HEOKAHTUAHCTBO

YAOK 1(091):17

MECTO VIIEVI TEPMAHA KOTEHA
B ®MJIOCODPUN AV ATIOTA

U.C. JBopxun’

Mos yeav cocmoum 6 mom, umobvl 00Ka3aMs, Umo
Tepman Koeen e moavko 0bi4 ¢husocogpom 0uaroea, Ho
u colepas 6 ucmopuu 3moeo Hanpabienus upesboiuail-
HO Baxnyto poav. B eeo knueax «Dmuxa uucmoi Boau»
u «Peaueus pasyma u3 ucmounuxob uyoausma» oaemcs
100pobHbLil aHaius omHoueruil mexoy 4 u Tei, S u OHo,
A u Mui. B nepBotl kruee smu omHoueHus paccmampu-
Baromca ¢ samuko-npaboboil mouxu 3penus, 6o Bmo-
poil — ¢ mouku 3peHus peauuosHot anmponosoeuu. Ho
npobaeMa MeXAUUHOCH020 OmHOuleHUs Bvicmynaem
6 yuenuu Koeena ne usosupobanno, ona npedcmabasem
coboil Baxknyro cocmabawugyto el eeo husocogpckoil
cucmemsl. Jledykyus nowsmus auunocmu 6 «Dmuxe
uycmoiu 6oau» 0cHOBAHA HA K02eHOBCKOUL /L02UKe UCHIO-
ka, komopas paccmampubaemcs 6 nepboi uacmu e2o
cucmemsvl — 6 «Jloeuxe uucmoeo nosnanus». Kax obesc-
naem Koeen, ucmoxom camocosnanus S kax auunocmu
Abasemcs He BHewHUTI Mup, a Opyeotl ueaobek, mo eciy
Tet. B cBoto ouepedv, napmuepckue omuouiernusn S — To
opmupyrom coodusecmbo Mol komopoe cmarobumcs
ocHoBanuem npaboBoezo eocydapcmba. Ipoyecc xydoixe-
cmBennoeo mbopuecmba 6 pamxax MeKAUHHOCHIHO20
omHouenus ucciedyemcs 6 «Icmemuke HucHoeo uyb-
cmba». Haxoney, 6 «Peaueuu pasyma u3 ucmouHuxod
uyoausma» cpopmysupobana KoHyenyus peiueui kax
Haubosee NOAHOU Pearusayuu MeXAUUHOCHIHO20 OMHO-
uienus. Taxum obpazom, Ouasoeusm cmas 00HUM u3 Bax-
HbLX usmepenutl Beeil ¢pusocogpckon cucmemol Koeena.
Ouenv Besuka 3HA4UMOCTIb €20 Udell U 045 0asbHenuLe2o
pasbumus gusocogpuu duasoea. Dmom paxm ommeua-
em yxe M. Bybep. @. PosenyBeiie 8 cboem pasbopauuba-
HUU 0UAL02UHECK020 MblULACHUA NPAMO ONUpaemcs Ha
Bce anemenmut cucmemst Koeena. Habawoodaemes eeo 6au-
anue u na ydenue M.M. baxmuna. B pesysvmame pac-
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NEO-KANTIANISM

THE PLACE
OF HERMANN COHEN’S IDEAS
IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF DIALOGUE

1. Dovorkin'

My aim is to prove that Hermann Cohen was not
only a philosopher of dialogue but has played an ex-
ceedingly important role in the history of that current
of thought. His books Ethics of Pure Will (1904) and
Religion of Reason out of the Sources of Judaism
(1919) offer a detailed analysis of the relationships be-
tween I and Thou, I and It, I and We. In the first book
these relationships are considered from the ethical-legal
point of view and in the second from the viewpoint of
religious anthropology. However, Cohen considers the
problem of inter-personal relationships not in isolation,
but as an important component of his entire philosoph-
ical system. Deduction of the concept of personality in
Ethics of Pure Will is based on Cohen’s logic of the
origin expounded in the first part of his system in The
Logic of Pure Cognition. Cohen explains that the or-
igin of the self-consciousness of I as a personality is not
the external world, but another person, i.e. Thou. In
turn, the partnership relationships between I and Thou
create the community We which forms the basis of the
law-governed state. The process of artistic creation in
the framework of inter-personal relationship is explored
in Aesthetics of Pure Feeling. Finally, Religion of
Reason out of the Sources of Judaism formulates
the conception of religion as the most complete reali-
sation of inter-personal relationship. Thus, dialogism
became an important dimension of Cohen’s entire phil-
osophical system, a fact noted by Martin Buber. Franz
Rosenzweig, in unfolding dialogical thinking, express-
ly appeals to all the elements of Cohen’s system. There
are signs of his influence on Bakhtin’s doctrine. Thus,
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cmompenue yuenus I'. Koeena kax wacmu gusocogpuu
duanoea nosboasem ocmwicaums Bee dmo Hanpabaerue
Kax eduHoe yeoe.

KatoueBuie caoBa: gpusocogpus duaroea, Heoxkanmu-
ancmbo, ucmox (Ursprung), soeuxa ucmoxa, beckoxeu-
Hoe cyxoeHue, 0pyeotl, MeXAUUHOCHIHbIC OMHOULEHUSL.

Beenenmne.
I'epman Koren xak ¢pwmitocod nmasnora

B xauecTBe mepa MapOyprckoro HarrpasJie-
HIs HeoKaHTMaHCcTBa [epman KoreH nosnbs3osasics
OTPOMHOVI HONYJISPHOCTBIO B Hauasle XX B. Brio-
crlencTBUM ero ustocodmst Oblyla B 3HAYMTENIb-
HOVI CcTelteHV 3a0bITa, HO B KOHIIE IIPOIIIJIOrO CTO-
JIeTVisl CHOBa CTaJjla MOMYJIsspHON. 3ajada HacTos-
eVl CTAaThbM COCTOMT B TOM, YTOOBI TI0Ka3aTh, UTO,
KpoMe B3IsAza Ha KoreHa kak Ha HeOKaHTMaHIIa
Y KJIacCKa KPUTWYECKOro Mjeasin3Ma, ero MOXKHO
paccMaTpmBaTh B KadeCcTBe OTHOTO W3 Co3JIaTesien
dputocodum auasora.

Tpapumonto non, dputocoduent aymasora 1o-
HUMAaIOTCsL  wjeu, BbIcKasaHHBle M. ByGepowm,
®. Posenrnserirom, M.M. baxtmaeiM B 1920-x r1T.
Bximtouenne Tepmana Korena B sToT psim TpeOy-
eT obocHoBaHMs. [Ipexxie ueM paccMOTpPeTh CBsI3b
unen Korena m dwiocopum amasiora, HY>KHO
YCTaHOBUTB NPWYMHBI 3a0BeHsI HeOKaHTMaHCTBa
B 1930-e rr. Kak cumnraer I'.-I' lagamep, riiaBHOM
IPVYVHOV TOCTTYXWJIO V3MeHeHVe OOIlero Ha-
cTpoeHnst yMoB nociie IlepBort MupoBovi BOVIHBI,
KOTOpasl ylapwia IO ONTUMUCTUYECKOMYy U pa-
LIVIOHAJIVICTYeCKOMY MIPOBO33PEeHMIO, XapaKTep-
Homy it XIX cToseTuss, B TOM 4mciie 10 Heo-
KaHTMaHCTBY . [Ipyron npuanHom 3abBeHns pu-
sococdpmm Korena cumTarorcs Hamazaky, KOTOPbIM
OHa IIofIBepIJIach CO CTOPOHBI «HEKOPOHOBAaHHO-
ro xopoist drtocodos» MaprtmHa Xarngerrepa®.

2 Crarpst 'aamepa Opula HammcaHa ISl HOBOTO W3[Ia-
H1s paboTsl Xangerrepa «VICTOK XyIoKeCTBEHHOIO TBO-
perms» (cm.: Heidegger, 1960, S. 102—125). ITepeson, Ha
EyCCKVM cm. B m3manvm: (Famamep, 1991).

Kak o0bscusier M. llaHk, kpuTika co cropoHsl Xarvie-
ITepa IIpuBejla K COKpaleHuio romysripHocT Korena,
KOTOpasi CTajla BHOBb BO3pacTaTh II0 Mepe yMeHbIIeHVIs
BIIVISTHIIS Xavizierreposckon dprutocodpmm (cm.: Zank, 2008,
p. 566 —573).
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1. Dvorkin

examining Cohen’s doctrine as part of the philosophy
of dialogue gives insights into this entire trend as a co-
herent whole.

Keywords: philosophy of dialogue, Neo-Kantian-
ism, Ursprung, the logic of origin, infinite judgement,
the Other, inter-personal relationship.

Introduction.
Hermann Cohen as a Philosopher
of Dialogue

As the leader of Marburg Neo-Kantianism
Hermann Cohen was immensely popular in the
early twentieth century. Subsequently his phi-
losophy was largely forgotten only to become
popular again at the end of the same century.
This writer aims to demonstrate that, in addi-
tion to considering Cohen to be a Neo-Kantian
and a classic of critical idealism, he can be re-
garded as one of the founders of the philoso-
phy of dialogue.

Traditionally, the philosophy of dialogue
refers to Martin Buber, Franz Rosenzweig
and Mikhail Bakhtin in the 1920s. Including
Hermann Cohen in this category requires jus-
tification. Before considering the link between
Cohen’s ideas and the philosophy of dialogue
it is necessary to understand the reasons why
Neo-Kantianism fell into oblivion in the 1930s.
Hans-Georg Gadamer thinks the main rea-
son was the change of public sentiment af-
ter the First World War which undermined
the optimistic and rational worldview char-
acteristic of the nineteenth century, including
Neo-Kantianism.? The other reason why Co-
hen’s philosophy fell into obscurity was that it
came under attack by Martin Heidegger, “the
uncrowned king of philosophy”.? The latter

2 Gadamer’s article was written for a new edition
of Heidegger’'s work The Source of Artistic Creation

(Heidegger, 1960, pp. 102-125; ¢f. Gadamer, 1994,
pP- 95-109).

Michael Zank (2008, pp. 566-573) explains that
Heidegger’s criticism diminished Cohen’s populari-
ty which began to increase again as the influence of
Heidegger’s philosophy began to diminish.



1.C. JIBopkuH

TTociiemamit oosuHsger Korena B HOITBITKE CBeCTM
dmtocodpuro x BorpocaMm PU3MKO-MaTeMaTive-
CKOro ecTecTBO3HaHUA'. [laHHOe yTBepXIeHVe
Xarigerrepa HecIipaBeJIBO BABOVIHe. Bo-riepBbIx,
nyig Korena mpo0sieMbl TTO3HaHMS SIBJISIOTCS BCe-
IO JIVIIIb YacThIO ero pwiocodny, B 11eJI0OM OUeHb
Jlajiekon oT cuyeHTn3Ma. KoreH Bcero simitb mpo-
IoJDKaeT 061_uy10 JIVTHUIO €BPOIEVICKOM (pvmo-
codpum, uaymiyro ot [dekapra n Kanra, xoTtopas
paccMaTpviBaeT MUpP He KaK He4YTO CyIIeCTBYIO-
Itee camo 110 cebe, a KaK peasIbHOCTh, OITOCPeIo-
BaHHYIO 4YeJIOBEKOM, B TOM UMCJle YeJI0BeYeCKM
MO3HaHMEM, TedTeIbHOCTBhIO U KM3HbBIO. BO-BTO-
pBIX, Kak pa3 KoreH momnsiTasicss oTBeTUTh Ha TOT
CcaMBbIVI BBI30B MMPOBO33peHMs Hosoro Bpemenu
(c ero MarepmaIM3MOM, IICMXOJIOTM3MOM W ITpar-
MaTM3MOM), KOTOPBIVI BbI3bIBaeT TaKyIo 03a00ueH-
HOCTb y Xarmerrepa. K npuannaam 3adbsenns Ko-
reHa cjleflyeT J00aBUTh OOIIlee KpyllleHVie HeMell-
KOV KYJIBTYPBI U pvyiocodpnm B pesysibraTe Ipu-
XOda K BJIaCTM HALIMCTOB 1 BTopoVI MWPOBOVI BO-
vHE’. HecMOTps Ha Bce yKa3aHHBIE OOCTOSTEIb-
cTBa, B KoHIle XX B. K Koreny cHoBa IIpmxoauT Ho-
nynsapHocTs. Korma B 1992 r. 8 MapOypre coctosi-
J1ach KoHepeHIVd B yecTb 150-11eTmst dpustocoda,
TO BBISICHMJIOCH, UTO VCCIIe[loBaHVeM ero pmsioco-
dum 3aHMMaeTcs yke MHOXEeCTBO yuyeHBIX. B Ha-
crositiiee Bpemsi K Koreny, HecoMHeHHO, BepHY-
JIOCh TIOJIOXKeHMe m3BecTHOro dpustocoda. Ho xak
CJleflyeT pacCMaTpuUBaTh ero yueHvie?

B OostpIIMHCTBE COBpeMeHHBIX pelerniyit pu-
socodpum Korena momuHMpyeT B3IVISA[, Ha Hee

* TloleMrKa O HeEOKaHTVMAHCTBE IIPOV3OIIIA MEXIY
M. Xamperrepom m 2. KaccupepoMm Ha 3sHaMeHUTOM (bui-
stocodpckoM popyme B [laBoce BecHomt 1929 . Ha duwio-
codmro Korena nanaytas Xanperrep. Kaccupep, KoTopsii
B 3TO BpeMs 3aHMMAJICS pa3pabOTKoV coOCTBeHHON (hu-
J10codmm cMBOIIMYecKmX popw, 3aruirart Korena rias-
HBIM 00pa30M 13 COOOpaskeHMIT YecTn. YoKe B Hallle BpeMs]
HeKOTOpBble VCCIIefIoBaTeIN CTaJIV BBICKa3bIBaTh MHEHIIE,
uto dwiocodpust Xavimerrepa Oymke k maesm KoreHa,
4geM 3T0 ITpy3HaBaI caM Xarerrep (cM.: Gordon, 2010).

> OcHoBHBIe Ipom3BeneHMs KoreHa Tak M OCTaINCh Ha
HeMeIIKOM si3bIKe. [lepeBerieHbI Ha MBPUT 1 eBPOIIeTICKe
SI3BIKM TOJIBKO «Peymruisi pasymMa» 1 ellle HeCKOJIbKO Ma-
sipIx counHeHmi. Ha dppaHITy3cKmi 1 pyccKuil si3bIK IIe-
pesenena «Teopws onbita Kanra» (Koren, 2012).
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accused Cohen of attempting to reduce philos-
ophy to the issues of mathematical natural sci-
ence.* This contention of Heidegger’s is wrong
on two counts. First, for Cohen the problems
of cognition are only a part of his philosophy,
which is generally far removed from scientism.
Cohen is merely in the mainstream of Euro-
pean philosophy going back to Descartes and
Kant, which sees the world not as something
that exists by itself, but as reality mediated by
man, including by human cognition, activity
and life. Second, Cohen, if anything, sought to
meet the challenge of the worldview of Mod-
ernism (with its materialism, psychologism
and pragmatism) which worries Heidegger so
much. Cohen’s oblivion can also be attribut-
ed to the collapse of German culture and phi-
losophy, brought about by the advent of the
Nazis and the Second World War.’ In spite of
all this, Cohen’s popularity bounced back in
the late twentieth century. The conference to
mark the philosopher’s one hundred and fifti-
eth birthday held in Marburg in 1992 showed
that many scholars were studying him. Today
Cohen’s standing as a prominent philosopher
has been restored. But what has earned him
such standing?

Modern reception of Cohen’s philosophy is
dominated by the view that it is the high point

* Heidegger and Cassirer clashed over Neo-Kantian-
ism at the famous forum in Davos in the spring of
1929. Heidegger attacked Cohen’s philosophy while
Cassirer, who at the time was developing his philos-
ophy of symbolic forms, defended Cohen, mainly out
of a sense of honour. In our time, some commentators
have suggested that Heidegger’s philosophy was clos-
er to Cohen’s ideas than Heidegger cared to admit (cf.
Gordon, 2010).

> Cohen’s main works are still available only in German.
Only Religion of Reason out of the Sources of Judaism and
several minor works have been translated into Hebrew
and some European languages. Kant’s Theory of Experience
has been translated into French and Russian.



KaK Ha BBICIIYIO TOUKY (pryIocodpmyt KpUTHUYeCKO-
ro mpaeamm3sMa’. [louemy xe s mperjiaraio BUIETH
B HeM OJTHOT'O 13 cosiaresievt dpvtocodpm qyasiora?

PaccMoTpuM feTaiibHee duitocodpuio Imaio-
ra Kak HallpapJjleHVe MBIC/IV, cPOpMUpOBaBIlee-
cs B Hauasle 1920-x rr. B pe3yJibrare BbIXOa psifia
paboT, B KOTOPBIX MUP IpPeNCTaB/IsyIca KaK Iperl-
MeT auasiora Mexnay ymnamu S n Tel. B nepyro
ouepenp B KadecTBe (PprsI0coPOB-IMAIIOTVICTOB 3a-
sy o cede B 1921 r. d. Pozentisentr (cm.: Posen-
user, 2017) n ®. D6uep (Ebner, 1921), a B 1923 r.—
M. ByGep (cm.: byGep, 1995). OmauM w3 mCTOY-
HUKOB 1 OIIOHeHTOB PoseHIiserira B uioco-
dum nuastora cras ero Apyr O. PoseHiTok-Xroc-
cu (em.: Cristaudo, 2006). Kpome Toro, B 1920-e rr.
B Poccumt 6pumm HamvcaHbl padoTer M.M. baxTu-
Ha, B KOTOPBIX CJIOBECHOE TBOPYECTBO pacCMaTpu-
BaJIOCh KaK MEXJIVMYHOCTHBIV Iyastor®. Takxke He-
00X0MMO OTMeTUTD HallViCAaHHBIe TOTra e pado-
Tl Apyra baxTiaa M.VI. Karana, B KOTOpbIX MICTO-
pvist TPaKTyeTCs KaK TBOPYECKMVI JTVaJIOr MIeCKMI
nporiecc (cm.: Karan, 2004). Paboter baxTiHa mo-
JIy4VIIV 3BeCTHOCTb B Mupe B 1970-e rT., a dpar-
MeHTBI courHeHM11 Karana Obv oy OyIKkoBaHbl
TosbKO B 2004 . 1 1O CVX HOP M3BECTHBI [JIaBHBIM

63a 110CsIeTHIE TOJIBI IIOSIBIMJIOCH MHOXKECTBO OCHOBATE b
HbIX ncatenopanmy drtocodpvm Korena (mamp.: TToma,
2012; Kajon, 1989; Hermann Cohen’s Critical Idealism,
2005, Hermann Cohen: l'idéalisme... 2011). V13 pabot
o Korene Ha pycckom si3bIke ciierryeT oTMeTuTh: (bestos,
2000; Coxkyep, 2008). XapaKTepHO, YTO IIOCTIEIHWIT aB-
TOp paccMaTpuBaeT ydeHue KoreHa MMeHHO B CBSI3U
¢ pwtocodment ayasora.

7 Oco3HaHME BCEr0 3TOr0 HaIlpaB/IeHMs KaK eIVHOIO
LIeJIOr0 IPWUIIUIO YXKe BO BTOPOU I10jI0BMHe XX B. (CM.:
Casper, 1967). B Poccuit maHHOV TeMe ITOCBSIIIEHBI pado-
1ol B.JI. MaxymHa (cM., Hanp.: Maxims, 1997).

B mepByio ouepesib pedb uieT o paborax baxTiHa «AB-
TOP VI TepOVI 3CTETNYECKOTI fleATertbHOCTI» 1 «K drtoco-
v mocTyTIKa», KOTOpBIe OBUIM OITy OJIIMIKOBAHEI Yke TT0-
ciie cMepTH aBTOpa — B 1977 —1986 rr. Kak oTmMeydaroT mc-
CJIefIoBaTel IV, STV TEKCThI ObUIM HaIIMCAHBI IIPELIIOIOK-
TenbHO B 1918 —1924 rr. (cm.: Baxtmn, 2003, c. 495—497).
Ho B Gortee 1mosiHOM 1 OoJIee IIOMYJIIPHOM M3JIOKEHWN
Vies apariora IpefcrasiieHa B KHure baxriHa «[Tpobite-
MBI TBOpYecTBa [JocToeBCKOro», KoTopas BeuIia B 1929 1.
v ObUIa IlepensiaHa B HOBOV peraxiivm B 1963 r. Takum
00pas3oM, IIMK AMasorMyecKnX MCCIIeqoBaHMI baxTiHa
IPOVICXOONT yKe rtocsie cMeptur Korena m cosriagaer c ta-
KoBbIMI y Po3zentiserira, bybepa n D6nepa.

