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Abstract. The article attempts to raise a question and give an answer to it regarding the
evaluation of the philosophical creativity of Hermann Cohen, the German-Jewish thinker of the
late XIX — early XX century. Moreover, following the philosophical style of Cohen himself,
the question posed and discussed in the article is not idle, but it contains a hypothesis that forms
our answer in a certain way. It is important to identify the difficulties and intellectual
determinants that prevent the formation of a clear and unambiguous answer. At the same time
these difficulties contain an initiating moment for opening a philosophical debate. The historical
and philosophical reasons that make the very beginning of the discussion of the question more
complex, are considered. The article, of course, cannot claim to be an exhaustive answer on
such a fundamental topic, which is contained in the designated question. But the article itself,
and the articles following it in the section devoted to the work of Herman Cohen, may be
indicate that the time for this discussion has come.
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Let us clarify the meaning of the question in the title. First, it is not whether
Cohen is a classical philosopher. No one has ever had any doubts: the founder of
German Neo-Kantianism is certainly the continuer of the classical philosophy
oriented towards scientific rationality. Nevertheless, whether his name can be
placed on the same level with such generally recognized German classical
philosophers as Kant, Hegel, Fichte, Schelling, or the joined the classical rank
Husserl and Heidegger is an open and challenging issue. A balanced and objective
answer is hindered both by intra- and periphilosophical reasons. As for the latter,
we have in mind a relatively long historical period of oblivion of Neo-Kantianism,
which occurred almost immediately after the death of its prominent representatives,
for purely ideological reasons — the rise of the Nazis to power in Germany, — and
partly for religious reasons, since many followers of Neo-Kantianism were Jews.
This forced "pause" in Neo-Kantian studies prevented an objective and balanced
evaluation of the achievements of the Neo-Kantian schools and their
representatives. It is precisely Hermann Cohen's work that caused the significant
rejection among the opponents, both because he was the founder of the leading Neo-
Kantian school and because he was a Jew who fought for the equal rights of Judaism
and Christianity in the life of human civilization.

As for the philosophical reasons for the apparent "underestimation" of Cohen's
conception of transcendental critical philosophy, we should single out, in our
opinion, two grounds. The first one relates to Cohen's belonging to the Marburg
school of Neo-Kantianism. Even though no one doubts that he is not just one of the
representatives of this school, but its founder, nevertheless, many researchers
perceive Cohen's name in the "school" context along with the names of Paul Natorp
and Ernst Cassirer.

Furthermore, the second, more essential take relates to the direction's name,
which implicitly implies only the continuation, development, albeit with some
transformations, of the Kantian philosophy project. We find something similar in
Fichte, who declared that his only goal was to clarify Kantian transcendentalism,
which the Konigsberg sage himself presented in a very complex and confusing
manner. However, such, without exaggeration, apologetic elaboration of Kant's
ideas as we see in Cohen's three fundamental works Kants Theorie der Erfahrung,
Kants Begriindung der Ethik, and Kants Begriindung der Aesthetik is missing not
only in Fichte or other "renewers" or "subversives" of Kantian principles, but also
in most orthodox Kantians. Nevertheless, is this fact a sufficient reason to consider
Hermann Cohen's philosophical position as insufficiently independent and even
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less original and fundamental? In our opinion, it is precisely the opposite. It was
Cohen who, because of his Kantian studies, understood the depth, fundamentality
and, at the same time, openness, and heuristic nature of the Kantian system, realized
the connection and difference between its letter and spirit and was able to introduce
these properties into his system as well. That is why even today, two directions can
be singled out in Cohen studies: the first, focusing on deepening the understanding
of Cohen's theories, originality of its ideas and concepts, its systematicity; and the
second, emphasizing opportunities for its development and enrichment through the
doctrines of Hegel, Husserl, N. Hartmann, Heidegger, Peirce, etc. It is possible to
nominally designate the first direction as Cohenology [See: 1—10] and the second
as post-Neo-Kantianism [See: 11—12].

