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Oona us Baxuedwux smuveckux ouckyccui 6
PYCCKOUL  peAu2UO3HOTL  MbiCAU  —  UHUYUUpOBAHHAS
JI. H. Toacmuim nosemuxa no Bonpocy o (1e/co)npomub-
AeHuu 31y cuasotl. A6mop 3adaemcs Bonpocom o Baus-
Huu smuku u gusocogpuu peaueun Kanma na xod smot
Ouckyccuu, a makxe CHpeMumcs, ycmanoBums Mecmo u
3HaueHue apaymenmol u coobpaxenutl, Bvicka3aHHblx 10
amomy nobooy C.JI. @panxom 6 pannuii (1908 e.) u no3o-
Hutl (1940-e 22.) nepuods: mbopuecméba. [1as 3moeo ocy-
ujecmbasnemcs pekoHcmpykyus obujeeo xo0a OUCKyccut,
8 wacmuocmu nosuyuil u apeymenmo@ J1. H. Toacmoeo,
Ba. CoaoBveba, U. A. Viavuna u H. A. beposeba. Hauu-
nas c Toacmozo opueunaivroe, nouepnnymoe us Eban-
eeAus smuveckoe cooeprkanie ueu Henpomubenis 66o-
ous0cy pycckumu mvicaumersimu 8 3aumcmBobantyio y
Kanma cpopmy smuxu dosea. IToremuxa ¢ moacmobekum
Bapuanmom 3moil udeu Besacs eaabHvim 0bpazom 6 08yx
Hanpabaenusax — 6 onope na kanmuarckoe obocrHobarue
npabomeprocmu npuHyxoeHus u 6 nonsimax Gre smu-
Ku 0osea 00pamumscs k OpyeuM CmuAiM MOPaLbHO20
Moluisenua. PaBepnyman Vavunsim anosoeus ucnosv-
3068anus cuavt 8 6opwbe co 310M 3acmabuia Mvicaumeneil
pycckoil amuepayuu 6o1ee BHUMAMEALHO NPUCMOTTPENTb-
cs k amumeckoi konyenyuu Toacmozo u obpamums Bru-
marue Ha ee nosumubroe codepxarue. Ha smoii ocrobe
Beposeb u ocoberro @pank cozdatom Bapuanimul xpucmo-
UeHMpUuHOT MUKy cnacenus, komopas 6 nepcnexmube

! IIpaBocimaBHbI  CBATO-TVIXOHOBCKUIT TYMaHWTAPHBIN
yausepcuret (IICITY),
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FROM KANT TO FRANK:
THE ETHIC OF DUTY AND THE PROBLEM
OF RESISTANCE TO EVIL
IN RUSSIAN THOUGHT

K. M. Antonov!

One of the key ethical debates in Russian religious
thought, initiated by Leo Tolstoy, concerned the ques-
tion of nonresistance to evil by force. The purpose of
this article is to assess the influence of Kant's ethics
and philosophy of religion on the course of this debate
and to determine the place and significance of the ar-
guments and considerations expressed on this issue by
Semyon Frank in the early and late periods (1908 and
1940s) of his work. To this end I reconstruct the gen-
eral course of the debate, notably the positions and ar-
guments of Leo Tolstoy, Vladimir Solovyov, Ivan Ilyin
and Nikolai Berdyaev. Beginning with Tolstoy, Russ-
ian thinkers introduced the original ethical content of
the idea of nonresistance derived from the Gospel into
the ethics of duty borrowed from Kant. The Tolstoy
version of this idea was challenged mainly from two
directions: from the Kantian grounding of the legit-
imacy of coercion and attempts to bring in styles of
moral thinking other than the ethic of duty. Ilyin’s
apologia for the use of force in the struggle against evil
prompted Russian émigré thinkers to take a closer look
at Tolstoy’s ethical concept and pay attention to its
positive content. On this basis Berdyaev and especially
Frank create their version of the Christ-centered ethic
of salvation which, in the perspective of “protecting
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300a4uu «0epaxO0eHus mupa om 3aa» Bxatouaem 6 cebs
amuxy 0os2ea u c6a3vibaem c Hetl BO3MOKHOCb NPUMEHe-
HUs cuabl — Oeticmbus Bceeda HenpaBeoroeo, HO BbiHY K-
0eHHo20 «8 cumyayuu KpaiHet HeodX00UMOCHIU».