1. Dvorkin

of the philosophy of critical idealism.® What,
then, leads me to see him as one of the founders
of the philosophy of dialogue?

Let us take a closer look at the philosophy
of dialogue as a trend of thought formed in the
early 1920s when a number of works were pub-
lished which presented the world as the sub-
ject of dialogue between I and Thou. The first
to commit themselves to dialogue philoso-
phy were Franz Rosenzweig (1921), Ferdinand
Ebner (1921) and Martin Buber (1923).” One of
Rosenzweig’s sources and opponents in the
dialogue philosophy was his friend Eugen
Rosenstock-Hiissey (cf. Cristaudo, 2006). In
Russia Mikhail Bakhtin in the 1920s wrote
about verbal creativity as inter-personal dia-
logue.® One should also mention the books of
Bakhtin’s friend, Matvei I. Kagan (2004), treat-
ing of history as a creative dialogue process.
Bakhtin’s works became known to the world
in the 1970s, and fragments from Kagan’s writ-
ings were published only in 2004 and are little
known outside Russia.” But they pertain to the
same period as the dialogue-related works of
Buber and Rosenzweig,.

¢ Recent years have brought a crop of thorough inves-
tigations into Cohen’s philosophy (e.g. Poma, 1912;
Kajon, 1989; Munk, 2005; Bienenstock, 2011). Of the
Russian works about Cohen mention should be made
of Belov (2000) and Sokuler (2008). The latter considers
Cohen’s doctrine in connection with the philosophy of
dialogue.

7 It was not recognised as a distinct trend until the
second half of the twentieth century (cf. Casper, 1967).
In Russia, Vitaly L. Makhlin (1997) wrote on this topic.

8 Above all Bakhtin's works Author and Hero in Aesthetic
Activity and Toward a Philosophy of the Act, published
posthumously in 1977-1986. The texts are thought
to have been written in 1918-1924 (cf. Bakhtin, 2003,
pp- 495-497). A more detailed and popular presentation
of the idea of dialogue is contained in Bakhtin’s book
Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, published in 1929,
reissued in a new edition in 1963. Thus the peak of
Bakhtin’s dialogue investigations occurred after Cohen’s
death and coincided with the works of Rosenzweig,
Buber and Ebner.

® The works of R. Katsman (2013a; 2013b) are the only
exception.
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1.C. JIBopkuH

obpasom B Poccunt’. Ho oTHOCATCS OHM K TOMY ke
Iepurozy, YTO U Ayasiormdeckye courHeHms byGe-
pa n Posenniserira.

ITomenenvie KoreHa B 3TOT psi, He JOJDKHO BbI-
3pIBATh COMHEHWUI. Bemp make Hambosiee 3HAKO-
Boe JnIo wtocodnm auarora Maptua bybGep
yTBepxaeT: «llapamokcasibHO, YTO IIepPBBbIM, KTO
obnow1 BugteHve To1 (die Sicht des Du), Ob11 He-
okaHTHaHel] lepman KoreH, mwcaBmmm 3mmont
1917—18-ro romos, mepes caMoV CMepTbhiO, KHUTY
“Permurust pasyma M3 ocHOB myzamsma» (Bybep,
1997, c. 227). ByGepy mpericTaBisgeTcs HapagoKcalb-
HBIM OOpallieH1e Takoro oopMaIbHOTO M pariuo-
HaJIVMICTMYECKOro, MO ero IIpeJcTaB/IeHNo, puio-
coda, kak Koren, x npobrremarmxe f1 n Ter. OnHa-
KO eMy ObljIa M3BeCTHa TOJIBKO ITOCIIeHsIs padoTa
Korena, Ha KoTopyro oH 1 ccbulaeTcst. Mexny Tem
HanOoJlee Ba>kKHBIe MIeV 10 IIpobieMaM MeXxIInd-
HOCTHOr0 oTHOIIeHMs KoreH BhICKa3bIiBaeT B CBOEN!
«DTHKe YMCTOV BOIM», BoIteniten B 1904 . B stomn
KHWTe aBTOP IOCBAIIaeT MHOTO CTPaHMI] TIOIPo0-
HOMY mccrlenoBanmio oTHomeHus I n Tel, cpas-
HMBaeT ero ¢ oTHoireHveM 5l 1 OHo, aHaIM3MpyeT
noHATHe MBI, CTPOUT HOBYIO TEOPUIO JIMUYHOCTU
V1 yCTaHaBJIVBaeT ee CBSA3b C KOHIIeTIIVIeVI COlValb-
HocTH. VI3moXkeHMe KOHIIEIITNY MEXIJTMYHOCTHOIO
OTHOIIIEHNS B «DTUKe UMCTOV BOJIM» Oe3 ImpeyBe-
JIYeHVsT MOXKHO paccMaTpvBaTh KaK CUCTeMaT-
yecKyto Bepcuio dpwiocodpun amaora. Ilommmo
Toro, uto Bepcusi Korana cpopmysmmposana cyiiie-
CTBEHHO paHbIIle ¥ 3HAYNTEJIbHO MO poOHee, YeM
y apyrux ¢uiocodoB-AMaIoricTos, oHa obsIazia-
eT ellle TeM ITPeVMYIIeCTBOM, UTO KOHIIeNITyaJIbHO
CBsI3aHa C KOI€HOBCKOWM JIOTMKOW, 3TUKOM ¥ 3CTe-
TUKOV M BOOOIIe 3aTparvBaeT IIVIPOKUV CIIEKTP
drtocodckmx mpodrrem.

Yro kacaetcs rocienHet padorer Korena «Pe-
JINTVS pa3yMa M3 MCTOYHVMKOB MyJan3Ma», TO OHa
IIeICTBUTEIIBHO BO3BpalllaeTcsd K IIpolsieMaTike
OTHOIIIEHWVI JINII, HO VICCIIe[TyeT ee B HOBOM KOH-
TeKCTe — KaK peJIUIMO3HOe JIMYHOe OTHOIIIEHNE.

° VMcxmoyeHme coCTaBiIgioT mcciienosanmsd P. KamMana
(Katsman, 2013a; 20130).

The inclusion of Cohen in this cohort is not
open to question. Even the most high-pro-
file exponent of dialogue philosophy, Martin
Buber, wrote: “It is significant that the vision
of the Thou is renewed first of all by the Neo-
Kantian thinker Hermann Cohen, who, near
death in the winter of 1917-1918, wrote the
book Die Religion der Vernunft aus den Quel-
len des Judentums (Religion of Reason out of the
Sources of Judaism, 1919)” (Buber, 2002, p. 252).
Buber thinks it is a paradox that Cohen, whom
he considers a formal and rationalistic philoso-
pher, has turned to the problem of I and Thou.
But he was familiar with only one of his works,
which he cites. Meanwhile Cohen expressed
his most important ideas about inter-person-
al relationship in his Ethics of Pure Will, which
came out in 1904. In it the author devotes many
pages to a detailed study of the relationship
between I and Thou, compares it with the I-It
relationship, analyses the concept of We, builds
a new theory of personality and establishes its
connection with the conception of sociality. The
exposition of the conception of inter-personal
relationship in Ethic of Pure Will can, without
exaggeration, be seen as a systematic version
of the philosophy of dialogue. In addition to
the fact that Cohen’s version was formulated
much earlier and in much greater detail than
in other dialogue philosophers, it has the ad-
vantage of being conceptually connected with
Cohen’s logic, ethics and aesthetics and in gen-
eral touches upon a wide range of philosophi-
cal problems.

As for Cohen’s last work, Religion of Reason,
it does indeed revert to the problem of rela-
tions between persons, but it considers it in a
new context, as personal religious relationship.
Religion of Reason adds a great deal to Cohen’s
philosophy of dialogue, but it does not build
it anew but rehearses and elaborates what
was said in earlier works. Thus it can be said
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«Permurus pasyma» MHoroe fobasiisieT K prioco-
vt nuasora Korena, Ho He dbopmyrmpyer ee 3a-
HOBO, a ITOBTOPSET U pa3BuBaeT TO, YTO yyke ObLIO
BBICKa3aHO B Oojlee paHHMX paboTax. B mTore Mmox-
HO CKas3aTb, 4To dustocodckasi cuctema Korena ss-
JIeTCs MPOIyMaHHBIM yUYeHVeM, B KOTOPOM B TOM
YICIIe OMaJIOrMyIecKie VeV M3JIaraloTcsl CrucTeMa-
TUYECKM B CBSI3M JIOTMKM, OHTOJIOTVIV, STUKMU, IIO-
JIUTUKY, 3CTETUKY, PYII0coPUI PeTATUAN U T.1I.

[Tpexie yeM MOIPOOHO OCTAHOBUTHCS HA V-
asiorndeckoM yueHmnn KoreHa, 3amanymcst BOIIpo-
COM O TOM, HaCKOJIBKO OHO TIOBJIVISUIO Ha PaOoTHI
apyrux pmiocodoB-a1aorucTos?

Eciit ByGep roBopuT O CBOEV CaMOCTOSITEIb-
HOCTM II0 OTHoIIeHnIo K KoreHy 1 gaxe o Heoc-
BEIOMJIEHHOCTH II0 MOBOMY ero padot, To Posen-
1IBEVAT, HaIIpOTWB, IIOIUYepPKMBaeT CBA3b CBOeV pu-
sococdpum ¢ cuctemont KoreHa, ormpaeTcst Ha ero
JIOTVIKY M 9TUKY UM paspalaTbIBaeT CBOIO prsIoco-
duio peruruy B IIPSMOV CBSI3U C MAESIMU IIpefi-
mectBeHHMKa (Bienenstock, 2018). CyecTsy-
eT siBHad CBsi3b ¢ pabotamu Korena 1 y baxtmHa,
0COOEHHO B BOITPOCAX, KaCAIOIIVXCS 3CTETMKIY.
Taxvm obpasom, pois Korena B dpopmmpoBasmm
dwtocodpum ayasiora cTaHOBUTCS Oosiee sICHOT,
ecJIM paccMaTpyMBaThb ee B KOHTEKCTe PasBUTMS
IaHHOTO PrII0COPCKOro HallpaB/IeHs He TOJIIBKO
B [epmanmy, Ho 11 B Poccym B 1920-e rrt

Bce 3T oOcTosiTesIbcTBA HE OTMEHSIIOT POJIV
Korena xak KpuTI4eCcKOro maeaavcTa B pasBuUTUN
TpaHCIeHJeHTaIbHON prytocodmm. B aTom mitane
s He OCITapVIBaIO B3IJISL Ha HETO, XapaKTePHBIVI JJIS
coBpeMeHHBIX KoreHoseroB — A. ITombr, M. Llan-

03ra cBs3p mpociexxeHa B pabore (Dvorkin, 2019).

B Poccum otHecenme Korena x dpwrocodpun pyaio-
ra BOCHPMHIMMAETCS ecTecTBeHHee, YeM Ha 3ariaje, Tak
KaK caM IMaJIorM3M IOHMMaeTcs Oosiee IIMPOKO, C yde-
TOM He TOJIBKO HeMeIKMx pr1ocodoB, HO 1 JiesaTe/IbHO-
cTU HeBeJIbcKoro kpyra. Cormocrasienuio duiocodumn
baxtmaa ¢ npesmu dwiocodun auaiora B I'epmanum
nocesimeHa kaura B.J1. Maximaa (Maxims, 1997). Bax-
HemmM rccitefosadveM o Mecte Korena B dporstocodpmm
nwmasiora siyrsercs Kaura 3.A. Cokyrep (Coxyriep, 2008).
B maHHOM KOHTEKCTe HeOOXOMMMO TaKKe OTMETUTH pabo-
Ty H.A. [Imutpuesoit o sivsinuy Korena Ha MblIUIeHue
b.JI. ITacrepraxka ([Imurpuesa, 2013).
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that Cohen’s philosophical system is a well-
thought-out doctrine in which dialogical ideas
are set forth systematically, bringing together
logic, ontology, ethics, politics, aesthetics, phi-
losophy of religion, etc.

Before dwelling on Cohen’s dialogical doc-
trine let us ask ourselves how it influenced the
work of other dialogue philosophers.

While Buber claim his independence
from and even ignorance of Cohen’s works,
Rosenzweig, on the contrary, stresses the link
of his philosophy with Cohen’s system, adopts
his logic and ethics and develops his philoso-
phy of religion, expressly linking it with the
ideas of his predecessor (Bienenstock, 2018).
Bakhtin’s work, too, is obviously connected
with that of Cohen, especially on aesthetic is-
sues.’” Thus, Cohen’s role in the development
of the philosophy of dialogue becomes clearer
if it is considered in the context of its develop-
ment not only in Germany, but also in Russia in
the 1920s."

None of this cancels out Cohen’s role as
a critical idealist in the development of tran-
scendental philosophy. In this matter I con-
cur with the views of modern Kant scholars
Andrea Poma, Michael Zank, Reinier W. Munk,
Myriam Bienenstock, Vladimir N. Belov and
others. An examination of Cohen’s philoso-
phy as a whole warrants the conclusion that
he was at once a Neo-Kantian and the au-
thor of his own original system (Belov, 2015).

10 This connection is traced in my work (Dvorkin, 2019).
' In Russia, identifying Cohen with the philosophy of
dialogue comes more naturally than in the West because
dialogism is understood more broadly, taking into ac-
count not only German philosophers, but also the ac-
tivities of the Nevel circle. Comparison of Bakhtin’s
philosophy with the ideas of dialogue philosophers in
Germany is the subject of Makhlin’s book (1997). Zinaida
A. Sokuler’s book (2008) makes a very important contri-
bution to the study of Cohen’s place in the dialogue phi-
losophy. In this context mention should be made of Nina
A. Dmitrieva’s work (2013) on Cohen’s influence on the
thought of Boris Pasternak.
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Ka, P. Mynka, M. beenencrok, B.H. bentosa 1 fgpy-
rux. Paccmorpenme dpwiococdprm Korena B nesiom
ITO3BOJISIET OTHO3HAYHO YTBEPXKIIATh, UTO OH OHO-
BpEMEHHO HeOKaHTWaHeIl ¥ aBTOp COOCTBEHHOV
opurmHainbHOM cvcteMsl (beros, 2015). C st Te-
3vcoM besioBa HEBO3MOXXHO He COIVIACUTHLCS, Of-
HaKO OH HMKAaK He IIPOTMBOPEUNT yTBEPXKIEHIO,
uTo B yueHUM KoreHa cdopmmposaiice 1 0aso-
BBle mmen prstocodpum auasiora. KoreH MHOrooo-
paseH; OH CTajI OTIIPaBHOV TOYKOV IIeJIOr0 psifia
CYILIECTBEHHBIX sIBJIeHU B MBI/ XX B. [1o 31iMm
IpVYMHAM M3y4YeHMe MecTa ero uiel B MICTOpUN
dutocodum ayanora cTosib BakHO. UTOOBI Olle-
HUTBb BCIO 3HAYMMOCTB 3TMX VeV, cilefyeT pac-
CMOTpPEeTh €ro pelLellNIO B IIPOon3BeleHNsIX Hall-
Oos1ee 3HAUMTEIIBHBIX P1IIOCOPOB AMasIora.

1. I'maBHOe oTKpbITHe KOorena —
HOBas JIOTMKa

bybGep, Kak OBLIIO OTMEYEHO BBIIIIe, CChIJIAETCS
Ha KoreHna, a Takxe ykaspiBaeT, uTo PoseH1iBenr
ObUT 3HAKOM C MaessMu MapOyprckoro driocoda,
MIOTOMY YTO UMTasl PyKOOuCh «Peltnrum pasyman.
Mexny tem PoseHIiBenir B cBoeit «3Be3fie 130aB-
JIEHVS» CChIJIaeTCs OTHIONB He Ha «Pemruio pas-
yMa», a Ha «JIoruky umcroro MelnuieHus» Kore-
Ha (1902). On nmmet: «Kak ObI HM OTpWMIIaI 3TO
MacTep, MBI BBICTparBaeM 371eCh Ha 0Oa3e Hay4HO-
ro MOJBUIAa €ro JIOTMKM MCTOKA HOBOE ITOHSITVIE
o Huruto» (Posenmserntr, 2017, c. 52). Po3eH1iBenr He
TOJIBKO BBICOKO OIIeHMBaeT JIOTMKY MCTOKa, HO OC-
HOBBIBaeT Ha Hel cBoio dpustocodpmro. Ho uto xe
KOHKPETHO B KOI'€HOBCKOVI JIOTIKe BefleT K puio-
codpum npasiora? DTO XOPOIIO BUIHO M3 TEKCTa
«DTUKM 4MUCTOM BOJIN», B KOTOPOVI, ONMpasCh Ha
CBOIO JIOT'MKY, KoreH BBIBOIWUT MOHATVIE JIMYHOCTY
n otHomeHe S u Te1. Koren numert: «lIpasna in,
yrto S Bcerma omimdyaercs ot He-f1 kak oObexra?
Ot He-/I kak pyroro? OTBeT Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC —
beckoneuroe cyxdernue»? (Cohen, 1904, S. 198).

123mech 11 mastee IMTaTH 3 pabot KoreHa gaHe! B mepeBo-
nie Exarepumbl SIHIyraHoBorl.

One cannot but agree with Belov’s thesis. But
this thesis does not run counter to the propo-
sition that the basic ideas of the philosophy
of dialogue were formed in Cohen’s doctrine.
Cohen is many-sided, he was the starting point
of a range of important phenomena in twenti-
eth-century thought. This is what makes the
study of the role of his ideas in the philosophy
of dialogue so important. To appreciate the sig-
nificance of these ideas we must look at their
reception in the works of the more significant
philosophers of dialogue.

1. New Logic: Cohen’s Main Discovery

Buber, as noted above, invokes Cohen and
notes that Rosenzweig was conversant with
the Marburg philosopher’s ideas inasmuch as
he had read Religion of Reason in manuscript.
Meanwhile Rosenzweig, in The Star of Redemp-
tion, cites not Religion of Reason but Cohen’s
The Logic of Pure Cognition (1902). He writes:
“And so, even though the master would strong-
ly object, we are going ahead here and build-
ing the new concept of the nothing upon
the scientific masterpiece of his logic of ori-
gins” (Rosenzweig, 2005, p. 28). Not only does
Rosenzweig praise the logic of origin, but his
philosophy rests on it. But what exactly is it
about Cohen’s logic that leads to the philoso-
phy of dialogue? The answer is clear from the
text of Ethics of Pure Will, in which Cohen uses
this logic to deduce the concept of personal-
ity and the relationship of I and Thou. Cohen
writes: “Is it correct in all aspects that the I dif-
fers from the Non-I as object, or here, rather,
the Non-I as person? We speak here of an in-
finite judgement”'? (Cohen, 1904, p. 198).

12 “Ist es da in jedem Sinne richtig, dass ich vom Ich das Nicht-
Ich, welches hier vielmehr der Nicht-Ich ist, unterscheide? Es
handelt sich hier um ein unendliches Urteil.” Here and else-
where quotations from Cohen’s works have been trans-
lated from the German by Yekaterina Yanduganova,
except for Religion of Reason (Cohen, 1972).
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Jlormka OeCKOHEUHBIX CY KIIeHUT UTPaeT CyIIle-
CTBEHHYIO poJIb B (prstocodpmm Pozennigerira’. Bee
TPV KHUTY IIePBOVI YacTy «3Be3MbL...» C VX Hera-
TUBHBIMVI T€OJIOr'VeVl, KOCMOJIOT VeVl V1 IICVIXOJIOr M-
eVl OIMPAOTCS Ha KOreHOBCKYIO KOHIIEMITNIO Oec-
KOHeuHBIX cyXaeHun. IlocBarusimi OeckoHeu-
HOoMy cyXaeHnioo y KoreHa cBoro IleHTpaIbHYIO
paboty SV TopaoyH oTMeuaeT, YTO MMEHHO Kore-
HOBCKasl TPaKTOBKa O@CKOHEUHOTrO CYXXIeHMs, OT-
JIMYHAas OT TereJeBCKOV, IO3BOJISIET eMy chOpMYy-
JIMPOBaTh AVaJIeKTUKY VICTOKa, aJIbTepPHATUBHYIO
reresIeBCKOV iajleKTHKe CUCTeMBI™.