Thus, the initial question, "Is Hermann Cohen a classical philosopher?" can
and should be answered positively. Moreover, his philosophy has already received
some recognition. In particular, his The Ethics of Pure Will (Ethik des reinen
Willens) has been included among classical philosophical works (ref. Klassische
Werke der Philosophie. Von Aristoteles bis Habermas, hg. Von Reinhard Brandt
und Thomas Sturm, Leipzig 2002; the chapter on Cohen, Hermann Cohen: Ethik
des reinen Willens, was written by Helmut Holzhey) [13]. This acknowledgment
pays tribute not only to Cohen's thinking but also to the history of philosophy. It
also redeems the oblivion to which his thought was consigned after the academic
departed from the University of Marburg and the dissemination at that university,
which was considered the Mecca of continental philosophy [14. P. 681], a very
different philosophical direction (primarily initiated by Martin Heidegger) that has
removed the memory of the great tradition of Cohen and Natorp and reduced that
to narrow and largely erroneous labels.

Only at the end of the 1960s, thanks to Dieter Adelmann's dissertation Unity
of Consciousness as a Basic Problem of Hermann Cohen's Philosophy (Einheit des
Bewufstseins als Grundproblem der Philosophie Hermann Cohen, 1968) [15], the
interest in Cohen's thought sparked. Researchers commenced their study from new
perspectives, free of obscuring prejudices. In the following years, an essential
contribution to Cohen's research was made by the Cohen-Archiv established at the
University of Zurich and the publication of the newly edited collected works
(Cohen's Werke). These were initiatives of Helmut Holzhey, author of the seminal
work Cohen und Natorp [16]. This cause made an indispensable contribution to
forming an international research community, small in numbers but quite active and
fruitful in results, proposing new topics and reviving the interest of philosophical
and religious circles in Cohen's works. Studies of the philosopher’s works continue
nowadays, including by young scholars, which testifies to the fundamentality of his
legacy as a benchmark for cognizing the new problems that the ongoing cultural
transformations pose to philosophy.

The articles collected in this issue precisely demonstrate Hermann Cohen's
intellectual properties that make it attractive to modern researchers, i.e., belonging
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to classical German philosophy and openness to possible productive syntheses with
the latest trends in world academic discourse.

The article of Professor of Moscow State University Z.A. Sokuler reveals the
primary methodological problems of Cohen's thinking, set before the humanities of
the beginning of the 20th century by the scientific revolution. In those intellectual
conditions, Kant's critical system was in demand as a concept opposing the
materialistic and positivistic tendencies that belittled the role of philosophical
thought in the mastery of reality. On the other hand, the abstract and distracting
dogmatism diminished the role of scientific thought and severed the link between
philosophy and science. At the same time, the achievements and discoveries of the
early 20th century exposed the shortcomings and inaccuracies in Kant's concept of
idealism, associated primarily with his notorious concept of the thing in itself, of
the initial objective of knowledge and the passivity of thinking. The founder of
Marburg Neo-Kantianism acknowledged straight away the obvious fact that a
simple transformation and selective changes in Kant's system are not enough. So
Cohen elaborated the philosophical concept, equal to such idealistic constructions
as those of Kant, Fichte, or Hegel.

Z.A. Sokuler's article is devoted to the adaptability of Cohen's logical-
methodological principles to the scientific theory undergoing radical changes at the
beginning of the twentieth century. H. Wiedebach's article is devoted to the
comparative analysis of Hegel's logical ideas. Wiedebach provides a comparativist
analysis of the logical ideas of Cohen and Hegel. The question of the relationship
between the logic of the two German philosophers originally arose because of the
desire of both in their constructions to focus exclusively on thinking itself.
However, the general idea of Cohen's philosophical system, the one open to the
facts of scientific knowledge and putting these on the same plane with intellectual
creativity, contradicted the idea of Hegel's system, closed and self-sufficient,
focused exclusively on philosophy. In contemporary studies of transcendental
school of thought, there is a clear tendency to consider the possible interaction
between the Kantian and Hegelian projects as a potential basis for the productive
development of continental philosophy. In this light, Cohen's Neo-Kantian
reflections on the logical foundations of pure cognition seem highly relevant and
significant.

