIBJISIeTCSl COfOepKaTeJIbHbIM KOHCTM-
TYTUBHBIM MOMEHTOM MOHOTEVCTUYEeCKOro IO-
HaTug bora. bor morpkeH ImocTUraTbes KakK dUTO-
TO abCOIIOTHO TpaHCIIeHJIEHTHOe YesloBeKy. e-
JIOBEK He MOXeT BCTyHnuTbh ¢ boroM B Hemnocpes-
CTBEHHYIO CB$i3b, HO JIUIIIb (POpMUpPYeT OTHOIIIe-
HVIe C IPYTVM 4eJIOBeKOM COIJIacHO Meaily, KOTo-
PBIVL 117151 Hero 1 obo3HauaeT bora: «OTHOIeHMs
MeXX/Iy UeJIOBEKOM U UeJIOBeKOM O0pasyoT HVIK-
HIOIO VIV, IIpaBujIbHee Oy/eT cKas3aTh, BHyTpeH-
HIOIO KOPpeJIAlNMI0 BHYTpU OTHOIeHus bora u
uvesiopeka» (Cohen, 1919, S. 154). B mportusorio-
JIOXHOCTB 3TOMY TpaHCIleHJIeHTHOCTh bora y Ha-
TOpIIa IIPU/IaeT YeJIoBeKy HOBOe abCOIIOTHOe 13-
MepeHMe, B KOTOpOM KpuUTndeckas (PyHKIIMSA Kak
OCHOBHOVI MHCTPYMEHT pa3yMa OKasblBaeTcs He-
IIOCTATOYHOV, a IepBOHaYa/IbHas CyOBEKTMBHAS
YyBCTBEHHOCTD IIpro0peTaeT TaKylo IOJTHOTY ITe-
PpeXMBaHM BCeVl XW3HM, KaKyl0 HU PeryIaTuB-
Hble, HY KOHCTUTYTVBHBIE VeV TPaHCIIeHJIeHT-
Horo bora mposicHUTb y>ke He MOT'YT.

VccaedoBarue noddepxaro us cpedcmé epanma
PODN Ne 18-011-00080a «M. Kanm u usocodpusn
peaueuu 6 Iepmanuu».

Crmcok mureparypsl

beso6 B.H. Penurus B mipeperiax pasyma. K crarbe
Tepmana Korena «DTuueckue M McToprYeckie MOTU-
BbI pesurum» // Judaica Petropolitana. Vccitenosanms
eBpericKov prIocodum 1 MHTeIJIeKTyaIbHBIX Tpaiy-
out mygansma. CII06. ; Vlepycamvm : AKageMust viccrte-
nosaHMsA KyneTypsl, 2015a. Beim. 3. C. 211-218.
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pect of religion® Natorp, his closest friend and
follower, focuses on its underlying subjective
foundation. This difference of approach and as-
sessments of religion by the two most promi-
nent representatives of the Marburg School is
anything but accidental: It is due in many ways
to the difference between the two religious
traditions, Judaism and Protestantism these
thinkers proceeded from (Cohen from Judaism
more explicitly than Natorp from Protestant-
ism). Putting the individual as the subject of the
religious experience at the centre of his reflec-
tions, Natorp reproaches Cohen for failing in
his concept of religion to demonstrate the dif-
ference of the religious individual from the eth-
ical individual. Furthermore, the two Marburg
philosophers differed substantially in their con-
cept of the transcendence of God. For Cohen,
transcendence was a substantive constitutive
aspect of the monotheistic notion of God. God
should be thought of as something absolutely
transcendent with regard to man. The individ-
ual cannot directly connect with God, but only
shapes his/her relations with others according
to the ideal which to him indicates God: “The
relations between man and man form the low-
er or rather the inner correlation within the cor-
relation of God and man” (Cohen, 1972, p. 132).
By contrast, with Natorp the transcendence of
God gives man a new absolute dimension in
which the critical function as the main instru-
ment of reason turns out to be insufficient, and
the initial subjective sensibility acquires a full-

% Cf.”This is about reviving faith in moral renaissance,
a moral future for humankind. This is about using this
faith to counter the selfish aspirations of peoples and
the materialism of social classes. It is only in social mo-
rality and only in cosmopolitan humanity that one feels
the breath of the living God whom the prophets of Is-
rael made the God of Israel and the God of the whole of
mankind” (Cohen, 1910, p. 17) (cf. “Es gilt den Glauben
wiederzugewinnen an die sittliche Wiedergeburt, an die sitt-
liche Zukunft der Menschheit. Es gilt diesen Glauben wieder-
zugewinnen gegeniiber der Selbstsucht der Vilker und dem
Materialismus der Stinde. Nur in sozialer Sittlichkeit und
nur in weltbtirgerlicher Humanitéat atmet der echte leben-
dige Gott, den die Propheten Israels zum Gotte Israels und
zum Gotte der Menschheit gemacht haben”).
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