PaccmotpumM ocHoBaHwMs storvky Korena Oostee
nofipoOHo. B camom Hauaste «JIormku 4ncToro mo-
3HaHWS» OH JleJlaeT HeJIBYCMBICJIEHHYIO CChUIKY
Ha Hwukomag Kysanckoro. Koren 3assiisier o Hem
HY OOJIbIlle HYI MeHbIIle KaK 00 OCHOBaTejle He-
Merkon dvutococpumn. Imasubn Bompoc Kysan-
11a B MHTepIpeTany Korena coctouT B ToM, Kak
MOXHO OIcaTh OecKOHeuHoe ITpY ITOMOIIN KO-
HeuHoro. Oteet Ky3aHIla, KOTOPBIVI TpaHCIIMpPYeT
Koren, ykaspiBaeT Ha MaTeMaTuKYy:

On [Hukoman KyszaHckmir] cHoBa wmer —
Y BeleT CBOIO MBICJIb — IUIATOHOBCKVMM ITyTeM
K MaTteMaTuke. Bor ero gesms: «Her Hmuero mo-
CTOBEPHOTO B 3HAHWMM HallleM, KpOMe Hallen
MareMaTuKw» (nihil certi habemus nisi nostram ma-
thematicam). ITosHaHMe TOIDKHO OBITH JOCTOBEP-
HBIM, a IpUHIMII JocToBepHOCTH Ky3aHelr Haxo-
OUT B OOHOBJIEHHOVI MM MaTeMaTuke. OCHOBOVI
HayYHOTO ITO3HAHVIS OH JleJIaeT MaTeMaTIIecKoe
roHsiTMe Oeckoneunoeo. Meiciib KysaHIia BbIBO-
IUT, HECMOTps Ha Iperpajpl 1 3aBajibl, IPsIMO
K lI'aausero w Jlenbnuyy. KoHeuHoe mosepsercs
OeckoHeuHBIM. BOT ere omHO ero 3asBiieHMe:
«Mepoti Bceeo s bepy He umo uHoe, kax camy becko-
Heunocmw» (Cohen, 1902, S. 31).

Tayvient v JleviOHwmIL 31ech YIIOMSAHY TBI He CITy-
variHo. Kak mnokaseiBaer yuenuk Korena Kaccu-

B3O pomm GeckoHeuHBIX CyXHeHUV y PoseHiBerira mu-
mIeT mccslemoBaTestb ero dpvwiocodpnn Karpua Hovixomns
(Neuhold, 2014, S. 465).

“TopauH BEIBOOUT KOT€HOBCKYIO IMAJIEKTUKY MCTOKA 3
sorviky OeckoHeuHbIX cyxuenwnt (Gordin, 1929, S. 116 —
168).
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The logic of infinite judgements is an im-
portant part of Rosenzweig’s philosophy.”* All
three books of the first part of The Star of Re-
demption with their negative theology, cosmol-
ogy and psychology rest on Cohen’s conception
of infinite judgements. Jacob Gordin, who has
devoted his central work to Cohen’s infinite
judgement, notes that Cohen’s interpretation of
an infinite judgement, which is different from
Hegel’s, enables him to formulae the dialectic
of origin in an alternative manner to Hegel’s
dialectics of system.' Let us take a closer look
at the foundations of Cohen’s logic. At the very
beginning of Logic of Pure Cognition he refers di-
rectly to Nicholas of Cusa who, Cohen claims,
was the founder of German philosophy. Ac-
cording to Cohen, the main question raised by
Nicholas of Cusa is how can the infinite be de-
scribed through the finite. His answer, accord-
ing to Cohen, points to mathematics:

He [Nicholas of Cusa] goes now further and
follows the Platonic way to mathematics. As
he proclaims, “We know nothing for certain
except for our mathematics” (nihil certi habemus
nisi nostram mathematicam). He searches for the
certainty of cognition, and he finds the principle
of certainty in mathematics, as he accomplishes
itsrenewal. The mathematic concept of theinfinite
becomes for him the cornerstone of scientific
cognition. And so the road leads from him
directly — if in rather blocked-up channels —
to Galileo and Leibniz. The finite is measured in
relation to the infinite. “I take infinity itself to be
the measure of all things”* (Cohen, 1902, p. 31).

3 On the role of infinite judgements in Rosenzweig see
the work of Katrin Neuhold, a researcher of his philoso-
phy (Neuhold, 2014, p. 465).

4 Gordin deduces Cohen’s dialectic of origin from the
infinite judgement logic (Gordin, 1929, pp. 116-168).

15 “Er geht und fiilrt wieder den platonischen Weg zur Mathe-
matik. Er spricht es aus: 'Wir haben nicht Gewisses als unsere
Mathematik’ (nihil certi habemus nisi nostram mathema-
ticam). Er sucht GewifSheit der Erkenntnis und er findet das
Prinzip der GewifSheit in der Mathematik, deren Erneuerung
er herbeifiihrte. Der mathematische Begriff des Unendlichen
wird ithm der Angelpunkt wissenschaftlicher Erkenntnis. So
geht von ihm der zwar in seinen Kandlen verschiittete, nichts-
destoweniger aber sicherlich gerade, Weg zu Galilei und
Leibniz. Das Endliche wird am Unendlichen gemessen. ‘Die
Unendlichkeit selbst nenne ich das Mafs von Allem.””
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pep, nnen Hukonas KysaHckoro jiexa B OCHO-
BaHMM MaTeMaTndecKkoro ectectsosHaHmsa XVII B.
(Kaccupep, 2000, c. 273). KaHT nepeBoguT pasro-
BOp 00 OTHOITIEHMV KOHEYHOro ¥ OeCcKOHeYHO-
ro Ha HOBBIV ypoBeHb. Ero TpaHclieHIeHTasIbHas
JIOTMKa TakKXXe COCTOUT B OIlpefiesleHn KOHeYHO-
ro Ipy nomom OeckoHewHoro. Takmm obpasom,
MBI IIPUIXOVIM K TaK Ha3bIBaeMbIM OeCKOHEUHBIM
CYXXJIeHVSIM, B KOTOPBIX KOHEUHBIVI CYOBEeKT COTIO-
cTaBjIsieTcs ¢ OecKoHeuHBIM HpenmkaroM. Corro-
CTaBJleHVe KOHEYHOro 1 OeCcKOHeYHOro, Harpu-
Mep uejioBeKa 1 bora, 3HaHMS 1 OIBITa, IEVICTBY-
TeJIBHOT'O I BO3MOYKHOTO, SIBJISIETCS OCHOBHOW 3a-
Hadert TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOVI JIOTIKIAL.

KanT paccmarpusaeT 6ecKoHeuHOe (V1M JIVIMU-
TaTVBHOE) CY>K/IeHVe KaK 0COObIVI THIT JIOT TYeCKO
orepanum, KOTOPBIV OTIINYAeTCS U OT yTBepKe-
HUs, 1 oT oTputianms (A 70 / B 95; Kart, 2006,
c. 161). JImMuTaTMBHOE, TO €CTh OrpPaHUYNTEIb-
HOe, Cy>K/IeHVie COOTHOCUT II0JIOKUTeIIbHBIVI CyOb-
eKT C OTpWIIaTeJIbHBIM IIPeAKaToOM, HalIpyMep:
«YeroBek He ecThb 3Be3fa». KaHT mpmsoauT 3Ha-
YUTeIbHO OOJlee MHTEPeCHBIVI IIpuMep JIMMUTa-
TUBHOTO CYXXIeHms: «[lyiia He cMepTHa» (A 72 /
B 97; cp.: KanT, 2006, c. 163). Kak 3amevaer KaHnr,
13 TOTO, UTO OHa He CMepPTHa, B TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaIb-
HOVI JIOTMIKe ellle He CJIelyeT, UTO OHa OeccMepTHa.
Eciit MBI 3ar71iHEM B 3aMeTKM, KoTopble KaHT fe-
71a1 71t cebst 1pm pabore Haz «KpuTHKom 9mcTo-
ro pasyMa», TO HalleM Ype3BbIYaifHO JII0OOIIBIT-
HOe paccy>kzieHre 0 OeCKOHEUHOM CYKIeHU:

B Tom wim wHOM ompenereHHON pyOpuKe
cofiepkaTcsl TpW JIormdeckre YHKIWUM, a cile-
JIoBaTeJILHO, VI TP KaTeropuwu, IIOTOMY, 4TO JIBe
V3 HVIX ITOKa3bIBAIOT eIVMHCTBO CO3HAHMA B JIBYX
npomubonosoKHOCMAX, TPeTbd XKe BHOBb CBSI3bI-
BaeT CO3HaHMe C 0berx CTOpoH. bosbilee Kom-
YecTBO CIIOCOOOB eIMHCTBA CO3HAHMS MBICIIUTD
HeJib3s1. Benp ecriv @ — co3HaHMe, cBA3bIBaOIIee
MHOrooOpasHoe, b — gpyroe cosHaHMe, CBSI3bIBa-
IolTlee IIPOTUBOIIOJIOKHBIM CIIOCOOOM, TO C ecThb
cBsi3b a n b.

Beckoneunvie cyxoenus. «[lywa He cmepmua»
O3HavaeT He IIPOCTO, UTO A IIPUHAIJIEXUT chepe
He-B, HO W BHemmHel1 B cepe C, xoTopas ompe-

The reference to Galileo and Leibniz is
not accidental. As Cassirer, a disciple of
Cohen, demonstrates, the ideas of Nicholas
of Cusa formed the foundation of mathemati-
cal natural science in the seventeenth century
(Cassirer, 1922, p. 3). Kant raises the talk about
the infinite and the finite to a new level. His
transcendental logic also lies in determining
the finite through the infinite. This brings us to
infinite judgements, in which a finite subject is
united with an infinite predicate. Unifying the
finite and the infinite, for example man and
God, knowledge and experience, the real and
the possible, is the main task of transcendental
logic.

Kant considers the infinite (or limiting)
judgement to be a special type of logical opera-
tion which differs both from an affirmation and
from negation (KrV, A 70 / B 95; Kant, 1998,
p- 206). A limiting judgement brings into cor-
relation a positive subject and a negative predi-
cate, e.g. “Man is not a star.” Kant cites a much
more interesting example of a limiting judge-
ment: “The soul is not mortal” (KrV, A 72 /
B 97; cf. Kant, 1998, p. 207). Kant notes that in
transcendental logic the fact that it is not mortal
does not warrant the inference that it is immor-
tal. If we look into the notes Kant made when
working on the Critique of Pure Reason we find
an interesting piece of reasoning on infinite
judgement:

For this reason there are three logical
functions under a certain title, hence also three
categories: because two of them demonstrate
the unity of consciousness in two oppositis, while
the third in turn combines the consciousness of
the two. Further kinds of unity of consciousness
cannot be conceived. For if a is a consciousness
that connects a manifold, and b is another
which connects in the opposite way, then c is
the connection of 2 and b.

Judicia infinita “ Anima est non mortalis” does
not signify merely that A belongs under the
sphaerum non B, but rather under the sphere
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IlesisteT U OrpaHM4YMBaeT B 11, cjiemosartesibHO, 03-
HadaeT orpaHMYeHe OJI0KeHM «a ecTb b» (AA
18, S. 370; Kanrt, 2000, c. 259; ¢ ucopasieHeM
OIIeYaToK).

Takum obpasom, OGeckoHeUHOe CyKAeHVe II0-
3BOJISIET HaM BBIVITY B IHOe M3MepeHre — TO, 4YTO
JIEXXUT TIOMVMO A ¥ TIOMUMO B, M1, UHBIMU CJI0-
BaMM, IIOMVIMO CyObeKTa 11 00BbeKTa. DTO pacCyk-
ZleHVe TIoMoxeT KoreHy mpoBecTy CBOIO [IeIyK-
LIVIIO JIMYHOCTY, HO ellle paHee IIpobsieMa, TIOTHS-
Tast KaHTOM, cTaHOBUTCS OTHOV 113 OTIIPAaBHBIX TO-
ek IOCTPpOeHMs InajleKTraecKov JJorvukm leresis.

B «Hayxke sorukm» I'eresib mogpoOHO paccma-
TpuBaeT Teopwio cyxpaeHus (lerens, 1972, c. 81).
ComnacHo ero kiaccudmkanmy, kak n y Kanra,
CYXIeHWs CyIeCTBOBaHM [IeJIATCS Ha yTBepOu-
TeJIbHBIe, OTpuUIlaTe/IbHble ¥ OeckoHeuHble. Ho
IIOCKOJIBKY, corjlacHO [erestto, cyXkmeHwe IIpen-
CTaBjIseT CODOV pacKpbITHE cofep’KaHwMs, 3aJlo-
JKEHHOTO B CyObeKTe, TO DeckOHeUHOe CyXIeHue
IIpefiCTaBjIsgeT COOOV aKT ABOVIHOIO OTPUIIAHMS
(ITomos, 1960, c. 187). BeckoneuHoe cyXXaeHVe MO-
JXKeT ObITh IOJIHOCTELIO 0ecCMBICJIeHHBIM, KaK, Ha-
npumep, «’o3a He eCTb CJIOH», «[lyX He ecTb Kpac-
Hoe»., OmHaKo, KakK HoOKasbiBaeT leresiip, Oecko-
HeYHOe CyXXIIeHVe MOXeT IIPUBOAUTE K PacKpbl-
TUIO CMBICJIa CyObeKkTa. B kadecTBe mpumepa oH
yTBepXKaeT, YTO BOPOBCTBO He TOJIBKO OTpHUIiaeT
IIpaBO COOCTBEHHMKA Ha Belllb, HO OTPUIIaeT IIpa-
BO Kak TakoBoe. Eciii MBI TOBOpMM, UTO «po3a He
eCTb BOOOIIe YTO-TNMOO0 OTIIMYHOE OT PO3bI», MBI
TeM CaMBbIM BO3BpalllaeMcs K COIepP>KaHMIO IIpei-
MeTa, COIOCTaBMB €ro C €ro IIPOTMBOIIOJIOKHO-
creio. I Ipu conocrapnenvn A i1 He-A 'y lerers, Kax
n 'y KaHrta, nosieiisiercd TpeTuv 3JieMeHT — eViH-
cTBO A 1 He-A, KOTOpOe OHVChIBaeT CofepKaHve
moHsTHs A. Taknm 00pas3oM, rerejieBcKast BepCus
TPaHCIIeHIeHTAJIbHOM [IVAJIeKTUKM II0Ka3bIBaeT,
KaK IIPOVICXOIUT CMBICJIOIIOPOXIEH Ve, TO eCTh Uli-
CTO€ MBIIIIJIEHIE,

B xonie «Mastont jiormkm» leresb mpoBosriia-
IIIaeT, YTO «ujes eCTh OeCKOHeuHoe CyXXIeHVe»
(Ferens, 1974, c. 404). VimenHo B 3TOM MecTe Koren

1. Dvorkin

C outside of B, which restricts and bounds B;
thus it signifies the limitation of the proposition
“a est b” (Refl 5854, AA 18, p. 370; Kant, 2005,
p- 300-301).

Thus, an infinite judgement ushers us into
a different dimension, i.e. what is beyond A
and beyond B, in other words, beyond the sub-
ject and object. This line of reasoning enables
Cohen to deduce personality, but even earlier
the problem raised by Kant becomes a starting
point for the construction of Hegel’s dialectic
logic.

In The Science of Logic Hegel expounds the
theory of judgement (Hegel, 2010b, p. 567). Un-
der his classification, as in Kant, judgements
of existence are divided into affirmative, neg-
ative and infinite. But because, according to
Hegel, a judgement reveals the content embed-
ded in the subject, an infinite judgement is an
act of double negation (Popov, 1960, p. 187).
An infinite judgement can be totally meaning-
less. Hegel cites such judgements as “A rose is
not an elephant,” “Spirit is not red.” Howev-
er, Hegel demonstrates that an infinite judge-
ment may reveal the meaning of the subject.
He asserts, for example, that thieving does not
merely challenge the owner’s right to a thing;
it challenges law in general. If we say that “a
rose is not in general something different from
the rose” we thereby go back to the content of
the object, juxtaposing it to its opposite. A com-
parison of A and non-A, in Hegel as well as in
Kant, produces a third element, the unity of A
and non-A which describes the content of con-
cept A. Thus, Hegel’s version of transcendental
dialectics shows how meaning is generated, i.e.
pure thinking.

At the end of the so called Lesser Logic Hegel
proclaims that “The Idea is the infinite judg-
ment” (Hegel, 2010a, p. 286, § 214). It is at this
point that Cohen takes up Hegel's argument,
but he subjects it to radical criticism. The iden-
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1.C. JIBopkuH

TIOfIXBaThIBaeT rerejieBCKOe yMO3peHVe, HO IIOf-
BEpraeT ero paJvKaJIbHOV KpUTHKe. ToXIIecTBO
A 1 He-A xapakTepw3syeT aOCTpaKTHBIV IIpoOIiecC
nopoxxaeHns " . Tak iepexor; OBITVSI B HUYTO V1 HU-
4TO B OBITIE OHMCHIBAET CTAHOBJICHVE, HO 3TO ab-
CTPaKTHOE OIVICaHIe CTAHOBJIEHWS YIIyCKaeT co0-
CTBEHHO caMy AMHAaMMKY 3TOro Iiporiecca. lere-
JIeBCKasl KapTWHA CTAaHOBJIEHWMS OKasbIBaeTCsl Ha
yOVIBIIEHVIEe CTaTVMYHOW ¥ HETIOIBVDKHOV. UTOOBI
VICIpaBUTh cuTyanuio, Koren mpemsiaraer coot-
HOCUTB He A 1 He-A, a A 1 0eCcKOHEeYHO MaJIoe 13-
MeHeHue A. ViHpimu ciioBamu, Koren ananmsmupy-
€T KaHTOBCKO€e OeCKOHEYHOe CY KJIeHVe C TIO3UIIN
DecKOHEeuHO MaJIbIX, BBelleHHbIX JIernoHmeM™.

OOGcyamM 3TOT BOHPOC HEMHOIO IOIpoOHee.
Hwraro, KoTopoe B cOOTBeTCTBUM C KapTvHOM [ere-
JI ABJIeTCS. HadasloM IIpoliecca CTaHOBJIEHMS, TO
ecTb ITepexofia HU4To B ObITie, o Koreny, siiiser-
CsI He abCOTIOTHBIM HUYTO, a OECKOHEUHO MaJIbIM
npupalieHneM, TouHee nuddepeniamoMm. Ta-
KOVI B3IJIsi/], 3SHAUWMTEIILHO JTyYIlle yJIaB/IVBaeT IIpo-
11eCCyaJIBHOCTB, UeM rerejieBcKas ayaeKTmka. Ko-
TeH IIpefyIaraeT paccMaTpuBaTh JIIOOOV IIpeIMeT
B COOTHECEHW C €T0 VJIeeVi, ICTOKOM, TlepBOHava-
710M (oH mcnonb3yeT TepMuH Ursprung). [Tpm sTom
caMo HavaJIo VIV IIPVHIINII Ka)KIIOV BT OKa3bl-
BaeTcsi mporieccyarbHbIM. Ho Kak MOXKHO CpaBHUTD
Belllb C ee CTOKOM? Berrp oHM Hecomzmeprmbl! He-
COVI3MEPVIMOCTD SIBJISIETCS OOIIVIM KadeCTBOM Oec-
KOHEUHBIX cyXaeHmt. [epman Koren BBommT 311ech
MIOHSITVIEe KOppertaimn. Besikast Bellb opoXKaaeTcst
3 YICTOKA, HO He IIPSIMO, a KOPPEJISITVBHO.

Yro Xe ITpeJIicTaBIIsieT COOOVI ITPOoIiece ITIOpoK/ie-
Hus 13 nctoka? i oobsacuenms Koren, mpusiie-

5 Kak noguepkmsaer Homxonsr (Neuhold, 2014), nven-
HO OecKOHeUHOe CyK[IeHwe I103BojifeT ['eremro ommcaTb
IOMHAMMKY CTaHOBJIEHVISI, HO I CKOpee COIJIaceH B 3TOM
Borpoce ¢ ['OpAVHBIM, KOTOPBIV IIOJIarajl, YTO JAVHAMMU-
Ka I'eresist OTHOCUTCST KO BCeVI CUCTEME B 11€JI0M, a He K ee
enuHMYHBIM coObITHsM (Gordin, 1929, S. 142 —168).