KaroueBuie croBa: Kanm, Toacmon, @pank, smuka
dosea, kameeopuueckuil umnepamul, smuka cnaceHus,
conpomubaenue 31y, Henpomubaienue, NPUHYUN MeHb-
uiezo 314

1. BBenenmne

ObBcyxeHne Borpoca O (He/CO)IIPOTMBIIEHUN
371y, €ro BO3MOXHBIX popMax, IpaHMIlax 1 Oaso-
BBIX IIPMHLMIIAX — OIHA M3 Ba)KHEWIINX dTIYe-
CKVX JOVICKYCCUVI B PYCCKOVI PEJIUTMO3HOVI MBICIIVA.
B xonne XIX — mepsort nosiosrHe XX B. B HeVI TPy~
HSUIV y9acTyie IIpaKTU9ecKy Bce Harbostee 3HaUM-
MBbIe aBTOPBI, CCTEMATUYeCKV paboTaBIIIVEe B TOT
nepuoz, B obmacty 3TuKN. HecMoTpst Ha Bce TpaHc-
dopmarm KyJIbTypHON U TIOJIUTUYECKON CUTYa-
LMV, IIPOM3OIIe/IIIIVie BO BTOPOV IT0JIoBMHe XX —
Hauasle XXI B, vx BKJIaJl, OCHOBaHHBIVI 1 Ha IJIy-
OGOKOM JIMYHOM OITBITE XPUCTMAHCKOV XXVM3HM, 1 Ha
crcTeMaTn4uecKoy pedrieKCcry KaK OTHOCUTEIIBHO
o0rmx ycoBuit n ocodeHHocter HoBoro Bpeme-
HV, TaK V1 OTHOCUTEJIBHO KaTacTPOUecKIX UCTO-
pryiecKmx CcoObITUIT — PEBOIIIOLINVI, TPaXkTaHCKIIX
I MMPOBBIX BOVIH, — Ha MOV B3IJIS, COXpaHseT
CBOIO HEIIPEXOJISAIIYIO aKTyaJIbHOCTE . VIMeHHO B
S5TOM BOIIPOCE BKJIa/Jl PYCCKOVI MBIC/IV ITPeICTaB-
JISIeTCSI JeVICTBUTE/IBHO OPUIMHAJIBHBIM, He VIMe-
IOIIVIM He3aBVICMBIX aHaJIOTOB B MUPOBO pryio-
Coq)CKoﬁ 7 OOrOCJIOBCKOV MBIC/TN. B majipbHerem
MBI IIOIBITAeMCsI, BO-IIEPBBIX, OIIpeeINTh XapaK-
Tep M AEVICTBUTEJIbHY O CTEIIEHb 3TOV OPVUIVIHAIb-
HOCTW, B YaCTHOCTW POJIb 3TUYECKMX KOHIICIIIINI
HeMeLIKOM KylacCdecKom dutocodpmm, mpexe
BCETO KAHTOBCKOW STWMKM (M OTYacTM (PuIoco-
dum permirum), ee 6a30BBIX IIPVHITNAIIOB, KaTero-

2O HapacramwolIleM «TOJICTOBCTBE» COBPEMEHHOIO MMpa
cM.: (Opexanos, 2016, c. 19); o HaCyIIHOCTM TOJICTOBCKO-
ro mpeaja ¥ 3HaAYeHUM «MHOIOroJIocus (rIocodckort
KpUTUKM ero Hacteawsi» cM.: (lycermos, llenpuma, 2014,
c.6=7).
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the world against evil” includes the ethic of duty and
links it with the possibility of using force, always a
wrongful act, but one justified “in a situation of ex-

treme need” .