E. Gamba's article raises another central and controversial theme of Cohen's
work, namely his philosophy of religion. Opposite points of view are expressed
regarding the disputes, whether Cohen's philosophy of religion is the basis of his
system, just a component, or in general a marginal part in Marburg scholar's
schemes. The notions can be summarized by slightly restating the statement of
C.G. Jacobi about the thing in itself by Kant: "Without a philosophy of religion, one
cannot enter the Cohenian philosophy. Yet with the philosophy of religion, one
cannot remain in it". What adds complexity to a more or less unambiguous
interpretation of Cohen's statement on religion is that this position of the German
and Jewish thinker was not the same throughout his long creative life. An example
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of this undoubted evolution of Cohen's views on the possibility and justification of
depicting God and divine phenomena in religious art and the related evolution of
his views in general on Christianity and the need for a dialogue between Christianity
and Judaism is given just in the study of the Italian philosopher.

If readers think that philosophy and the mind games are incompatible, we
advise them to pay attention to another article in the section devoted to the work of
H. Cohen, namely the one by H.M. Dober. Not only does the author address the
topic on which the publication of the Marburg Neo-Kantian never took place, but
the topic itself would seem to be at least marginal for Neo-Kantianism, which
opposed psychologism in scientific knowledge. However, first, the publication did
not occur, but there is evidence that Cohen was preparing it. Second, Neo-
Kantianism opposed psychologism but not psychology per se as one of the essential
sciences. Let us recall at least that Natorp, Cohen's colleague and associate at the
University of Marburg, made a considerable effort to justify and substantiate
psychology philosophically. One of Herman Cohen's favorite Russian students,
Sergei Rubinstein, became a prominent Russian psychologist.

I. Dvorkin traces the intellectual connection between the German Neo-
Kantian and Russia. The author thoroughly and comprehensively seeks to reveal
the influence of the ethical and religious concept of Hermann Cohen. The researcher
is trying to uncover the influence of Cohen's ethical and religious concept on M.
Bakhtin's philosophy of dialogue. Although the Russian thinker himself has
repeatedly stressed in interviews and memoirs the unique and even decisive
significance of the German philosopher's teaching for forming his concept, this
aspect of the analysis of Bakhtin's work remains marginal in international
Bakhtinology.
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AHHoTauua. B cTarbe npennpuHsATa NOMBITKAa ITOCTABUTH BOIIPOC U AaTh HAa HErO OTBET
OTHOCHUTEIBHO OLEHKH (HIOCO(CKOro TBOPUECTBA HEMEIKO-EBPEHCKOTO MBICIHUTEINS KOHIIA
XIX — mnawama XX Beka I'epmana Korena. Ilpmyem B ctune camoro Korena Bompoc,
MOCTaBJICHHBIA U 00CY)XKJaeMblil B CTaThe, HE SBISETCS Mpa3JHBIM, HO 3aKIO4YaeT B cede
TUIOTE3y, KOTOpas OmpeaeNeHHbIM o0pa3oM QopMupyeT Ham oOTBeT. BrISBIsSIOTCA Te
CIIO’)KHOCTH ¥ MHTEIUIEKTyaJ bHBIC IETePMUHAHTHI, KOTOPHIE MEMIAl0T (YOPMHUPOBAHHIO YETKOTO
U OJIHO3HAYHOTO OTBeTa. HO B 3THX e CIIOKHOCTAX COACPKUTCA U UHUIUHUPYIOLIUI MOMEHT
JUISL Havalla ux oOcyxneHus. PaccmarpuBaroTcst uctopuueckue u Guiocodpckue MpUIUHBI,
3aTPYAHSIONINE caMOe Hadalo OOCYXKIEHHS ITOCTaBIEHHOTo Bompoca. CTaThs, KOHEUHO, HE
MOJKET MPETEHJ0BATh Ha HCUEPIBIBAIOLINIA OTBET M0 TaKOH (PyHAaMEHTAILHOU TeMe, KOTopas
3aKoueHa B 0003HadeHHOM Bompoce. Ho m cama craThs, W CTaThH, CICHyIOUINe 3a HEel B
pyOpuke, nocesiieHHoN TBopuecTBY I 'epmana Korena, MOryT cBUaETEILCTBOBATE O TOM, UTO
BpeMsl I €€ 00CYKIEHUS MPHIILIO.

KawueBsbie ciaoBa: I'epman Koren, Hemenkas kimaccuueckas (uinocodus, HeMenkas
¢unocopus XX Beka, HEOKAHTUAHCTBO, KOT€HOBEIEHUE, TIOCTHEOKAHTUAHCTBO
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