16 JlevtOHMIIEBCKAs KOHLEMIMS T depeHIiaia B CBA3M
C ViCCIIeOBaHMeM IIPOLecCyayIbHOCTI OTHOIIIEHVIS MBIIII-
steHmst vt ObrTs (cM.: Toros, 1960, c. 78 —80) crasia npej-
MeTOM HpwcTabHOoro BHMMaHMA Korena yxe c 1883 .
B mrore oHa mipeBpaTiIach B OHO M3 BKHEVIIIIX OCHO-
Bauwm storuku Korexa.
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tity characterises the abstract process of gener-
ation.'® The transition of being into non-being
describes development, but this abstract de-
scription of development omits the dynamics
of this process. Hegel’s picture of coming into
being turns out to be surprisingly static and im-
mobile. To rectify the situation Cohen propos-
es to bring into correlation not A and non-A,
but A and an infinitesimal change of A. In oth-
er words, Cohen analyses Kant’s infinite judge-
ment in terms of infinitesimals introduced by
Leibniz."” Let us discuss the matter in more de-
tail. Nothing, which in Hegel’s account is the
beginning of the process of coming into being,
i.e. transition from nothing into being, is, ac-
cording to Cohen, not an absolute nothing, but
an infinitely small increment, or rather differen-
tial. This view captures processuality much bet-
ter than Hegel's dialectics. Cohen views each
object in relation to its idea, to its origin (Ur-
sprung). The origin or principle of each thing
turns out to be a process. But how can a thing
be compared with its origin? They are incom-
mensurate. Incommensurability is the general
property of infinite judgements. At this point
Cohen introduces the concept of correlation.
Every thing is born of its origin, not directly,
but through correlation.

What is generation from an origin? To ex-
plain it Cohen invokes the concept of the
present (Gegenwart). The process of genera-
tion takes place in the present. Therefore the
act of pure thinking also takes place only in the
present. To explain Cohen’s conception let us

16 Katrin Neuhold (2014) stresses that infinite judge-
ment enables Hegel to describe the dynamics of com-
ing into being, but I would rather agree with Gordin
who believed that Hegel’s dynamics apply to his whole
system and not to its individual events (Gordin, 1929,
pp- 142-168).

7" Leibniz’s conception of differential in connection with
the study of the processuality of the relation between
thought and being (cf. Popov, 1960, pp. 78-80) attracted
Cohen’s attention as early as 1883. Eventually it became
one of the key principles of Cohen’s logic.



KaeT noHATHe Hactosero (Gegenwart). Vimen-
HO B HACTOSIIIEM IIPOVICXOAUT IIPOIecC IIOpOXKe-
Hus. [ToaToMy TOJIBKO B HaCTOSIIIEM ITPOVICXOINUT
Y aKT YVCTOrO MBIIIUIeHMs. YTOOBI HOSCHUTH 3Ty
KoHIIenmio KoreHa, paccMoTpuM, Kak OH 00bsc-
HSIeT IIOHSITVIE MHOXXeCTBEHHOCT: MHOXECTBO MO-
XKeT SBJISATbCS. MHOXKeCTBOM TOJIBKO B TOM CIIydae,
KOI/Ia OHO SIBJISIeTCS. eqMHCTBOM. Ho KaK BO3MOX-
HO OBITH OJTHOBPEMEHHO VI MHOXECTBOM, U €IMH-
crBoM? OtBer KoreHa coctouT B TOM, YTO HMKa-
KOVl OIHOBPEMEHHOCTM TYT HeT, MHOXXeCTBeH-
HOCTb pacKpbIBaeTcs B IIpollecce YMHOXeHMs, TO
ectb craHoBiieHMs MHOruM (Cohen, 1902, S. 64).
Ho sTOoT mpoliecc MOXXHO IOHMMATh TOJIBKO Kak
IIPOVICXOISIINIL B HacTosIIee BpeMs. 31ech Kpo-
eTcs BeJIMKOe pasJindyie MeX/1y rerejeBcKov 1 Ko-
FeHOBCKOW aviayieKTukovi. [Iist [eresiss caMo 1oHSI-
TVe, TIOCKOJIBKY B HeM COIEeP)KUTCS ero CTaHOBJIe-
HMe, — IIpollecCya/lbHO, HO OHO He IIpejriosiara-
eT aKTyaJIbHOrO Ipoliecca. KoreHoBckoe IoHsTHe
MHOXECTBEHHOCTVI He OrpaHMYMBAETCS OOIINM
TIOHSTIEM, HO TpeOyeT ITOMBICJINTD, KaK OHO IIpO-
VICXOOUT B aKTya/IbHOV KM3HEHHOCTM KakK IIpo-
11eCC, ITPOTEKAIOIIN B HACTOSIIIEM BPEMEHT.
Koren omnmceiBaeT mopoxiieHue Bellu U3 ee
VICTOKa KaK IIpollecC M OecKOHeYHOe CYXXAeHUe,
1 B 9TOM OH conmpaapusupyetcs c I'eresiem, HO 1y1st
Korena mporiecc nopoxnaeHmnss — 3To He mjes BO-
o0rrte, a KOHKpeTHasl miesi, B KOTOPOM KaXKnas
BEILIb SIBJISIETCS. COOBITVIEM MBIIIIJIEHVIS, CTABSIIIETO
rieper; cobomt 3amaHue, 1 3agavy (Aufgabe), mo
OTHOINIEHUIO K 3TOM Belly. TakuM oOpa3oM, akT
MBIIIIIEHNSI — 3TO CBOETO POJia IIPOIIECC PeIeHIst
3amau. Pasmrune mexxy Korenowm m I'erestem B 11o-
HVIMaHWV TeMIIOPaJIbHOCTY V1 IIPOLIeCCyaJIbHOCTI
MBIIIUIEHNS OTpakaeT PyHIaMeHTaJIbHOCTh pas-
JIVYMSE MEXTY I'erejIeBCKOVI AVIaJIeKTVIKOVI U Kore-
HOBCKOW JIOrMKOV vicToka. Jlormka Korewa orrm-
CBbIBaeT MBIIIUIEHVe KaK TBOPYeCKMII IIPoLiecC pe-
IIIeHMs aKTyaIbHbIX 3a71ad, OCYIIeCTBIISIOIIVICS
B HACTOSIIEM, a TerejieBcKas JIOTMKa ONVICHIBAeT
MBICJIb KaK YHUBEpPCYM pedpileKCui, OTOpPBaHHBIN
OT KOHKpEeTHOro MelIcjisiero. Takast mocTaHOBKa

1. Dvorkin

see how he explains the concept of multiplicity:
multiplicity can be a multiplicity only if it is a
unity. But how can something be a multiplicity
and at the same time a unity? Cohen answers
that there is no simultaneity here and multiplic-
ity is revealed in the process of multiplication,
i.e. in the process of becoming many (Cohen,
1902, p. 64). But this process can only be un-
derstood as happening in the present. Herein
lies the great difference between the dialectics
of Hegel and Cohen. For Hegel the very con-
cept — inasmuch as it involves coming into be-
ing — is processual, but this does not imply an
actual process. Cohen’s concept of multiplicity
is not confined to the general notions, but re-
quires thinking about how it happens in actual
life as a process unfolding in the present.

Cohen describes the generation of a thing
from its origin as a process and an infinite
judgement, as does Hegel, but for Cohen the
process of generation is not a general idea but
a concrete idea in which each thing is an event
of thought which sets itself a task (Aufgabe) in
relation to this thing. Thus an act of thought
is a task-solving process. The difference be-
tween Cohen and Hegel in the understand-
ing of temporality and processuality reflects
the fundamental nature of the difference be-
tween Hegel’s dialectics and Cohen’s logic of
the origin. Cohen’s logic describes thinking as
a creative process of solving topical tasks tak-
ing place in the present while Hegel’s logic de-
scribes thought as universal reflection divorced
from the concrete thinker. This approach
brings Cohen to the problem of the openness
of man’s self-consciousness and his relation to
the Other."

® Modern philosophical studies associate the placing of
the Other at the focus of philosophy and the conception
of the priority of ethics over ontology with the name of
Levinas. Indeed, Levinas solves the problem of the Other
in the framework of phenomenology. But Cohen formu-
lated this problem long before him from the viewpoint
of transcendental logic. On Levinas’ attitude towards
Cohen’s philosophy see Gibbs (1992) and Sokuler (2008).
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1.C. JIBopkuH

Borpoca rpusoguT KoreHa K 1po0sieMe OTKpbI-
TOCTV CAMOCO3HAHMS YeJIoBeKa 1 ero oOpallieHHO-
ctv k Ipyromy”.

2. Teopust TMYHOCTU
B «DTHUKEe UYMCTOV BOJIN»

Korza MbI TOBOpVIM 0 KOT€HOBCKOVI MHTepIIpe-
TaIV KaHTOBCKOV (prytocodpmnt, BaXKHO OTMETUTD
codeTaHMe B Hell IBYX PyHIaMeHTaIbHbIX IIOIXO0-
OB — JIeTaJIbHOIO MCCIIeIOBAHMSI XOma KaHTOB-
CKOVI MBICJIVI B €€ KOHKPEeTMKe V1 ITIOHVIMaHVIsI BCE
KaHTOBCKOI (PMITOCOPCKOTI CHCTEMBI KaK eI/THOTO
neoro'®. s KoreHa KaHTOBCKasl 3TMKa M 3CTe-
TUKa HEOTHIEJIMMBbI OT KAHTOBCKOI'O VICCIIIOBAH IS
OTHOIIIEHVVI MBIIIUTEHM Y onbITa’.

Kak Opwio mokasaHo, B cBoein Jjiormke Koren
dopmynupyer mporiecc pedriekcuM B KauecTBe
MBIIJIeHV HavaJla, Wi HopoxaeHus, semin. On-
HAaKoO 3Ta pedpyIeKCs IIPeICTaBIIsieT cO0OVI He IIpo-
CTO CaMOOTpMIIaHVEe MBICIIV, ITOHOOHO TOMY Kak
3TO IPOUCXOAUT y T'eresis, a MplIeHVe KOpperis-
LMY C IIPOLIeCCOM HauaJla, BelpakaloIrerocs B 6ec-
KOHEYHO MaJIOM IIpupallleH1. DTO Hadalo-MCTOK
He 4BJISIeTCS B CTPOrOM CMBICJIe HY CAaMOVI BeIIIbIO,
HU ee orpunaHueM. Kak momuepkmsaer Koren,
vctok (Ursprung) ecTb caMoeViCTBYIOIIee Hava-
710 MBIC/TI: «VICTOK — 2TO OOsI3aTesIbHOe Hayasio
mbiuieHusg. Ho v maseliie, Ha Bcex CTaamsX, OH
3a/IeVICTBOBAH KaK [IBVDKYIIVIVI IIPVHIIVIL Yucroe
IO3HaHMe Bcerdga OyAeT pasBUTHeM IIpUHIINUIIA
ncroka» (Cohen, 1902, S. 36).

7 CoBpemeHHBIe (PMIIOCOCKIME VICCIIENOBAHMS CBSI3bI-
BaIOT ITOMeIIeHNe JPYroro 4ejaoBeka B IIeHTP puiIoco-
VM 1 KOHIIENIINMIO IpVOpUTeTa STUKW Hall OHTOJIOIV-
et ¢ mmeHeM JleBunaca. [evictBurenbHo, JleBuHac pe-
maeT 1Ipobsiemy pyroro B pamMkax ¢peHomeHosornm. Ho
Koren 3agosiro 1o Hero copMysmMpoBasl 3Ty Ipodsemy
C TOYKM 3peHMs TpaHCLEeHIeHTaIbHOM JIornku. O0 ot-
Homrenvn JlesuHaca x dpwiocodpun Korena cm.: (Gibbs,
1992; Cokyrep, 2008).

8 BcrioMHMM ITaCTepPHAKOBCKOE OIIpefieJIeHIe KOTeHOB-
ckoro ncropmsma: «Ha mcropuio B MapOypre cMoTpesu
B 00a TeresIbsHCKMX IJla3a, TO €CTh TeHMaIbHO 00001IeH-
HO, HO B TO Xé BpeMs M B TOUHBIX I'paHMIIAX 3[IPaBOro
npasaononobes» (ITacreprax, 2004, c. 169).

Y HannoMHMM, YTO MMEHHO 3TOVI TeMe IIOCBAIIleHa IIepBast
dynmamenTanpHas padora Korena «Teopwst ombira Kan-
ta» (Koren, 2012).

2. The Theory of Personality
in Ethics of Pure Will

Speaking about Cohen’s interpretation of
Kantian philosophy, it is important to note that
it combines two fundamental approaches: de-
tailed study of the train of Kant’s thought in its
concreteness and an understanding of Kant’s
entire philosophical system as a single whole."
For Cohen the ethics and aesthetics of Kant are
inseparable from Kant’s investigation of the re-
lations between thought and experience.® As
shown above, Cohen in his logic formulates the
process of reflection as thinking on the begin-
ning or generation of a thing. However, this re-
flection is not simply a self-negation of thought
as with Hegel, but a thinking of correlation
with the process of beginning manifested
through infinitesimal increments. The begin-
ning-origin is not strictly speaking a thing, nor
its negation. Cohen stresses that the origin (Ur-
sprung) is the prime mover of thought: “The
origin is not only the necessary beginning of
thought. In all further stages, it must be ac-
tive as the driving principle. Pure cognition
is always a transformation of the principle of
origin”?! (Cohen, 1902, p. 36).

Nothing is given to thought, in its begin-
ning is the assignment; “The conditions for
the construction of the task are known as the
‘given’”? (Cohen, 1902, p. 82). The task has to
be formulated as a result of a thought act. In
Ethics Cohen makes a meticulous job of it and

¥ One should consider here Pasternak’s description of
Cohen’s historicity: “At Marburg they gazed at history
through both of Hegel's eyes, i.e. with brilliant univer-
sality, but at the same time within the exact boundaries
of a judicious verisimilitude” (Pasternak, 1958, p. 64).

» This was the topic of Cohen’s first major work Kant’s
Theory of Experience (Cohen, 1871).

2 “1...] der Ursprung ist nicht nur der notwendige Anfang
des Denkens; sondern in allem Fortgang mufS er sich als das
treibende Prinzip betitigen. Alle reinen Erkenntnisse miissen
Abwandlungen des Prinzips des Ursprungs sein.”

2 “Die Bedingungen fiir die Konstruktion der Aufgabe hei-
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fen 'gegeben’.
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MBIITEeH IO HIMUero He JaHo, B ero Havajie jie-
KUT 3aaHue: «/JaHHBIMM Ha3bIBAIOTCA YCIJIOBUA
nocrpoenus 3aganmus» (Cohen, 1902, S. 82). 3ama-
HMe HeoOxoaMo cpopMyIIMpoBaTh B pe3yJIbTare
aKTa MbIUieHnd. B «DT1uke...» Koren gertasibHO
IIpofesibiBaeT 3Ty PadOTy 1 HPUXOAUT K BBIBOAY,
YTO VMICTOKOM CaMOCO3HaHsI JIMYHOCTY BBICTYTIaeT
ee oOpallleHVe K IpyroMy 4esioBeKy. Takmm oOpa-
30M, 3TUYeCcKasi peaJIbHOCTb JIPyroro yesoBeKa AB-
JISIETCSI OCHOBOVI MOEro COOCTBEHHOI'O CaMOCO3Ha-
Hus. B pamkax cBoero mcciienosanms Koren oopa-
IaeTcs K aHanmsy npuponsl S B yuennm @uxre.

g @uxre camocosHaHMe Sl orpenersercs
yepes ero cooTHeceHue c [Ipyrum, To ectb ¢ He-
JI. Kax mopuepkmBaer KoreH, coorHecenmue ‘I
¢ He-sl — »T0 OeckoHeuHoe cyxmeHue, 1 Duix-
Te, C ero TOYKM 3peHNs, 371ech JejlaeT IBOVIHYIO
ommbKy. Bo-miepBeIX, OH paccMaTpuBaeT caMo-
cosHaHMe Kak Toxaectso J m He-fI, To ecTth Kak
aKT uncron pediekcun. Takoe I okaspiBaeTc ITy-
CTBIM, TIOTOMY YTO ITPOCTOe OTpuiiaHue 4 yxe ms-
HavaJIbHO IIPUCYTCTBYeT B Sl. Bropas ommbka co-
cTouT B TOM, uTO He-SI — 5T0 He 00BeKT, Kak I10J1a-
raeT OuxTe, a IPYrov YeIoBeK.

PaccmorpuM  paccyxnmenue Korena mompo0-
Hee. Kak OeckoHeuHOe cyXJeHIe —COOTHeceHle
JI ¢ He-fI — B pamkax sornkm Korena craBut Bo-
ripoc 00 mctoke SI? Otkyna Sl yepraer cBoe Kaue-
crBo ObITh fI? Kak mokaseiBaer KoreH, mpoctoe
corocTasjleHVe Sl ¢ BHeIIHel peasIbHOCTBIO, MU-
poM, oobekToM Hutuero Ham He fmaet (Cohen, 1904,
S. 197—198). OOBeKT y>ke M3HaYaIBHO OIpesieieH
o oTHomeHmio K J. Ero comocrasitenme ¢ 51 Bo3-
BparaeT Hac camoMy SI. Takum oOpasom, MBI I10-
JIly4aeM To, 4To leresib Ha3bIBaeT AypHON Oecko-
HEYHOCTBI0. PeasIbHOVI ITPOTMBOIIOJIOKHOCTEIO S
ABJISIeTCs IIpoLiecc COOTHOIIeHns Sl ¢ npyrum de-
sioBekoM. OH mMeeT coOcTBeHHOe Sl 1 He IIomJIe-
JKUT JIOTVYEeCKOMY OIpefie/IeHNIO0 M3HYTPU Moe-
ro camocosHaHM4. VIMeHHO obpalrieHme K IpyTO-
My 4eJIOBEKY CTaHOBUTCS HACTOSIIVM aKTOM ca-
Moco3HaHms. Kak 3assiger Koren, «/Ipyeoi, alter
ego, cocmabasem ucmox f» (Cohen, 1904, S. 200).

1. Dvorkin

comes to the conclusion that the origin of an
individual’s self-consciousness is in turning to
the Other. Thus the ethical reality of the Oth-
er is the basis of my self-consciousness. During
the course of his investigation Cohen invokes
the analysis of the nature of the I in Fichte’s
doctrine.

Fichte defines the I through the correlation
of the I and non-I. Cohen stresses that the cor-
relation between the I and non-I is an infinite
judgement, and that Fichte, from his point of
view, is here making a double mistake. First, he
considers self-consciousness to be an identity of
the I and non-], i.e. as an act of pure reflection.
Such an I turns out to be empty because simple
negation of the I is intrinsically present in the
I. The second mistake consists in the fact that
non-I is not an object as Fichte believes, but the
Other person.

Let us take a closer look at Cohen’s argu-
ment. In Cohen’s logic, how does the infinite
judgement — correlation between the I and
non-I — formulate the question about the ori-
gin of the I? From where does the I derive is
quality of being I? Cohen argues that simple
correlation between the I and external reality,
the world, the object does not get us anywhere
(Cohen, 1904, pp. 197-198). The object is initial-
ly defined with regard to the I. Its correlation
with the I brings us back to the I itself. Thus we
arrive at what Hegel called “bad infinity”. The
real opposite of I is the process of the relation-
ship of the I with the Other. He has his own I
and cannot be logically defined from within my
self-consciousness. It is the turning to the Other
that constitutes a true act of self-consciousness.
As Cohen declares, “The Other, the alter ego, is
the origin of I"* (Cohen, 1904, p. 200). But what
is the Other or, as Cohen calls him (Cohen,
1904, p. 199), the “next man” (Nebenmensch)?
It is not I and not the object, which requires a

% “Der Andere, der alter Ego ist der Ursprung des Ich.”
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1.C. JIBopkuH

Ho 4to e mpepcTasiisieT coOOV 3TOT APYTON Ue-
JIOBeK, 1JI1, Kak ero HasbiBaeT Koren (Cohen, 1904,
S.199), «psanom-uesiosek (Nebenmensch) »? Do He
51 v He OOBEKT, 171 Hero Hy >KHO HOBOe OIlpezesie-
Hute. I/l KoreH BBIBOAUT €ro B paMKax CBO€VI JIOT V-
K/ MCTOKAa B KaueCTBe IIOHSTIS ThL:

Ter — 310 He OnH. On pasen pyromy. V1 Bos-
HVUKaeT OIlacHOCTh, 4To ¢ OH OyayT oOparmaTbes
Kak ¢ OnHo. Tet u £, besycao6Ho, npunadiexam opye
opyey. 51 He Mory cka3atb TrI Ge3 Toro, 4TOOBI CO-
otHecty Tebst co MHoT1, 6€3 Toro, aTo0ObI 00BeIN-
HuUTH Tebs B oTHOIIEHNY C 1.