Keywords: Kant, Tolstoy, Frank, ethic of duty, cat-
egorical imperative, ethic of salvation, resistance to evil,
nonresistance, principle of the lesser evil

1. Introduction

The question of (non)resistance to evil, its
possible forms, boundaries and basic princi-
ples is one of the key ethical debates in Russ-
ian religious thought. In the late nineteenth
and the first half of the twentieth century it in-
volved practically all the more significant au-
thors who did systematic work in the field of
ethics at the time. Notwithstanding all the cul-
tural and political transformations that took
place in the second half of the twentieth and
the beginning of the twenty-first centuries their
contribution, based on profound personal ex-
perience of Christian life and systematic reflec-
tion on the general condition and specificities
of modern times and on arguably catastrophic
historical events — revolutions, civil and world
wars — has intransient relevance.? It is on this
issue that the contribution of Russian thought
is truly original and without independent ana-
logues in the world’s philosophical and theo-
logical thought. Below I shall try, first, to define
the character and actual degree of this original-
ity, in particular the role of the ethical concepts
of German classical philosophy, notably Kant’s
ethics (and partly philosophy of religion), its
fundamental principles, categories, train of

20n the increasingly “Tolstoyan” modern world see
Orekhanov (2016, p. 19); on the relevance of the Tolstoy
ideal and the importance of “polyvocality” of philo-
sophical critique of his legacy” see Guseinov and Shche-
drina (2014, pp. 6-7).
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Ppvi, XOmOB MBICIIV V1 COIEpXKaTeJIbHbIX PEeIeHN,
B CTAaHOBJIEHU aHAJIVI3VPYEMOVI PYCCKOVI JIVICKYC-
CUW; BO-BTOPBIX, YCTAHOBUTH MECTO U 3Ha4deHue
apryMeHTOB " COOOpa’keHWVl, BbICKa3aHHBIX IIO
stomy nosony C.JI. @pankom B parnHuit (1908 r)
v no3gHun (1940-e rr.) nepuons! TBOpYecTBa. [Is
3TOrO IIPeICTaBIISeTCS HEOOXOAVMBIM, B-TPEThIX,
OCYIIIECTBUTH PeKOHCTPYKIIMIO OOIIIEro Xoma avic-
KYCCHW, B YaCTHOCTW MO3UIINVI, apT'yMEHTOB U TeK-
croB J1. H. Toncroro, B. C. ConosweBa, V. A. Vnpu-
Ha 1 H. A. bepnsesa.

2. HempoTuBjieHMe 37I0My
KaK MOpaJIbHbIV 3aKoH: Tosicton u Kaat

Toricront BBOAWT IPMHINIT «HEIPOTVIBIEHVS
3JIOMYy» B CBO€M 1IeHTPaJIbHOM «BepOY UM TeJIbHOM»
COUVIHEHUM — TpakTaTe «B uem Mosi Bepa?» (1884)°.
Ero ommcanme TOro, Kak 3TOT MPUHIINUI OBLI OT-
KPBIT VIM B pe3yJibTaTe CJIOKHOVI BHYTPEeHHEeN pa-
00TBI, OUeHb HATIOMIMHAET MHOTVie aHaJIOTVYHbIe
OIMcaHMs KPYIIHBIX MHTe/UIeKTyaJIbHBIX OTKPbI-
TWW, KOT/Ja IIOCJIe JI0JITOro Ieprofia 6e3yCcrenHbIX
JyXOBHBIX MICKaHWUVI VICTVHA OTKpPbIBaeTCs YesloBe-
Ky B pesyJIbTaTe MOMeHTaJIbHOIO O3apeHMs: «9TO
He OBIIO MeTomMyecKoe wccilefoBaHMe Oorocsio-
BUs U TeKcToB EBaHTrenmit, — 3To ObIJIO MTHOBEH-
HOe yCcTpaHeHVe BCero TOro, YTO CKPhIBaJIO CMbIC]T
y4eHMs, I MIHOBEHHOe O3apeHWe CBeTOM VCTU-
HbD> (TosicTont, 1957a, c. 306). CyTh 3TOro OTKpBI-
TUS 3aKJIoYaslach B BBISICHEHUV ITPOCTOV Bellu:
1) ciioBa XpucTa «BbI cIbIIany, 4To cka3aHo: OKO
3a oKo 1 3y0 3a 3y0. A Sl roBopro Bam: He mpoTBb-
cs 3i0My» (Mdp. 5: 38—39) mOIDKHBI OHMMATh-
Csl He MHOCKa3aTeJIbHO, a COBepIlleHHO OyKBaIb-
HO: «He npoTuBbCs 3710My — 3HAYUT He IPOTUBb-
csl 3JIOMy HUKOI7Ia, T.e. HUKOI7la He Jlejlail Hacu-
JIVISL, T.€. TaKOTO IOCTYIIKA, KOTOPBIV BCeraa IIpo-
TUBOIIOJIOXKeH J1r00BM» (Toscron, 1957a, c. 313); 2) B
3TUX CJIOBaX COCPEJOTOYEH CMBICJIOBOVI IIEHTP BCe-
ro EeaHresvs v xpucrraHcTBa BooOrrie: «I Tosioxe-
HUe O HeIIpOTUBJIEHUM 3JIOMYy eCThb IOJIOKeHUe,