Ho opgHOBpeMeHHO BO3HMKaeT Ipyroe CWIb-
Hoe TpebosaHue: Sl He Mory IoMmbIcIUTh S Oe3
TOro, uToOBI IOMBICIINTE Tebs1. Takum obpasowm,
[pyroit B caMOCO3HaHUM TYT e oOpasyeT JIBOVI-
crBeHHOe umcio ¢ S (Dualis des Ich). A mockoss-
Ky caMOCO3HaHMe OoOO3HadaeT eIVHCTBO BOJI,
OHO JIOJDKHO HOCTpouTh coro3 S  Ter. A Boas co-
edursiem Tebs u Mens, Mensa u Tebs (Cohen, 1904,
S. 235).

OO0 ortHommenmsx S v Tet roBopmim 1o Korena®
¥ MHOTO ToBOpnI T1ocsie KoreHa?, omHaKo nmMeH-
HO OH ITPOBOAMUT JIOTMYECKYIO NIeAyKIIVIO 3TOro
noHsATuA. Beenenue B dputocodpmro Tl Kak pyH-
JlaMeHTaJIbHOTO TIOHSTH 1o3BosisieT Koreny crie-
JIaThb PSIT OUY€Hb BaXKHBIX BBIBOIOB.

Bo-1iepBbIX, 0OH dopMyIMpyeT HOBOe It Pu-
socodpmm TIoHATHE desioBeKa. Kak ObIsIo cka3aHO
BBILIIE, [IJIsI BRIBemeHMs J Kak jrmuHocTr Korew vic-
TIOJIB3yeT IOHSITHE «PsiioM-4esioBek». Ho eciu ca-
MOCO3HaHMe yeJjIoBeKa OIIOCpeIoBaHO [IPYIM de-
JIOBEKOM, TO MHOXXECTBEHHOCTH YeJIOBeKa SIBJISIeT-
Csl He IIPUBXOAAIIIVIM €0 CBOVICTBOM, a ero ¢pyH-
JaMeHTaJIbHBIM OCHOBaHVEM. YeloBeK OTHBIHE
y>Ke He MOXXeT paccMaTpuBaThCd KaK aBTOHOMHas
aToMapHas CyIITHOCTh, KaK 3aMKHYTBIVI B ceOe 1H-

2 Hambostee n3BecTHBIe paccyxiaeHns uMerorcs y Peviep-
Oaxa (cm.: Derzepbax, 1995).

21 BeemerHoe B obopot Bybepom orHomrerme «S1 — Ter»
HIpeBpaTIIIOCh B 001Iee MecTo. O HeM roBOpSIT Bce, HO Oe3
CBSI3M € 3-M JIMIIOM OHO JIMITIeHO 3HadeHMs. Ha sTom oc-
HOBaHa MHOroo0OpasHas Kpuruka dwiocodpum ByGepa
(cm.: dBopxmn, 2002).

new definition. Cohen derives it in the frame-
work of his logic of origin in the shape of the
concept of Thou:

Thou is not He. He would be the Other.
He is likewise in danger of being treated as It.
Thou and I essentially belong together. 1 cannot
say Thou without relating Thee to me, without
uniting Thee with I in this relation.

However, there immediately appears the
heightened requirement: that I cannot con-
ceive I without conceiving Thee. So, in self-
consciousness, the Other has transformed
into Thou in a duality with I. And if self-
consciousness is to mean the unity of will, it
has to create the union of I and Thou. The will
unites me and thee, and thee and me** (Cohen,
1904, p. 235).

The relations between I and Thou were dis-
cussed before Cohen® and a great deal after
Cohen,* but he takes the credit for logically de-
ducing this concept. By introducing the funda-
mental concept of Thou into philosophy Cohen
was able to make a number of important con-
clusions.

First, he formulated a concept of man that
was new for philosophy. As indicated above,
Cohen used the concept of “the next man” to
infer I as personality. But if the self-conscious-
ness of man is mediated by another man, the

# “Duy ist nicht Er. Er wire der Andere. Er kommt in Ge-
fahr, auch als Es behandelt zu werden. Du und Ich gehdren
schlechterdings zusammen. Ich kann nicht Du sagen, ohne
dich auf mich zu beziehen; ohne dich in dieser Beziehung mit
dem ich zu vereinigen.

Aber os liegt darin zugleich die gesteigerte Forderung: dass ich
auch nicht Ich denken kann, ohne dich zu denken. So hat der
Anderer im Selbstbewusstsein sich gleichsam in den Dualis
des Ich verwandelt. Wenn das Selbstbewusstsein die Einheit
des Willens zu bedeuten hat, so muss sie die Vereinigung von
Ich und Du bilden. Der Wille vereinigt mich und dich,
dich und mich.”

% The best known exposition belongs to Feuerbach (cf.
1986).

% The I-Thou relationship introduced by Buber has be-
come a commonplace. However, it is meaningless with-
out the relationship with a third person. This is the basis
of diverse criticisms of Buber’s philosophy (cf. Dvorkin,
2002).
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nvBu. YesioBeK MHOXeCTBEH, a MHOXXeCTBO, CO-
riacHo Koreny, miporieccyaisHo. Tosibko oTHOIIIe-
HM MeX]Ty JIIOABbMM JAlOT HaM HacTosilee orpe-
TlesleHve Yestopeka. VIHbIMM cjioBaMu, YesioBeK —
3TO He mpocTo fl, Kak mosaram puiIocodsl OT
Hekapra no ®uxre; yenoBek — 310 I m Tol, 1 J1
VIMEHHO B OTHOIIeHUM K ThbL

Beenenme Tol B prstocodmio mipeBparaer sTm-
Ky Korena B dpyHImameHTaibHYyIO HayKy. Mexue-
JIoBeYecKyie OTHOIIEHWS MOJIy4YaloT CTaTyC OCHO-
BaHWS MIUPa, aHAJIOTMYHO IIOHATUIO CYObeKTUB-
HOCTM B JOKOreHOBCKoM dpustocopunt. OgHako 1o-
poxaenve noHATHs f 13 Tel mpuBOAUT K HOBO-
My HOHMMaHWIO M caMOco3HaHwms camoro f1. Ono
CTAHOBUTCS YK€ He TOJIBKO CyOBeKTOM, HO JINY-
HocThIo (Person) (Cohen, 1904, S. 204—205). Cite-
ZyeT oOpaTuTh BHMMaHMe, 4YTO BBeleHMe Thl He
ycrpanser ortHomeHve Sl ¢ O, HO, HaoOOpoT,
BHOCUT B 3TO OTHOIIIEHVE HOBBIVI COIep)KaTellb-
HBIVI CMBICII. PeaIbHOCTh BHEIIIHero Mupa Haps-
Ily CO CBO€VI 0OBbeKTMBHOCTBIO OOpeTaeT JIMUYHOCT-
Hoe n3MepeHue. Kpome Toro, oTKpeiB pyHIaMeH-
TasibHOCTH oTHOIeHms S 1 Tri, Koren mocrasmit
B KauecTBe PyHJaMeHTaJIbHOrO BOIIPOC 00 OTHO-
meHnu 5 ¢ MpL. DT0 nipeBpalnaer 3TuKy Korena
B HacTosIIlee OCHOBaHVe J1J1s HOBOVI COLTVIOJIOT VA

3. ConnasnpHasi TeOpus
B «DTHKEe UMCTOV BOJIVI»

Bepremcs kx mipobiieme gestoBeka. Kak cooTHo-
CATCS MeXTy coOOVI UeJIoBeUHOCTh deJloBeuecTBa
I 4eJIOBEYHOCTh JAHHOT'O KOHKPETHOTO 3MIIVPU-
4eCcKOro 4ejiopeKa? DTOT BOIIPOC CTajl OIHOW U3
dyHAaMeHTaIbHBIX ITpO0JIeM HeMeIIKOV KJTacCu-
uveckon drtocodun. YestoBek sIBJIseTCs TIIaBHOM
TeMon prtocodpmm gyxa lerens. i Teres or-
HOIIIeHVIe YeJIOBeUHOCTV OJHOTrO 4YesloBeKa M Je-
JIOBEYHOCTV BCETO uejioBeuecTBa COCTOUT B OTHO-

2 Kak mouepkmBaer KoreH, mM3HauaIpHOe CaMOCO3Ha-
HVie JesyIoBeKa, IIpeJiCTaB/IeHle O YeM MMIUIMIIUTHO BO3-
HUKaeT yxe y [maToHa, popMmpyeTcs MMeHHO B MHOXe-
CTBEHHOM YVICJIe ¥ TOJIBKO IIOCTEIIeHHO B dovtocodnit 00-
petaet enyHcTBeHHOE unciio (Cohen, 1904, S. 197).
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multiplicity of men is not his accidental prop-
erty but a bedrock foundation. Henceforth man
cannot be seen as an autonomous atomic enti-
ty, as a self-contained individual. Man is mul-
tiple,” and a multiplicity, according to Cohen,
is processual. Only the relations among people
offer a true definition of man. In other words,
man is not simply I, as philosophers from
Descartes to Fichte believed; man is I and Thou,
moreover, | in relation to Thou.

The introduction of Thou into philosophy
turns Cohen’s ethics into a fundamental sci-
ence. Inter-personal relations acquire the status
of the basis of the world, similarly to the con-
cept of subjectivity in pre-Cohen philosophy.
However, the generation of I from Thou leads
to the new understanding of the self-conscious-
ness of the I as well. I becomes not only the
subject but a personality (Person) (Cohen, 1904,
pp- 204-205). It has to be noted that the intro-
duction of Thou does not remove the relation-
ship between I and He, but on the contrary,
brings new content into it. The reality of the ex-
ternal world along with its objectivity acquires
a personal dimension. Besides, by discovering
the fundamental importance of the I-Thou re-
lationship Cohen raised the central question of
the relationship between I and We. This turns
Cohen’s ethics into a veritable foundation of a
new sociology.

3. Social Theory in Ethics of Pure Will

To come back to the problem of man. What
is the correlation between the humanity of the
whole of humanity and the humanity of a con-
crete empirical individual? This has emerged
as a fundamental problem of German classical
philosophy. Man is the main topic of Hegel’s
philosophy of spirit. For Hegel the relationship

27 Cohen stresses that man’s initial self-consciousness,
which is already implicit in Plato, is formed in the plural
and only gradually acquires the singular (Cohen, 1904,
p- 197).
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IIIeHNY YaCTHOTO, eIVHNYHOIO 1 CyObeKTUBHO-
ro K 00I1IeMy, YHMBEPCAIIBHOMY 11 OOBbeKTVIBHOMY
(Teresw, 2000, c. 200). Coracuo ererro, peanmsa-
LVsl OTHAEIIBPHOrO YeJloBeKa ¥ ero Iepexof K Bee-
O0IIIeMy OCYIIECTBIIIeTCSL B T'paKJaHCKOM OOIIe-
crBe 1 rocygapcrse (Ieresib, 1990, c. 279), a ocy-
IIlecTBJIeHVe MIeV YesioBedecTBa KakK eIHOro Iie-
jioro — BO BcemupHon vctopun (Tam xe, c. 370—
372). Koreny Oy113K11 Bce 3TU MieV, HO, B COOTBET-
CTBUM CO CBOV y4eHWeM, OH BHOCUT B HUX CYyIIle-
CTBEHHbIe KOPPEKTBBI.

Ilepexon OT eAMHWYHOrO YejioBeKa KO Bceob-
meMy (rocyapcTBy) He MOXeT OCYIIeCTBIIAThb-
Csl HeIoCpeCcTBeHHO. [lojpkeH OBITh KaKOW-TO
HOCpedHVK, M UM cTaHOBUTCA TbL. B «DTuKe um-
crom Bostv» KoreH obpaiijaeT BHMMaHMe, YTO MHO-
JKECTBEHHOCTh 4eJIOBeYeCKOro cylIrecTBa TpeOy-
eT IIOCTAaHOBKM BOIIPOCa O MeXKueJIOBeUeCcKIX OT-
sHomreHnsx (Cohen, 1904, S. 234). B rocymapcrse
OHV OCYIIECTBJISIOTCS B IIOHSTUM OOIIIeCTBeH-
HOT'O J0roBopa, KOTOpOe CTajlo OJHWMM W3 OCHO-
BaHUN nonmTrdeckon dgutocodpmn. Ho uro Ta-
Koe o0I11ecTBeHHBIV 1orosop? Koren orpeuaer Ha
3TOT BOIIPOC CIIeAyIomyM oOpasoM: «[loroop —
3TO IpUTSA3aHMe, IpeTeH3Ms IIpaBa, KOTOPYIO s
npenwssisio pyromy. Takast mpaBoBasi IIpeTeH-
3151, KaK MUHUMYM CyHeOHas IIpeTeH3usi, — 3TO
BOOOIIIe JTF000T1 ITpaBoBoVt aKT (actio). Ho doeobop
npeBpawaem npemensuto (Anspruch) 6 obpawerue
(Ansprache), u moeda Ipyeoni no omuouteHuw « 5
npebpaujaemcsa 6 Toi» (Cohen, 1904, S. 234).

To ectb oTHOIIeHME I — THI Ha YPOBHE OTHETB-
HOT'O YeJIoBeKa JIKUT B OCHOBe rocydapcTBa Kak
1iesioro. Ecyiv moHsSTIE JOrOBOpa MeTOAMYeCKN He
IIPOSICHEHO — BeJb B peajIbHOCTV HMKAKOIO [I0T0-
BOpa TpakgaHe OOJIBIIVHCTBA CTPaH MeXIY CO-
Oor He 3aKJTIOYa/IM, — TO MEXJIVMYHOCTHBIE OT-
HOIIIEHVISI B YeJIOBEYeCKOM OOIIecTBe SBJISIOTCS
HEeCOMHEHHOV peaJIbHOCTBIO. [1JIsi ommcaHms He-
OIpefieJIeHHOro, Kak yTBepxgaeT KoreH, moHs-
T OOIIIeCTBEHHBIX OTHOIIEHNVI OH BBOAUT OoJlee
geTKoe IoHATHe IapTHepcTBa (Genossenschaft),
KOTOpOe IIpeBpartriaeT otaenbHble 51 1 Trl B 001Iee

of the humanity of one individual and the hu-
manity of the whole human race is that of the
particular, single and subjective to the gener-
al, universal and objective (Hegel, 2017, p. 226).
According to Hegel, the actualisation of the in-
dividual and transition to the universal takes
place in civil society and the state (Hegel, 1991,
p- 275); the actualisation of the idea of human-
ity as a single whole in world history (Hegel,
1991, pp. 372-375). Cohen can relate to all these
ideas, but, in line with his doctrine, he intro-
duces substantive adjustments into them.

Transition from a particular individu-
al to the universal (the state) cannot be direct.
There needs to be an intermediary. That inter-
mediary is Thou. In Ethics of Pure Will Cohen
draws attention to the fact that the multiplic-
ity of human beings raises the question of in-
ter-personal relations (Cohen, 1904, p. 234). In
the state they are implemented in the concept
of the social contract which has become one
of the foundations of political philosophy. But
what is a social contract? Cohen offers this an-
swer: “A contract is a claim, a legal claim that I
make upon the Other. This legal claim, at least
as a claim presented in a court, is the paradigm
of all legal action (actio). The contract then trans-
forms the claim (Anspruch) into an address (An-
sprache). And thus the Other is transformed to I in
Thou”?® (Cohen, 1904, p. 234).

In other words, the I-Thou relationship at
the level of the individual forms the founda-
tion of the state as a whole. While the concept
of contract has not been methodologically clar-
ified — the citizens of most countries have not
signed any contracts among themselves in re-
ality — inter-personal relations in human so-
ciety are an unquestioned reality. To describe

% “Der Vertrag ist ein Anspruch; ein Anspruch des Rechts,
den ich an den Andern erhebe. Ein solcher Rechtanspruch,
zum mindesten als Gerichtsanspruch, ist ja die Rechtshand-
lung iiberhaupt (actio). Der Vertrag macht nun aus dem
Anspruch die Ansprache. Und daher verwandelt sich
der Andere zum Ich in Du.”
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Mer. Kak nomuepkusaer Koren, «napmmuepcmbo
u obwecmbo — smo nonamus vecpabrumoie» (Co-
hen, 1904, S. 236). [TapTHEpCTBO MEeTOAMYECKM CO-
OTHOCUTCS C XXM3HBIO KOHKPETHOV JINYHOCTY, ee
oOpailrieHreM K ApyroMmy u K camomy cebe. ITap-
THEPCTBO (pOpMMpPyeT MeXJIMYHOCTHBIE OTHOIIIe-
HIs Ha YPOBHe He TOJIBKO rocyJapcTBa, HO M ce-
MBI, TPYIOBBIX KOJUIEKTMBOB, IPak[IaHCKMX MH-
CTUTYTOB, MEXXI'OCY/IapCTBEHHBIX OTHOIIICHWTA.
lerenteBckast colmasibHas Teopus TPaKTOBa-
jla OOIIeCTBO KaK eOuHOe IIejIoe, HaXOISIIeecs
B OMaJIEKTUYECKMX OTHOIIEHWSIX CO CBOMMM OT-
HenbHbIMM ujleHaMU. [TocKosIbKy peasibHO Omu-
caTh 3TV OTHOIIIEHMS HEBO3MOYXHO, TO COIIMasIb-
Hble yUYeHNsl, IIOCTpOeHHbIe Ha ocHOBe Teopuu [e-
reJIsi, CKJIOHHBI pacCMaTpyBaTh I7100aIbHbIE COLIV-
aJsIbHble TpaHcopMaly 6e3 JeTaIbHOTO OCO3Ha-
HIS BHYTPEHHMX ITIPOLIeccoB, JIeXXalllX B X OC-
HoBaHMAX. OTHUM 13 Hanboslee 3BECTHBIX yue-
HWUW, TTOIBUBIINMXCS IIOM, BIIVISHMEM rerejIeBCKOm
COLVIaJIBHOV TeOpuM, CTaJl MapKCU3M, KOTOPBIV
BUIUT ODIIIECTBO B KaueCTBe IJ100a/IbHOrO 11100,
MOJIBEP)KeHHOI'0 PeBOJIIOLIMIOHHBIM TpaHcdOopMa-
umgaM. HampoTus, koreHoBcKasd collyiajibHasi Te-
opus VIHTepPIIPeTHpyeT BHYTPEHHIOK XI3Hb 00-
IIecTBa Kak IIpoliecc Ayasiora v IapTHepCcTBa, YTO
JaeT e BO3MOXXHOCTB OIMCHIBATh COITVaJIbHBIE
MMKPOIIPOLIECCHI, a He TOJIBKO IVI00aJIbHble TpaHC-
dopmarimm obirecTBa Kak 11esioro. Ha ocHoBe du-
sococpumt Korena B Hauaste XX B. TOSIBUIIVICH COITU-
aJIbHBIE TeOPWY, KOTOPbIe BLICTYIIVII C aJIbTepHa-
TUBOVI MapKCI3MYy, B TOM 4VICJIe TeOpwsl STUYeCKO-
ro coumnanmsMa Ilayna Haropna. D. bephirens,
OZIVIH U3 JINEPOB COLIMAIMCTIYeCKOTO JIBVIKEeH S
B 3amagHont EBpone u mocreposarens Korena,
paccMaTpuBal IIpoliecc IepeycTporicTBa oOIIe-
CTBa KaK COBOKYITHOCTb IIOCTeIIeHHBIX pedopMm,
a He KaK IVIODAJIbHYIO JIOMKY COLIVQJIBHOW CH-
CTeMBI B ITporiecce peBosonuit. Bece 3To mpusesio
K ToMy, uTo dpmtocodms Korena cumranack B Co-
BeTckoM Coroze Bpaxx1eOHOVI MapKCU3MYy, MaeasIn-
CTUYeCcKON 1 peakioHHom. Mexnay tem cam Ko-
reH ObUI OYeHb [JajieK OT IIPSIMOTO CTOJIKHOBEHIS
¢ Mapkcm3MoM. OOIrecTBO 111 Hero ObUIO OfHO-
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what Cohen believes to be an uncertain con-
cept of social relations, he introduces a more
precise notion of partnership (Genossenschaft),
which turns individual I's and Thou's into the
common We. Cohen stresses that “partnership
and society are not comparable concepts”® (Cohen,
1904, p. 236). Partnership methodologically re-
lates to the life of a concrete individual, its
treatment of the Other and of itself. Partnership
forms inter-personal relations at the level not
only of the state, but also of the family, work
collectives, civil institutions and inter-state re-
lations.

Hegel’s social theory treated society as a sin-
gle whole which is in a dialectical relationship
with its individual members. Because these re-
lations are impossible to describe in reality, the
social doctrines based on Hegel’s theory tend
to regard global social transformations without
delving into the internal processes that under-
lie them. One of the best known doctrines that
sprang up under the influence of Hegel’s so-
cial theory is Marxism, which sees society as a
global whole, prone to revolutionary transfor-
mations. By contrast, Cohen’s social theory in-
terprets the inner life of society as a process of
dialogue and partnership, which enables him
to describe social micro-processes and not only
global transformations of society as a whole.
In the early twentieth century Cohen’s philos-
ophy gave rise to social theories which offered
an alternative to Marxism. These included Paul
Natorp’s theory of ethical socialism. Eduard
Bernstein, one of the leaders of the socialist
movement in Western Europe and a follower
of Cohen, envisioned the process of society’s
transformation as a combination of gradual re-
forms and not as a global demolition of the so-
cial system in the process of revolutions. As a
result, in the Soviet Union Cohen’s philosophy
was considered to be anti-Marxist, idealistic
and reactionary. And yet Cohen was not hos-

¥ “Genossenschaft und Gemeinschaft sind unvergleich-
bare Begriffe.”
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BPEMEHHO ¥ I1eJIOCTHBIM, ¥ VIHVIBULYaIbHO-TINY-
HbIM. VlccrlerioBaHve MeXIIMYHOCTHBIX OTHOIIIEe-
HUV "1 [IApTHEPCTBA II03BOJISET BUJIETh YeJIOBeKa
B Ka4eCcTBe TBOPYECKOVI JIMYHOCTY, & OOIIIeCTBO —
B KaueCTBe COIMAJIBHOTO ¥ KYJIBTY PHOTO I1€JIOr0™.

4. Me>XITMYIHOCTHOE OTHOIIIeHVIe
B MICKYCCTBe ¥ peJINTUN

B oTrmame oT kaHTMaHCTBa, rytocodcKast Cu-
crema KoreHa cocrouT He M3 Tpex, a M3 YeTbIpex
YyacTerl. Hapsmy C JIOTVIKOVI, STUKOW VI 3CTETUKOIL
OHa BKJTIOUAeT PeJINTUIO pa3yMa KaK OTIeIbHYIO
aucoyiuiHay. Harnmcannele Korenom B KoHIle
JKM3HWM COUMHEHMS], TIOCBAIIIeHHbIe [BYM IIOCIIe]l-
HVIM 00J1acTsIM, CYIIIeCTBEHHO OMVpaIOTCs Ha IIpo-
HW3aHHBIe IVaJIOrMTIeCK/MM 3JIeMeHTaMI JIOTVIKY
u oTuKy. I'lo aTovt mpuunHe B dprIocodpcKom cu-
creMe KoreHa HaOromaeTcs: mporpeccupyrommi
OTXOJL OT KaHTOBCKOVI ITPOOJIeMaTVKIL. XOTs Kore-
HOBCKasl 3CTeTMKa ¥ IIOCBAIleHa IIpodjieMaM wc-
KYCCTBa, OCHOBAHWS [IJTSI M3y YeHMs ICKYCCTBa TaM
coBceM MHEIe, ueM B acTteTrke KanTa. Bo BBemeHmM
K «KpuTnke criocobHoCcTM cyXaeHms» KanT ompe-
fesigeT o0JIacTh 3CTeTUMKM KaK IIPOMEeXYTOUYHYIO
MeXy ABYMs IPyTMMIU CTOPOHaMM ero puIioco-
dvm. OH TOBOPUT O Tpex CIOCOOHOCTSAX YesIoBe-
YeCKOVI JIyIIIV, @ IMEHHO: «CHOCOOHOCHIb NO3HAHUA,
uyBcmBo yoobosvcmBus u HeyooBoabcmbus u cnocod-
Hocmo sxeaanusa» (AA 05, S. 177, Kant, 2001, c. 93).
Yyscro ynosornbcTeud (Geftihl der Lust) paccma-
TpvBaeTcs KaHTOM B KauecTBe OCHOBAHMS [JIS
3CTETMYECKOro Cy>XIeHVsI, KOTOpOoe ITO3BOJISET Ue-
JIOBEKY OIIeHWUTD IIpOM3BeeHVe VICKYCCTBa. XOTS
acreTnka KoreHa, Kak 11 KaHTOBCKasl, HalIpaBjleHa
Ha VCciIefloBaHVe VICKYCCTBa, HO OCHOBOIIOJIATraro-
M [JIs1 3CTETVIKV YyBCTBOM SIBJISIETCS JIIOOOBB,
KOTOpasi, Kak oTMedaeT KoreH, He TeprimT 3aMbIKa-
Hs B cebe 11 TpebyeT obrrierns 1 coobrrers (Co-
hen, 1912, Bd. 1, S. 175; Koren, 2002, c. 219).

B MekyceTBO, HayKa, 110931151, BOOOIIIe Bce (POPMBI KYJIBTY-
PBI 3a CYET MEIMYHOCTHBIX OTHOIIIEHWV OCYIIIECTBIISIOT-
Csl B 9TOM HAIIPSsDKEHUY MeXIy OIHVM YeI0BeKOM 1 00-
mtectsoM (Cohen, 1904, S. 242 —243).
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tile to Marxism. For him society was at once
whole and individual-personal. The study of
inter-personal relations and partnership reveals
man as a creative personality and society as a
social and cultural whole.*

4. Inter-Personal Relationship
in Art and Religion

Unlike Kantianism, Cohen’s philosophical
system consists not of three but of four parts.
Along with logic, ethics and aesthetics, it com-
prises the religion of reason as a separate dis-
cipline. Cohen’s last works devoted to the two
latter areas rely heavily on logic and ethics
permeated with dialogic elements. For this
reason Cohen’s philosophical system was drift-
ing away from Kantian concerns. Although
Cohen’s aesthetics is devoted to the problems
of art, his grounds for studying art are very
different from those in Kant’s aesthetics. In
the introduction to the Critique of the Power of
Judgement Kant determines the area of aesthet-
ics as intermediate between the two other parts
of his philosophy. He speaks of three capacities
of the human soul, to wit: “the faculty of cogni-
tion, the feeling of pleasure and displeasure, and
the faculty of desire” (KU, AA 05, p. 177; Kant,
2000, pp. 64-65). The feeling of pleasure (Gefiihl
der Lust) is the basis of an aesthetic judgement
which enables a person to assess a work of art.
Although Cohen’s aesthetics, like Kant’s, is
concerned with art, the key feeling for aesthet-
ics is love which, according to Cohen, does not
tolerate withdrawal into oneself and calls for
communion and communication (Cohen, 1912,
Vol. 1, p. 175).

Love, being a purified form of sexual desire,
expresses feeling as such and in this capacity
becomes the foundation of Cohen’s aesthetics

% Because of inter-personal relations art, science, po-
etry and all forms of culture are driven by the ten-
sion between the individual and society (Cohen, 1904,
pp. 242-243).



JIroOoBB, BBICTYHAsi B KadeCcTBe OUMIIIEHHOV
¢OpMBI IIOJIOBOTO BJIeUeHNs, OKa3bIBaeTCsl BbIpa-
JKeHVeM 4yBCTBa KaK TaKOBOT'O U B 3TOM KaJdecTBe
CTaHOBUTCSI OCHOBAHMEM KOT'€HOBCKOVI 3CTETUKU
(Cohen, 1912, Bd. 1, S. 169). [TocTaBuBs 11:060BB B OC-
HOBaHMe XYJIOKeCTBeHHOro BocrpmATusd, Koren
dopMupyeT cBOero pora AMaornieckyro 3cTeTu-
KY, B KOTOpOVI IpOM3Be/ieHVie MICKyCcCTBa IlepecTaeT
OBITH IIPeIMETOM TBOPEHIS OIVIHOKOTO XYIOKHVI-
Ka ¥ BOCIIPUATHS OAVHOKOTO LIeHUTeJIs, a OCTaHO-
BUTCSL 00J1aCTBIO COIMAJIBHO-KYJIBTYPHOTO OOIIIe-
Hus. [Iperncrasiienne o j1I00BM KaK O BaskKHeVIIIIEM
OCHOBaHUM XYyJOXXeCTBEHHOVI esiTeJIbHOCTU He
HoBo. Ho y KoreHa oHO oKasbIBaeTCsl CBI3aHHbBIM
C ero oOIler KOHLIEIIIMeN MEeXJIMYHOCTHBIX OT-
HOIIIeHWV, C €r0 JIOTMKOV ¥ OTUKOW. DTO II03BOJIS-
€T BBIABUTDH CBSI3b VICKYCCTBAa C HPABCTBEHHOCTBIO
VI PEJIUTVIEVL.

B «Pemmurum pasyma...» KoreH He 3aHMMaeTcs
IOTPOOHOT OenyKIVeV IOHSTVIS JIMIHOCTU U1 OT-
Horrenud Yl — TeI, KaK OH 3TO [geJ1aeT B « DITUKE. . .».
B cBoernt nocienHert KHMUre OH IPOCTO HOBTOpPSET,
opout Jaxke Ooslee UeTKO, yeM B Oojiee paHHIX
TeKCTax, yKe cdopMypoBaHHble mmen. Yepes
oTHomeHws 1 v Thl ocy1iecTBIIsieTCs yHUBepCcalb-
HOCTB 4eJIOBEUYEeCKOVI JINYHOCTY B rOCyJapCTBe:

[axe ecim OTHEIIbHBIV UeJIOBeK YIOBJIETBO-
pWTCs TeM, YTO ero MHAMBUAYaJIbHOCTb IIPOSiB-
JIAeTCs M 3aKpeIuIsieTcs TOJIBKO B YeJloBevecTBe,
KOTOpOe OIIOCPe0BaHO IOCyJapCTBOM, TO M TOT-
Ila Hy>XeH ellle KaKOW-TO IIOCPeIHUK Mexuy 51
" desioBeuecTBoM. [lomumo S mogsigercs OH,
omymuHbI oT OnHo. Heyxenn stor OH — Takom
e, KaK I, I MBICJIb O HEM COIIOJIaraeTCsl MBICIIN
o S1? Ot sTOrO 3a0ITyXIEeHMs criacaeT caM S3bIK,
crasa Trer ntepen, On. Heyxesmt n Tel nipesicTas-
JIsIeT coOOVI JINIIIb APYTovt IIpumep f1, v mosTomy
OT Hac He TpeOyeTcs OT/IesIbHOe pacKpeiTie ThI,

#TIpm paccMoTpermy permrio3Hont dprutocodrm Korena
HY>KHO COITIaCUTBCS C HEKOTOPBIMV KPUTUYECKVIMI 3aMe-
gaaussMu B.H. Benosa (besos, 2015, c. 42—43) u BHeCTN
yTO4YHEHVE B BOIIpoc 00 oTHoImeHMI hrtocoduit Ayaio-
ra ¢ KOTeHOBCKOV KoHIIertmert permrvv (Jsopkms, 2013,
c. 127—132). duasnorndeckrie Maen MPOHM3BIBAIOT BCIO
cucremy dwiocodpnn Korena mn B dpvtocodpnm permrim
IIOJIy4aloT TOJIBKO 3aBepIIIeHue.
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(Cohen, 1912, Vol. 1, p. 169). Putting love at the
foundation of artistic intuition Cohen formu-
lates a dialogic aesthetic in which an art work
ceases to be an object created by a lone artist
and contemplated by a lone evaluator and be-
comes an area of socio-cultural communication.
The idea of love as the key driver of artistic ac-
tivity is not new. But with Cohen it is tied to
the general conception of inter-personal re-
lations, to its logic and ethics. This brings out
art’s link with morality and religion.

In Religion of Reason Cohen does not engage
in the deduction of the concept of personality
and the I-Thou relationship as in Ethics of Pure
Will. In his last book he simply repeats, some-
times more concisely than in his earlier texts,
the ideas already formulated.* The I-Thou rela-
tionship ensures universality of the human in-
dividual in the state:

It might perhaps be sufficient for an
individual man to become conscious of his
own individuality only in and through the
state, which mediates between the individual
and humanity; yet another mediation is
needed besides the one required between the
I and humanity. Besides the I, and distinct
from the It, there arises the He. Is the He only
another example of the I, which is therefore
already established by the I? Language alone
protects us from this mistake; language sets
up the Thou before the He. Is the Thou also
only another example of the I, or is a separate
discovery of the Thou necessary, even if I have
already become aware of my own I? Perhaps
the opposite is the case, that only the Thou, the
discovery of the Thou, is able to bring myself to
the discovery of I, to the discovery of the ethical
knowledge of my I (Cohen, 1972, pp. 14-15; f.
Cohen, 1919, p. 17).

3 In considering Cohen’s religious philosophy one has
to concur with some critical remarks of V.N. Belov (2015,
pp. 42-43) and make some adjustments to the question of
the relationship between the philosophy of dialogue and
Cohen’s conception of religion (Dvorkin, 2013, pp. 127-
132). Dialogic ideas inform Cohen’s entire philosophical
system and are merely given final shape in his philoso-
phy of religion.
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ecin yxe obHapyxeHo SI? Bo3moxxHO, Bce TIpo-
VICXOIUT HaoOOPOT, TaKMM 00Pa3oM, UTO TOJIBKO
Tr1, orkpbITHe ThI, IPUBOAUT YeslOoBeKa K OCO3-
HaHWIO COOCTBEHHOTO «S]», K HPaBCTBEHHOMY IT0-
3HaHMIo 31010 S (Cohen, 1919, S. 17).

Taxvm 0Opa3zoM, KOHLIEMIINS MEXIIMIHOCTHO-
ro orHomeHwus B «Pemirnm pasyma» Korena crpo-
WUTCs Ha ocHOBe ero 3Tuku. Ho sTo mpusogut Hac
K HOBOMY BOITPOCY. B ueM >ke cocTonT 0cobeHHOCTh
mMeHHO permrun? Koneuno, Koren nomuepkmsa-
eT PyHJaMeHTaIbHYIO CBA3b PEJIUTUN C STUKOL.
Otuka Korena 1o csoernt npupose pejmrmosHasi,
TaK KaK MMeHHO bor siBjigercs sTdeckuM «rapaH-
ToM uestopeuecTBa» (Cohen, 1919, S. 23). U Bce-Ta-
K1 pernrusi oopeTaeT HEKOTOpOe HOBO€ I10 OTHO-
LIIEHWIO K 3TVIKe M3MepeHMe.

Pasauiia mexay stukon u penurueit y Kore-
Ha COCTOUT B METOJIe OTHOIIIEHMS K UeJI0OBeUeCKO
aHoCcT. HecMoTps ntaske Ha XapaKTepHBIN 1
KOIr€HOBCKOWI 3TUIKWM JIMYHOCTHBIN ITIOIXOd, STUKA
OCTaeTCsd a6CTpaKTHOI7[ OVICUUIUIVHOV, COOTHO-
cslIeri MHAVBUAOB IPYT C OPYIOM U C rocyaap-
CTBOM B paMKax ITpaBa. DTVKa alleJuIMpyeT K yHU-
Bepca/IbHbIM 3aKOHaM, HO OHa He IIOrpy’kaeTcs
BHYTPb UeJIOBEUeCKMX M MeXXueJI0BeuecKnx IIpo-
OrteM. OTyIume pesTurmm ot 3TUKU B prstocodpmm
Korena xoportio BIHO B €0 TPaKTOBKe ITOHSI TS
ygesiopeka. [1o ero MHeHIIO, 3TIIUecKOe OIperesie-
HIe dJesloBeKa KaK «psifloM-4yejloBeKa» oOpeTaeT
TIOJTHOLIEHHO JIMYHOCTHBIV XapaKTep TOJIBKO B IO-
HATUM «co-4esioBek» (Mitmensch), koTopoe ompe-
nesnset desioeka B peruruu (Cohen, 1919, S. 132).
B wem coctouT Takasi pyHmaMeHTasIbHas pasHU-
11a MeX/TY «PsiZIOM-UeJIOBEKOM» U «CO-UeJIOBEKOM»?
Kax MBI yXe OTMETUIIN, «psIOM-4eJIoBeK» — 3TO
IapTHep, ¥ OTHOIIeHWs C HUM IapTHepCKUe.
«Co-ueroBek» — 310 OmvpxHMM (ein Néchstes),
Y OTHOIIIeHMe K HeMy COOTBeTCTBYeT 3alloBey
JII00BU K OJIVDKHEMY.

TakmMm 00pa3oM, MHOXeCTBEHHOCTb 4YeJIOBe-
Ka B 3TVMIKe U PeJIUTUN IIPOsIBIIgeTCs IIO-pa3sHOMY.
B sTuke — 3TO OTHOIIEHMS HapTHEPCTBA B IOJIN-
TUYECKI-IIPaBOBOM KOHTEKCTe, B PeJIUTUN — 3TO
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Thus, in Cohen’s Religion of Reason the con-
ception of inter-personal relationship is based
on ethics. This, however, brings us to another
question. What is the distinctive feature of reli-
gion? Cohen, of course, stresses the fundamen-
tal link between religion and ethics. Cohen’s
ethics is inherently religious because God is the
ethical “guarantor of humanity” (Cohen, 1972,
p- 20; cf. Cohen, 1919, p. 23). And yet religion
adds an extra dimension to ethics.

With Cohen, the difference between ethics
and religion lies in the attitude to the human
individual. In spite of the personalist approach
characteristic of Cohen’s ethics, ethics remains
an abstract discipline which establishes a cor-
relation of individuals with one another and
with the state in the framework of law. Ethics
appeals to universal laws but it does not im-
merse itself in individual and inter-person-
al problems. The difference between religion
and ethics in Cohen’s philosophy is highlight-
ed by his treatment of the concept of man. In
his opinion, the ethical definition of man as the
“next man” (Nebenmensch) acquires its full per-
sonalist character only in the concept of “fel-
lowman” (Mitmensch), which defines man in
relation to religion (Cohen, 1972, p. 114; Cohen,
1919, p. 132). What is the fundamental differ-
ence between “next man” and “fellowman?” As
noted above, the “next man” is a partner and
the relationship with him is that of partnership,
a fellowman is a neighbour (ein Nichstes) and
the relationship with him corresponds to the
commandment, “Thou shalt love thy neighbour
as thyself.”

Thus the multiplicity of man manifests it-
self in different ways in ethics and religion. In
ethics these are relations of partnership in the
political and legal context, and in religion it is
religious love. Cohen explains the essence of
the religious feeling by comparing suffering
and compassion. Of course, ethics implies help
for the suffering man, but religion demands



permmruosHas J1000Bb. KoreH mosicHsIeT CyIITHOCTh
PeINIMO3HOrO UyBCTBa Ha IIpVMepe CpaBHeHMs
cTpamaHus M co-cTpapgaHus. KoneuHo, 1 sTuka
TpebyeT IIOMOYb CTpajarolieMy 4eJjIoBeKy, HO pe-
nurus Tpedyet K Hemy coctpamanms (Cohen, 1919,
S. 19). CocTpagaHue — 3TO He IIPOCTO BBITIOIHE-
HVe 3TUYeCcKOro J10JIra, 3TO BHYTPEHHssS TpaHC-
dopmartius amaHocT. [pyron npumep penru-
O3HOTO IepeXuBaHMs, KOTopbIil mpusoauT Ko-
reH,— 3TO IIpobrieMa rpexa. Kak ormeuaer duio-
cod, rccrleioBaHMe ¥ ITPeoiosleH e CBOeVl I'Pex0B-
HOCTW $SIBJII€TCSI IMEHHO PeJIUIMIO3HBIM OIlperie-
seHneM, a He sTrdeckmM (Cohen, 1919, S. 23).