* Kimaccrgeckmit pasbop B KOHTEKCTe BCErO CTPOS TOJI-
crosckot Mblcm eM.: (['ycerros, 2014).
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thought and substantive solutions in the devel-
opment of the Russian debate referred to above;
second, to establish the place and significance
of the arguments and considerations expressed
on this issue by Semyon L. Frank (1877 —1950)
in the early and late periods (1908 and 1940s)
of his work. To this end it is necessary, thirdly,
to reconstruct the general course of the discus-
sion, in particular the positions, arguments and
texts of Lev N. Tolstoy, Vladimir S. Solovyov,
Ivan A. Ilyin and Nikolay A. Berdyaev.

2. Nonresistance to Evil as the Moral Law:
Tolstoy and Kant

Tolstoy introduces the principle of “nonre-
sistance to evil” in his central “credal” work,
the treatise What I Believe (in English transla-
tion: My Religion, 1884).° His description of
how he discovered this principle in the course
of arduous inner work is highly reminiscent of
many similar descriptions of major intellectual
discoveries when, after a long period of unsuc-
cessful spiritual quests, the truth is revealed as
a result of a brainwave: “It was not a methodi-
cal investigation of the theology and texts of the
gospels, but a sudden removal of everything
which concealed the very meaning of the teach-
ing, and a sudden illumination by the light of
truth” (Tolstoy, 1904a, p. 6). The essence of this
discovery is simple: 1) Christ’s words, “You
have heard it said, “An eye for an eye, and a
tooth for a tooth”” (Matthew 5:38-39) should be
understood not as a circumlocution, but literal-
ly: “Do not resist evil, means, Never resist evil,
that is, never use violence, that is, do not com-
mit an act which is always opposed to love”
(Tolstoy, 1904a, p. 15); 2) these words give the
gist of the Gospel and Christianity in general:
“The proposition about non-resistance to evil is

* For a classical analysis of the structure of Tolstoy’s
thought see Guseinov (2014).



CBsI3yIOIllee BCce yUeHVe B OJHO Iiejioe, HO TOJIBKO
TOI7a, KOIZla OHO He eCTh M3pedeHne, a ecTh IIpa-
BIJIO, 0OsI3aTesIbHOe JIJTSI VICTIOITHEHVIS, KOTja OHO
ecTb 3akoH» (TaM xe, c. 315); 3) cyiiecTByeT uppa-
LIVIOHAJIbHOE BHY TpeHHee COITPOTUBIIeHIE, B CUITY
KOTOPOrO XpUCTMaHe CTaHAapTHO VIIYCKaloT 13
BU/LY 3TOT IIPOCTOVI CMBIC/T (POPMYJIbI HEITPOTMB-
JIEHVISL VI, COOTBETCTBEHHO, ee VIMIIepaTMBHBIN Xa-
paKkTep, 1 C 3TVM BHYTPEHHUM COIIPOTVBIIeHIeM
TeCHO CBsg3aHa IIepKOBHasl JIorMaTuka. B ocHose
3TOTO CONPOTMBIIEHMS JIEKUT CTpax TOTaJIbHOIO
paspyleHMs XU3HM, KOTOpas BCd IIOCTpOeHa Ha
IIPVHIINIIE COITPOTVBIIEHVISI HaCVITVIO HaCVIJIVIEM.