Kasasoce Opl, penmmrmosHoe IepeXuBaHIE,
KaK ero ommceiBaeT KoreH,— 3To mi1yOoKo BHYy-
TpeHHee siBJIeHVe, HO O[THO M3 BaXKHEMIIINX OTIIN-
9MiI KOT€HOBCKOV (pristocopmmt OT KaHTOBCKOV CO-
CTOUT B CHSTUM ITPOTMBOCTOSAHVSI BHYTpPeHHero
U BHeIITHero. Bo-1iepBbIX, B pesturuy, Kak u B 3TU-
Ke, oTHouIeHNe Sl — TbI SBJIgeTCS MEXIIMYHOCT-
HBIM; OHO ITPOSIBJI€TCS ¥ BHYTPU YeJloBeKa, U KaK
HeYTo, BBbIBOJIsIIee yejioBeKa BOBHe, K [Ipyromy.
Peyturviss BO MHOTOM BBICTYIIaeT OIHVM W3 IIO-
CPeIHMKOB MeX[y JIMYHOCTBIO U KOJUIEKTVBOM.
Bo-BTOpEBIX, 3TO OTHOIIIEHMe IIPOsIBIILeTCs KaK OT-
HOIIIeHVIe MeX]1y OT/IeIbHBIM UeJIOBEeKOM ¥ 4eJIo-
BEUYeCTBOM. A 3TO 3HAUWT, UTO peIUrus Ipespa-
IIfaeT YesIoBeKa B YHVBEpCaJIbHOe O0IIieuesioBeye-
ckoe mioHsiTMe. Ecyint 1iytst Terests aToT ob1ieuesto-
BeYeCKMI CMBICI YeJjIoBeKa B ITOJIMTUYeCKOM KOH-
TeKCTe IIPOSCHSETCS B MJlee BCEMIMPHOV VICTOPUN,
To 1y1s1 KoreHa oH oOpeTaeT XxapakTep peInrios-
HOT'O MecCraHM3Ma®.

B paccmoTpeHmnyu oTHOIIEHMS OTHIEIBHOIO Ye-
JIOBeKa ¥ MMPOBOrO 11eJI0r0 ecTh ellle OflHa TOYKa
niepeceueHvss Mexny leresrem 1 Korenom. Oba me-
PAT OTHEJIBHOIrO uesloBeKa B ero aKTyaJIbHOM Ha-
JIMYHOM OBITMM MaclliTabamy BcesleHHOM. Sl yxe
oTMeuaJl, UTO 3Ta TeHeHIIMs 3aragHoV PuIoco-
dum mper kak myuHUMYM oT Hukoras Kysancko-

» MeccraHCKast Miiesi O4eHb XOPOIIO YKIIaAbIBAETCS B CH-
cremy I'epmana KoreHa ¢ ee mofuepKHYTOV TeMIIOpasIb-
HOCTBIO 11 oOparieHHOCTBIO B Oyaytee (cM.: Cohen, 1919,
S. 24).
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compassion (Cohen, 1919, p. 19; Cohen, 1972,
pp- 16-17). Compassion is not only the fulfill-
ing of an ethical duty, but inner transformation
of the individual. Another example of religious
experience cited by Cohen is the problem of
sin. The philosopher notes that knowing and
overcoming one’s sinfulness is a religious and
not an ethical prescription (Cohen, 1919, p. 23;
Cohen, 1972, p. 20).

The religious experience as described by
Cohen would seem to be an intensely personal
phenomenon, and yet one of the key differenc-
es of Cohen’s philosophy from Kant’s consists
precisely in the fact that Cohen removes the
contradiction between the internal and the ex-
ternal. First, in religion as in ethics the I-Thou
relationship is inter-personal; it manifests it-
self within man and as something that draws
man out, towards the Other. Religion is in
many ways an intermediary between the indi-
vidual and the collective. Second, the relation-
ship manifests itself as the relationship between
the individual and humanity in general. This
means that religion turns man into a universal
human concept. While for Hegel the universal
human meaning of man in the political con-
text manifests itself in the idea of world history,
for Cohen it assumes the character of religious
Messianism.*

There is yet another point where Hegel and
Cohen converge in considering the relationship
between the individual and the world. Both of
them measure the individual in his actual be-
ing by the scale of the universe. I have already
noted that this tendency in Western philosophy
goes back at least to Nicholas of Cusa. But in
all cases, including Nicholas of Cusa, it derives
from biblical prophecy or religious monothe-
ism. Conjoining absolute being and Nothing,

%2 The Messianic idea harmonises well with Hermann
Cohen’s system with its pronounced temporality and
orientation towards the future (cf. Cohen, 1919, p. 24;
1972, p. 21).
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ro. Ho y Bcex, Bkirouas Kysariia, oHa IIpomcxoquT
13 Oubsierickoro IpopodecTsBa U PeIUTVIO3HOTO
MoHoTensMa. COOTHOCSI MeXay coOom abcoiroT-
Hoe ObITVe 11 HUUTO, [eresib Kak ObI BOCITPOVI3BO-
IOWUT paccKas KHUTM BeiTist o corBopennn Mupa m13
Hudero. PasymeeTcs, oH MOHMMaeT 3TOT paccKas
B JlyXxe KJIacCHYecKOV eBpOoIleyicKom duiocodpmm
He KakK IIpoliecC TBOpPeHMsl, a KaK OTHOIIIeHMe Iie-
sioro 1 yactu. KoreH Taxxe He IloMelIiaeT IIporiecc
TBOpeHMs B KaKoe-TO BHeIllHee eMy BpeMs, HO
paccMaTpuBaeT caMo BpeMs B KauecTBe BHYTpPeH-
Hero cofep>kaHus TBopeHMd. B aToM Borpoce oH,
C OIIHOVI CTOPOHBI, OIIVIPAETCs Ha MarmMoHmIa, Ko-
TOPBIVI COOTHOCUT MUP 1 bora nocpencrsom Hera-
TUBHBIX aTpu0yToB. Ho mpm aTOM Borpoc o TBope-
Hun « Havasne» (bepeuium) okaseiBaetcs miist Ko-
reHa cpopMyJIMpOBaHHBIM MHaue, yeM 11 Marni-
MOHM/Ia, 1 ellle Oojlee OTIMYAIOIIVIMCS OT POpMY-
npoBku Teresisa. Koren ycmarpuBaeT MeXay JIro-
ObIM TBOpUYECKMM aKTOM 4YeJIOBeKa B HACTOSAIIEM
BpeMeHII 11 TBOPeHMeM Mupa B Hadasle (B MCTO-
ke, im Ursprung) KoppeysTUBHYIO CBsI3b. VIHBI-
MM CJIOBaMM, 4YeJloBedecKoe TBOPUYeCTBO, KOTOpoe
SKBVBaJIEHTHO YeJIOBEUECKOV XXWM3HMU (pedb MIIeT
VIMEHHO O XM3HW, a He O OBITWM), OKa3bIBaeTCs
KOPPpeJIsiTOM OOXXeCTBEHHOIO COTBOPEHMS Mupa.
AKTyasibHOe ObITHe, KaK 51 yXKe IIOKasasl, Koppe-
JIMpyeT He C BOOOIIle HUYTO, a ¢ OeCKOHEeYHO Ma-
JIBIM HayaJIoOM JTaHHOTO KOHKpeTHoro Obrtus. Ta-
K1M obpasom, KoreH TpakTyeT XM3HBb KaK desloBe-
JecKoe TBOPUYECTBO, KOPPEJISITUBHO COIPsiKEeHHOe
¢ OOXKeCTBEHHBIM TBOPEHMEM.

K cxkazanHOMYy HY>XHO H00aBUTb, YTO PeJIUI-
o3Hass pustocodusa Korena nmpmsBoguT K HOBOMY
OCMBICJIEHVIO PeJIUIMO3HBIX MCTOYHMKOB B Kade-
cTBe 0coboro popa jimnrepaTypbl. Koren naxe pas-
paboTast cBoero poja repMeHeBTUKY IIPOPOUEeCcKO-
ro TeKCTa, KOTOpasi ChIr'pasia CyIleCTBeHHYIO POJIb
B dwtocodpum Auasiora Kak MMHMMYM y Posen-
1IBelra.

Ilpy Bcem OpPUIrMHAIBHOCTY AMaIOrMUecKyX
upen, copmysmpobaHHbIX KoreHom B ero duio-
codpckom cucTeMe, g He yTBepXKIai, UYTo 3Ty CU-

Hegel, as it were, retells the Genesis story about
the creation of the world from nothing. To be
sure, he interprets this story in the spirit of clas-
sical European philosophy, not as creation but
as the relationship between the whole and its
part. Cohen, too, does not place the process of
creation in some external time, but he consid-
ers time itself as inner content of creation. On
that issue he proceeds from Maimonides who
unifies the world and God through negative at-
tributes. But Cohen formulates the question of
creation “in the Beginning” (Bereishit) different-
ly from Maimonides and still more differently
from Hegel. Cohen posits a correlation between
any creative act of man in the present and the
creation of the world in the beginning (in the
origin, im Ursprung). In other words, human
creativity, which is equivalent to human life
(this concerns life, not being) is a correlate of
the divine creation of the world. Actual being,
as I have shown, correlates not with Nothing in
general, but with the infinitesimal beginning of
a given concrete being. Thus Cohen interprets
life as human creativity correlated with divine
creation.

To this we should add that Cohen’s religious
philosophy leads to a new interpretation of re-
ligious sources as a special kind of literature.
Cohen even developed a kind of hermeneutics
of the prophetic text which played an impor-
tant role in the philosophy of dialogue, at least
with Rosenzweig.

For all the originality of the dialogic ideas
which Cohen formulated in his philosophical
system, I do not insist on characterising his sys-
tem as dialogic. Cohen remains a Neo-Kantian,
and his style of thought should be described as
critical idealism. However, it is in Cohen’s phi-
losophy that we find a whole number of ideas
which later played a seminal role in forming
the dialogue philosophy. Dialogue philosophy,
interpreted in the context of Cohen’s doctrine,
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cTeMy cJlelyeT XapaKTepu3oBaTh KakK [IMaJIoru-
vecKylo. KoreH ocraercs HeokaHTHaHIIEM, U BeCh
CTWJIb €rO MBIIUIeHVS HY>KHO OXapaKTepu30BaTh
KaK KpuTudeckuil mpeanvsMm. OIHAKO MMeHHO
B dwtococpum Korena srepsble ObUT ccpopmysim-
pOBaH LIeJIBIN pAf, MJIeVl, KOTOpble II03[1Hee CTaln
OCHOBOIOJIararonMmMm npu dpopmmposanmum du-
socodpmm nuasora. Putocodms nmaora, IOHM-
MaeMasl B KOHTeKCTe KOIeHOBCKOI'O YuYeHWMsl, BOC-
HIpUHMMaeTcs 3Ha4MTeIbHO IIOJIHee U IIyOxe,
II03TOMY MBI JIOJDKHBI HAaUMHATh ee crcTeMaruJe-
cKkoe m3710kKeHVIe MeHHO ¢ Korena. be3 oOparrte-
HMS K OnajiormdeckuM mmedam KoreHa KOHIIEII-
unn Poseniiserira, byGepa, baxtuna n naxe Jle-
BIIHAaca IIOBCAIOT B BO3/IyXe.

5. Koren n npyrue ¢miocodsl gmasnora

CaMBIM IIepBBIM ¥ HEIIOCPeICTBEHHBIM I10CITe-
ZioBaTesIeM AVaIorMYeCcKOVI COCTaBIIsAIoIIeNt PrIo-
coduu Korena siBisiercs @panty Posenisenr. Op-
HaKO, XOTs1 OH U IIOBTOPsIeT OUeHb MHOI've 13 PyH-
JlaMeHTaJIbHBIX Avasiormdeckmx naevt Korena, ero
cobcTBeHHas1 prtocodst IITyOOKO OpUTHaAIBHA.

Kax s y>xe ormeTn1, PoseHIIBenr cTpouT cBOXO
dmtocodpckyto cructeMy Ha O6a3e KOreHOBCKO JIO-
rukm mcToka. OHaKO BMECTO KOHIIEMIINI Koppe-
JIAIIAV OH pa3padaTbiBaeT yUyeHVie O TPaeKTOPHSIX.
Ecin y Korena xoppesisitiy onvcbIBaloT OTHOIIe-
HUsL MeXOy 4JerioBekoM m [pyrum, a stum [py-
I'IM MOXeT OBITb 11 Bor, 1 Myp, 11 ApyTom uesioBexk,
To PoseH11BeNir B3aMOOTHOIIIeHNsI MeX1y borom,
MVIPOM ¥ YeJIOBEKOM (B €ro CrcTeMe OHM Ha3bIBa-
IOTCSI 97IeMeHTaMM) pacCcMaTpyBaeT B KauecTBe Bbl-
XOAAIIVIX 32 OHTOJIOTMYECKYIO peasIbHOCTh ITpo-
11eccop — Tpaektopun (Bahn).

B omimane ot Korena, y koToporo xoppesisiiys
OCYIIIeCTBJIeTCs B IIpollecce MbliieHs, y Posen-
1LIBeVira TpaeKTOpWs pa3BOpauyMBaeTCsl B KadecTBe
s3bIKOBOTO IIporiecca (Sprache). PoseHmsenr moz-
4JepKlBaeT, YTO MIMEHHO pedb, B OTJINYle OT MbIC-
IV, HpOTeKaeT B HacTos1eM BpeMeH. OH co3aeT
dyH1TaMeHTaJIbHYIO TEOPUIO CJIOBECHOCTH U ITPO-
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comes across in a much more complete and
profound way and therefore we should start its
systematic presentation with Cohen. Without
recourse to Cohen’s dialogic ideas the concep-
tions of Rosenzweig, Buber, Bakhtin and even
Levinas hang in the air.

5. Cohen and Other Dialogue Philosophers

The first and immediate follower of the di-
alogic part of Cohen’s philosophy is Franz
Rosenzweig. However, although he repeats
very many of Cohen’s fundamental ideas about
dialogue his own philosophy is profoundly
original.

As I have noted, Rosenzweig builds his phil-
osophical system on Cohen’s logic of origin.
However, instead of the conception of correla-
tion he develops a doctrine of Path. Whereas
with Cohen correlations describe the relations
between the individual and the Other, and the
Other can be either God, or the world or anoth-
er man, Rosenzweig sees the relations between
God, the world and man (called elements in his
system) as Path (Bahn), processes that transcend
ontological reality).

Unlike Cohen, who places correlation in
the process of thought, Rosenzweig’s Path un-
folds as a speech process (Sprache). Rosenzweig
stresses that speech, unlike thought, happens
in the present. He develops a seminal theory of
language and proclaims philosophical “gram-
mar” as an organon while describing philos-
ophy as a narrative philosophy (erzihlende
Philosophie) (Rosenzweig, 1925, p. 436).

In the second part of The Star of Redemption
Rosenzweig formulates his theory of the in-
ter-personal relations of I, Thou, He and We.
He describes the relationship between dialogue
and monologue, compares various grammatical
structures and formulates an original herme-
neutics of the biblical text. Finally, in the third
part of his book Rosenzweig sets forth his phi-
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BO3MUIaIIaeT PMIOCOPCKyIO «rpaMMaTUKy» B Ka-
JecTBe OpraHOHa, a PUIocoPuIo XapaKTepusyeT
KaK pacckaspiBaromlyio dpusocodpmuio (erzdhlende
Philosophie) (Rosenzweig, 1925, S. 436).

Bo Bropo uyactu «3Be3zbl n30aBiieHns» Pozen-
LBenr opMyJINpPyeT CBOIO TeOPUIO MeXJIMYHOCT-
HbIx otHormenuit S, Ter, OH, MbL. TaMm Xe OH OIIu-
CBIBaeT OTHOIIIeHe [11ajiora K MOHOJIOTY, CpaBHM-
BaeT pasHble rpaMMaTIdecKye CTPyKTYPbl 1 op-
MYJIMpYeT CBOeoOpa3HyIo TepMeHeBTUKY Onbriert-
cKoro TekcTa. HakoHell, B TpeTber 4acTy KHUTM
PoseH1iBenr cTpouUT CBOIO Bepcuro uiocopmm
peIUrum 1 3aKjajblBaeT TEOPUIO MeXPeInrios-
HOT'O [IMajiora, XOTsd caMV PpeJIUTUI OH IOHWMa-
eT B KauecTBe CaMOJOCTaTOYHBIX U K [IMaJIory He
cTpemsiyxcd. Yepes Bce TpU YacTy KHWUIM aB-
TOP IIPOHOCUT CBOIO KOHIIEIIINIO MCTOpUY, MMda
u rickyccrBa. Takum obpasomM, Posentisenr B coert
Bepcum prstocodm Anasiora, Ipu BCevl ee OpuIu-
HaJIBHOCTVI, OIVIpaeTcs Ha BCe YeThblpe YacTu CU-
creMbl Korena.

Coscem mHas curtyanus y Maptuaa byGepa.
B yxe mporutuposanHom Beiile pabote «Vcto-
PVl [MaIOrMYecKoro IIpVHIUIIAa» OH IO YepKu-
BaeT CBOIO He3aBVMCHMOCTb OT APYTMX McCiIeoBa-
testert. [Ipu 3Tom Bybep ykaseiBaet, uTo amario-
ryyecKye mjeu B 3TO BpeMs HOCUJIVICh B BO3JIyXe.
Kax on nimiet, mpy 3HaKOMCTBe ¢ TeKCTaMy DOHe-
pa OH OBLI MOTPsiCeH, HACKOJIBKO «OJIM30CTh MBIC-
jevt ObDIa KaKoW-TO Jake XKyTKoBaTom» (Buber,
1997, S. 305; by6Gep, 1997, c. 230). B xauecTse 11ep-
BOro dutocoda-Aamasoructa Hopom sroxu bybep
Bce-Takn ynomuHaeT Korena. OmHako m3 TekcTa
dCcHO, 4TO bybGep He OBLJI OCHOBaTeJILHO 3HAKOM
¢ paboramu Korena Hu go Hanmcanms «51 u T,
H 110C1e%. B TO )Xe BpeMs CTelleHb «He3aBVICVIMO-

2 K myiesiM, HOCUBIIIMMCS B BO3/IyXe, MOXKHO OTHECTV TaK-
e cIIy9av OyKBaJIbHOTO COBIIafIeHst OyOepOBCKMX Mew
¢ koreHoBCcKMMU. Tak, byOep roBopwT O IBOVICTBEHHOCTN
(Zwiefalt) ocHOBHBIX CJIOB M paccMaTpvBaeT OTHOIIIEHVIE
Ich — Du kak ciioBecHyto napy (Wortpaar) (Buber, 1997,
S. 7; cm.: ByGep, 1995, c. 16). Koren nmcnons3yeT maTuH-
cKoe 0003HaYeHwe U TOBOPUT O JIBOVICTBEHHOM unciie Trr
1o otHomreHmto K 5] (Dualis des Ich) (Cohen, 1904, S. 235).
Takoe KoHIeNTyaIbHOE COBIIaleHVe CKOpee CBUIeTeIThb-
CTBYeT O OJIM30CTY MX MBIIUIEHMS], YeM O CO3HATEeJIbHOM
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losophy of religion and lays the groundwork of
the theory of inter-religious dialogue, although
he sees religions as self-contained and not seek-
ing a dialogue. The author carries his concep-
tion of history, myth and art through all three
parts of the book. Thus Rosenzweig, in his ver-
sion of the dialogue philosophy, for all its orig-
inality, proceeds from all four parts of Cohen’s
system.

Martin Buber’s situation is entirely differ-
ent. In his above-quoted book, The History of the
Dialogical Principle, he is at pains to show that
he is independent from other scholars. Buber
notes that dialogical ideas were in the air at
the time. He writes that when he read Ebner’s
texts he was struck by an “uncanny nearness”
of thoughts (Buber, 2002, p. 256). As the first
dialogical philosopher of the new era, Buber
still mentions Cohen. However, it is clear from
his text that Buber was not thoroughly conver-
sant with Cohen’s work, either before or after
the writing of I and Thou.®® At the same time
the degree of Buber’s independence should not
be exaggerated. At the time he was writing I
and Thou Buber intensively corresponded with
Rosenzweig. I and Thou was published two
years after The Star of Redemption and it is im-
possible to deny some connection. Nor is there
any doubt that Buber’s dialogical conception
is markedly different from those of Cohen and
Rosenzweig.

Buber counterposes the I-Thou relation-
ship to the I-It relationship whereas Cohen and
Rosenzweig consider the relationships of all
persons together. In this context we can also

% Speaking of ideas that were “in the air”, one can cite
instances of literal coincidence of the ideas of Buber and
Cohen. Thus Buber speaks about the duality (Zwiefalt)
of the basic words and considers the I-Thou relationship
to be “combined words” (Wortpaar) (Buber, 1937, p. 3;
cf. Buber, 1923, p. 9). Cohen uses the Latin designation
and speaks of “Thou in a duality with 1” (Dualis des Ich)
(Cohen, 1904, p. 235). The conceptual coincidence attests
to a similarity of their thinking rather than conscious
borrowing.



ctu» bybepa He crienlyeT mepeolieHMBaTh. B Mo-
MeHT Hanmcaamsi «f1 u Ter» ByOGep mHTeHCHMBHO
nepenuceiBasicss ¢ PoszeHiiserirom. Mexny BbIXo-
oM «3Be3pl M3basiteHMs» 1 «S v Thl» mporIo
IiBa TOHA, ¥ TOBOPUTH OO0 OTCYTCTBUW CBSI3U TYT
HeBO3MOXHO. He BbI3bIBaeT COMHEHMS VI TO, 4TO
Ivasiorndeckasi KoHilenuusi byGepa oueHb oTim-
4JaeTcs OT TaKoBbIX y Korena 1 Posennisernira.
byGep mpoTusonocTassisier oTHomreHve 1 —
To1 1 orHOIIeHME S — OHO, Torma kax Korex v Po-
3€HIIBEVII PacCMaTPMBAIOT OTHOIIEHVISI BCeX JIVIL
B eOMHCTBe. B JaHHOM KOHTEKCTe TakK>Xe MOXKHO
yKasaTb Ha OyOepoBcKyo mjero «seuHoro Ter» (by-
Oep, 1995, c. 18), koTOpas SBHO IPOTUBOCTOUT PO-
3eHIIBeNroBcKov mjiee «Mpbl Beunbl» (Posentiserrr,
2017, c. 291)¥. Haxe B cBoent dpvtocodpmm amaiio-
ra bybep ocraercs manusugyamicrom. Ecim Ko-
reHa 1 PoseHIiBerira MHTepecoBasla JIOTVKA MeX-
JIMYHOCTHBIX OTHOIIeHUV, To Bybep Oosbire 3a-
HVIMAJICSI MVUCTMYeCKOV HaIlPsSUKEHHOCTBIO OTHO-
meHus K pyromy. BaxkHeriiras 3acityra Oyoepos-
CKoVI Bepcumt prytocodui Amasiora COCTOUT B TOM,
YTO OH cpOpMYIIMPOBAIT AMATIOrM3M KaK OCOOBIN
drtocodpckmIt TIOAXOA, VI CyMeJI JIOHeCTH Jyasio-
TMYecKyIo Maero A0 IIMPOKOro KpyTa ymTaTesiert.
Tak win mHade, gmajnormsm B 1920-e rr. mo-
JIy4unsl pacipocTpaHeHre B IepmaHuM 1 3aTeM
B0 @pannumn. Ho camoe 3HaumTesIbHOE M OpUTM-
HaJIPHOE HalIpaBJleHVe B IVMaIorTIecKOV MBICIIV
ccpopmmpoBasiocs B Poccrin, r/ie HEOKaHTMAHCTBO
nyctwio nryookme kopau (besos, 2004; Dmitrie-
va, 2016), B nuIle IIpefcTaBUTeIeVl HEBEIHCKOIO
KpyTa, 1 mpexye Bcero M.M. baxTmna®. OtHore-
Hute maent baxTmaa x durtocodpmt gyasora B Bep-
cun Korena, Posenienira n bybGepa — otmeins-
Hasl TeMa J1JIsl VICCJIeIOBaHMs, HO K YTBEPKIIEHVIIO
3TOVI CBSI3VI MEHS PacIIojlaraloT HECKOJIBKO Cephes-
HBIX O0OCTOATEIBCTB. Bo-mIepBbIX, OrvpKammmM
npyrom u ¢pustocodpckmm codbecemHmkom baxTiHa

3aMIMCTBOBaHUL.
7 Cp. «das ewige Du» (Buber, 1997, S. 12) u «Die Wir sind
ewig» (Rosenzweig, 2002, S. 281).

% DJra TeMa IOApOOHee paccMOTpeHa B Moew pabore:
(Dvorkin, 2019, p. 167 —168).
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mention Buber’s idea of the “eternal Thou”
(Buber, 1937, p. 6), which is in obvious con-
tradiction to Rosenzweig’s idea of “We are
eternal” (Rosenzweig, 2005, p. 271).>* Buber
remains an individualist, even in his philoso-
phy of dialogue. While Cohen and Rosenzweig
were interested in the logic of inter-personal
relations Buber devoted more time to the mys-
tical tension of the relation to the Other. The
main contribution of Buber’s version of the
philosophy of dialogue lies in the fact that he
formulated dialogism as a special philosoph-
ical approach and managed to bring the dia-
logue idea to a broad readership. In any case,
in the 1920s dialogism became widespread in
Germany and then in France. But the most sig-
nificant and original trend in dialogical thought
emerged in Russia where Neo-Kantianism put
down deep roots (cf. Belov, 2004; Dmitrieva,
2016), represented by the Nevel circle and es-
pecially Mikhail Bakhtin.*® The relationship of
Bakhtin’s ideas to the philosophy of dialogue
as expounded by Cohen, Rosenzweig and
Buber is a separate topic, but there are sever-
al serious circumstances that lead me to as-
sert this link. First, Bakhtin’s closest friend and
philosophical interlocutor was Cohen’s pupil
and follower, Matvei Kagan, whose own ideas
on the philosophy of history directly develop
Cohen’s ideas (Kagan, 2004). Second, Bakhtin
himself repeatedly stressed his connection with
Neo-Kantianism (see, for example, Bakhtin and
Duvakin, 1996, p. 36, 39-40). Finally, Bakhtin’s
early works, in which he sets forth his dialog-
ical ideas for the first time, reveal a closeness
to Neo-Kantianism (Bakhtin, 2003). Thus the
dialogue philosophy settled down in Russia.
Vitaly L. Makhlin studies and develops it in his
works. Vladimir S. Bibler, an outstanding dia-

% Cf. “das ewige Du” (Buber, 1923, p. 12) and “Die Wir
sind ewig” (Rosenzweig, 1921, p. 281).

¥ This topic is discussed in more detail in my work
(Dvorkin, 2019, pp. 167-168).
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ObUT yueHUK M Tocsiefosarestb Korena M.V Ka-
raH, COOCTBEHHBIE VeVt KOTOPOro 1o dviocodpmm
VICTOPUM SIBJISIIOTCS IIPSIMBIM Pa3BUTVEM (PUIIOCO-
v Korena (Karan, 2004). Bo-sropsix, cam bax-
TUH MHOTOKPaTHO OTMedYaJl CBOIO CBsI3b C HEOKaH-
TUAHCTBOM (CcM., Hatip.: becenpr.. ., 1996, c. 36, 39—
40). Hakoner1, 6:11130CTbI0 K HEOKAaHTMAHCTBY OT-
MedeHbI paHHMe padoThl baxTiHa, B KOTOPbIX OH
Y M3JIaraeT BIIEpBble CBOV IMaylorMdecKue Meun
(baxtnn, 2003). B nrore dutocodms amasora
nproxkmiack B Poccun. Ee viccrrenoBaHve n passu-
THe IIPUCYTCTBYeT B paboTtax B.JI. MaxymmHa. Bbl-
patormrics  dpvtocod-nuasnoruct  B.C. bubep
IIBITAJICS. IIPOCIIEANTH COOCTBeHHBIE rtocod-
CKVe KopHM B maesix baxtuna n gaxe Korena (bu-
6rep, 1991, c. 16—26).

3aBepIiias 3TOT 0030p, HEOOXOAMMO CKa3aTh He-
CKOJIBKO CJIOB O dovytocodpnm DMmaHy 14 JleBrna-
ca, KoTopas IepBOHavYaIbHO pa3BUBaIach B paM-
Kax HallpaBjleHVs, BO MHOIOM aJIbTepHAaTVBHOIO
dutocodprm masiora, a MMEHHO B paMKax ¢e-
HoMeHostorvm I'ycceprnss m Xampgerrepa. Onna-
KO B MO3IHMX padoTtax JleBnHAC mpsaMo 3asiBisieT
o csoent Bepcum dpwiocodpun auasora (Levinas,
1974). B umcrie CyIIecTBEHHBIX VICTOYHMKOB €ro
unen cienyeT HasBaTh PoseHiiserira m Topanmaa,
dmtocodriss KOTOPBIX pasByUBaiach IIOf, IIPSIMBIM
BJIVITHMEM MapOyprckoro HeokaHTMaHcTBa. [Ipu
BCeVl IIPOTMBOIOJIOKHOCTY €r0 MeTojja OCHOBHBIE
BBIBOIIBI JleBriHaca BecbMa OrmsKku K dprstocodpmm
Korena (cm.: Cokyrtep, 2008, c. 266, 293 —294).

3aksroueHmue.
Koren 1 ¢pwmocodmst nuasora cerogHs

ITogsons mroru, copMyIMpyIo TPU BaXKHBIX
171 MOeV pabOTBI Te3mca.

Bo-nepBr1X, HecMoTps Ha TO uTO Iepman Ko-
reH He ObUT OPUIMAIIBHBIM VHMIIVMATOPOM IIVia-
JIOTVYeCKOTO JABVKEHMS VI He IIPOBO3IJIalliajl Co-
3maHMe ocobovt dustocodpum Amanora, ero posb
B dpopMupoBaHUM JaHHOIO PuI0copCcKoro Ha-
IIpaBJIeHNsI MOXKHO CUMTATh JOKa3aHHON. Bce ue-
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logical philosopher, has tried to trace his own
philosophical roots to the ideas of Bakhtin and
even Cohen (Bibler, 1991, pp. 16-26).

To end this review, a brief word needs to
be said about the philosophy of Emmanuel
Levinas which initially developed as a trend
that was an alternative to the philosophy of
dialogue in many ways, viz. in the phenome-
nology of Husserl and Heidegger. However, in
his later works Levinas explicitly declares his
version of the philosophy of dialogue (Levinas,
1974). Among important sources of his ideas
were Rosenzweig and Gordin whose philos-
ophy was directly influenced by Marburg
Neo-Kantianism. Although his method was
the opposite of Cohen’s his conclusions are
close to Cohen’s philosophy (cf. Sokuler, 2008,
pp- 266, 293-294).

Conclusion:
Cohen and the Philosophy
of Dialogue Today

Summing up, I shall formulate three theses
that are important for my work.

First, although Hermann Cohen was not of-
ficially recognised as the initiator of the dialog-
ical movement and did not proclaim a distinct
philosophy of dialogue, his role in the shaping
of this philosophical trend is not open to ques-
tion. All four parts of Cohen’s philosophical
system contain important prerequisites and for-
mulations of the dialogical principle. Cohen’s
logic, which considers thought as the process
of task-solving taking place in the present, was
the main prerequisite of Rosenzweig’s logic
and “new thinking”. In his ethics Cohen for-
mulated the ideas of inter-personal relation-
ship between I and Thou and the relationship
between the individual and society, I and We.
In his aesthetics he saw art not only as an object
of contemplation, but as an object of inter-per-
sonal creativity. Finally, in his philosophy of re-



ThIpe 4dacTu dpviocodckont cuctembl Korena co-
fieprKaT BaXKHbIe IIPeAIIOChUIKM 11 POPMYIINPOBKIA
AVaJIorMyeckoro npuHinna. KoreHosckas jioru-
Ka, paccMaTpuBalolliasi MbIIIUIeHVe KaK IIpoliecc
pelleHns 3ajia4, OCYIIeCTBIISIONINIICS B HaCTOS-
mree BpeMsi, IOCJIYXMJIa TJIaBHOV ITPeaIIOChUIKON
storviky Po3eHIIBerira 1 ero «<HOBOTO MBIIIUIEHVISI».
B cBoei1 sTnke Koren cdopmymposait mien Mex-
JINYHOCTHOro oTHoIeHMs I 1 Tbl 1 oTHOIIEeH VIS
auaHoCTH M obrrectBa — S v Mel. B cBoert acre-
TVKe OH OCO3HaJI MICKYCCTBO He TOJIBKO KakK IIpesl-
MeT co3epliaHMs, HO KaK IIpeaMeT MeXJIMUYHOCT-
Horo TBopdYecTBa. Hakoneri, B ceoent dprstocodpmm
permurum KoreH paccMoTpest pesIuriio B KauecTse
oco0bovt cpepsl pasyMa, 117151 KOTOPOV XapaKTepHO
JIMYHOCTHOe OTHoIeHMe. KoreHosckoe yueHwue
O peJIUIum pasyMa pasBrBaeT ero uaen 3TUKM, HO
€CJIV B 3TVIKe OTHOIIeHW s MeXX1y JIIO[bMI paccMa-
TpUBAIOTCA KaK MapTHEPCTBO, TO B (pmtocodpmn
PpeMIIy 3TO HACTOSIIVIE MEXJIMYHOCTHBIE OTHO-
IIIeH1 s, KOTOpble XapaKTepu3yIoTcs KakK JIIOOOBb.
Taxvm oOpasom, Amasiornydecke naey IIPOHM3bI-
BaIOT BCro dmtocodekyio cucremy Korena.
Bo-BTOpBIX, 3HaUMTEIPHAS YacTh (PrItocodos
Auasiora, Jlake KOrJa OHM [eVICTBOBaJIv He3aBU-
cumMo oT KoreHa, Bo MHOroM pasBuBaIi €ro mien
VIV VifieV, OYeHb Om3Kue K ero (priocodpckmm
rovickaM. B HamOos1bI11ert cTerieHn 3a HuM 111es1 Po-
3eHIIBeVIT, KOTOPBIVI HeoIHOKpaTHO mnucail o Kore-
He Kak o ceoeMm yuwuresie. [Ipn sTom Posennsernr
cdopmympoBajl COOCTBEHHYIO OPUTMHAIBHYIO
dutocodckyto cuctemy, B KoTopov Hapsiay ¢ Ko-
reHOM OIIy TMMO BJIMsIHMe ['€Te, HeorereIbsiHCTBa,
Hwume m gpyrux mcrounmkoB. Takke KOreHOB-
CKYIO ITpo0sIeMaTVKy II0/IXBaThIBaeT, He Beera 3TO
oco3HaBasi, bybep. HecomuenHo BrmsiHme Korena
¥ Ha Iivajiornydeckue e baxTiHa: KoreHoBCcKas
3CTeTVKa CTaJIa OHOV M3 IJIABHBIX IIPEATIOChUTOK
€ro 3CTEeTVKI CJIOBeCHOTO TBOpyYecTBa. [oBops 060
BCEVI DTOVI IIPEEeMCTBEHHOCTU WIeV, HEBO3MOXXHO
COMHEBATbCs B OPUTVHAJIBHOCTY VI CAMOCTOS T Ib-
HOCTM Ka’kKIOro M3 HasBaHHBIX pustocodos. On-
HaKO MX Y4YeHMs BUOATCS B COBEpPIIEHHO HOBOM
cBeTe IIpu cooTHeceHMM ¢ prstocodpment Korena.
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ligion Cohen investigated religion as a distinct
sphere of reason characterised by personal re-
lationships. Cohen’s doctrine of the religion of
reason elaborates his ethical ideas, but whereas
in ethics the relations between people are seen
as partnership, in the philosophy of religion
they are genuine inter-personal relations char-
acterised as love. Thus, dialogical ideas perme-
ate Cohen’s entire philosophical system.

Secondly, a significant number of dialogue
philosophers, even when they proceeded in-
dependently of Cohen, in many ways devel-
oped his ideas or ideas that were very close to
his philosophical quests. This was especially
true of Rosenzweig who repeatedly referred to
Cohen as his teacher. Nevertheless Rosenzweig
formulated his own original philosophical
system, which owes something not only to
Cohen, but also to Goethe, Neo-Hegelianism,
Nietzsche and other sources. Cohen’s problems
are taken up, sometimes unwittingly, by Buber.
Cohen’s influence on Bakhtin’s dialogical ideas
is indisputable. Cohen’s aesthetics became one
of the main prerequisites of his aesthetic of ver-
bal creativity. While we note the continuity of
ideas, there are no grounds for questioning the
originality and independence of each of the
above mentioned philosophers. However, their
doctrines are seen in a totally new light in the
context of Cohen’s philosophy.

Third, the greatest value of Cohen’s investi-
gations for the future development of the phi-
losophy of dialogue lies in the fact that they
are anchored to the history of classical philos-
ophy in general. Cohen consciously develops
the philosophy of Plato and Aristotle, Leibniz
and Kant, whose conceptions he counterpos-
es, in his own way, to the philosophy of Hegel
and Marx, while not ignoring the latter but try-
ing to answer their challenges. The historicity
of Cohen’s philosophy enables the dialogical
principle to stand on a solid foundation of clas-
sical philosophy. For all his interest in the past,
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B-tpetbux, ast Oymyiero passurust dpusioco-
v guasora mccienosanus KoreHa mpepcras-
JIAIOT HaMOOJIBIIYIO I1I€HHOCTh, IIOCKOJIBKY OHU
Hanbosiee (pyHIaMeHTaIbHO CBsi3aHBI C UICTOPU-
el Kjlaccrdaeckon dprstocodmn B 11es1ioM. KoreH co-
BepIIIeHHO CO3HAaTeJIbHO pa3BuBaeT priocoduio
ITrnatoHa 1 Apucroters, Jlentoumiia v KaHTa, KoH-
LMY KOTOPBIX OH IIO-CBO€MY ITPOTMBOIIOCTaB-
nsiet dpvtocodpum eresis 1 Mapkca, HO He UTHO-
pUpyeT MOCIIeHMX, a IbITaeTCsl OTBETUTh Ha MX
BBI30BBIL. VICTOPI3M KOreHOBCKOV prytocodpmm co3-
JaeT BO3MOXKHOCTB /115 AMaJIorM4ecKoro IpuHITN-
I1a BCTaTh Ha IIPOYHOEe OCHOBaHVE KJIacCHUYecKo
drtocodpum. Ilpu BceM ee MHTepece K ITPOIITIOMY
IJIaBHBIM cBOVICTBOM dmstocodpum KoreHa spiisteT-
csl cucTeMaTYHOCTE. KoreH obpaiijaeTcst K mCTO-
PV MBICTIV, KOTTIa €My HY>KHO ITPOCIIeIUTE VICTOK
¥ pasBuTHe Toy v nHou maen. Ho cama stormka
VJIeVl BBICTpavBaeTCsl M B CTPOTOM CHCTeMaTive-
cKoM Topsiike. Bce ueTripe uacTu cucremer Kore-
Ha B3aMIMHO HeOOXOOVMBI 11 00pa3yioT BHYTpPeH-
Hee e[IMHCTBO. DTO CTaBUT KOIeHOBCKOe yueHUe
B ocoboe oTHoIIeHMe ¢ duiocoduert yaora.
ITocTpoeHHast Ha OCHOBE 3TOrO yueHMsl PUIIOCO-
s nmasora mprobpeTaeT CTPOrmii CrCTeMaTy-
YeCcKIV XapaKTep.

V3 Bcero ckasaHHOIO cjleflyeT, YTO TP pa3Bu-
T ustocodnn Auasiora Kak ofHOV u3 opMm
dutocodpmm Gynayiero naev Korena OymnyT Hens-
MeHHO UT'PaTh OJHY 13 LIeHTPaJIbHBIX POJIeTL.
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the hallmark of his philosophy is its systemic
character. Cohen turns to the history of thought
when he needs to trace the sources and devel-
opment of this or that idea. But he structures
the logic of ideas in a strictly systemic way. All
four parts of Cohen’s system are mutually nec-
essary and form an intrinsic unity. This gives
Cohen’s doctrine a special place in relation to
the philosophy of dialogue. The philosophy of
dialogue, built on this doctrine, acquires a rig-
orous systemic character.

It follows from the above that Cohen’s ideas
will invariably play a central role in the devel-
opment of the philosophy of dialogue as a form
of future philosophy.
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