B pesysisrare TosicTov, Kak 113BeCTHO, OTOpOCIAT
BCIO MeTapM314ecKy 0 YacTh JJOrMaTMKM, KOTOPYIO,
KaK BBISCHMJIOCH, HEJIb3sl paccMaTpvBaTh IIPOCTO
KaK IIPUAATOK K 9TUUYECKOMY YUEeHMWIO, ITIOCKOJIBKY
OHa He TOJIBKO KaK OBl OTTEeCHSIeT 3TO y4eHWe Ha
BTOPOVI IJIaH, HO ¥ BHOCUT B HEro CyIlleCTBeHHbIe
vcKaxeHMsT: «[ IprsHaHMe 3TOro mosyiokeHus (0 He-
npotusiieHnn 31y. — K.A) 3a u3pedueHMe, HEBO3-
MOYKHOE K VICTIOITHEHUIO Oe3 CBEPXBeCTeCTBEHHO
IIOMOIIIV, €CTh YHIUUYTOXeHWe Bcero yueHms» (Tam
xe). TeopeTnyeckas gormMaTika sefet, 1o Toscro-
My, K (PaKTVMIeCcKOV JIMKBUOALINI TUYECKOro II0-
TeHIIVaIa XPUCTMAHCTBA, IIOCKOJIBKY IMEHHO B ee
paMKax OOOCHOBBIBAeTCS Wzlesl HEeVICITOJTHVIMOCT
ydeHMs XpHCTa: «Mbl BEpUM BO BCe 3TO B TOM TOJIb-
KO CMBICJIe, UTO 3TO eCTh Mleall, K KOTOPOMY JOJDK-
HO CTPeMUTHCS UeJIOBEeUeCcTBO, — Mzleasl, KOTOPBIN
ZIOCTUTAeTCs] MOJIMTBOIO V1 BEPOIO B TAaTHCTBA, B MIC-
KyIUIEHVE 11 B BOCKpeceHVe 13 MepTBeIx» (Tam e,
¢. 329—330). O6parvm BHMMaHVE, HACKOJIBKO CVIIb-
Ho Tosicron 3xeck pesonupyet ¢ Kanrom: « Ipotus
3Toro TpeOOBaHMS CAMOVICIIpaBJIEHMSI pa3yM, OT
IIPUPOIBI He MIMEIOIINIL OXOTHI K MOPaJIbBHOMY CO-
BEPIIEHCTBOBAHMIO, 100 1ped1020M ectnectBeHHom
HecnocoOHocmu TIPOBO3IVIalllaeT BCeBO3MOXKHbIE He-
uycThle vaeu permrvn» (AA 06, S. 51; KanT, 1980,
c. 123; xkypcms mont. — K.A).

Opnxaxo napavtenu ¢ KaHToM mayT ropasmo
JlaJIblile U KacaroTcsd He TOJIBKO COfep>KaHMs 3TU-
k1 1 drtocodpvn permurnm, Ho 1 dopmer Tos-
cron (popMysIMpyeT IIPUHITNII HENPOTWUBIIEHVS
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a proposition which binds the teaching togeth-
er, but only when it is not an utterance but a
rule which must be executed, — when it is a
law” (ibid., p. 18); 3) there is an irrational inner
resistance due to which Christians routinely
overlook the simple meaning of the nonresis-
tance formula and, accordingly, its imperative
character, and church dogma is inseparably
linked with this inner resistance. Underlying
this resistance is the fear of total destruction of
life which is based entirely on the principle of
violent resistance to violence.

As a result, Tolstoy cast aside the metaphys-
ical part of his teaching which, as it turned out,
cannot be seen as a mere adjunct to the ethical
teaching inasmuch as it does not only push this
teaching into the background, as it were, but
distorts it in some important ways: “The recog-
nition of this proposition (on nonresistance to
evil — K.A.) as an utterance, which is impos-
sible of execution without supernatural aid, is
an annihilation of the whole teaching” (ibid.).
Dogmatic theorizing, according to Tolstoy, vir-
tually eliminates the ethical potential of Chris-
tianity because it grounds the idea that Christ’s
teaching is impossible to implement; “[...
believe in all this in the sense of its being an

] we

ideal toward which humanity must strive, an
ideal which is attained by prayer and faith in
the sacraments, in the redemption, and in the
resurrection from the dead” (ibid., p. 38). Let us
note how strongly Tolstoy resonates with Kant
here: “[...] against this requirement of self-im-
provement, reason, by nature averse to moral
work, enlists — under the pretext of its natural in-
capacity — all sorts of impure religious ideas”
(RGV, AA 06, p. 51; Kant, 2009, p. 58; my ital-
ics. — K.A)).

However, parallels with Kant go much fur-
ther and have to do not only with the content
of ethics and religious philosophy, but with
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B KaHTMaHCKMX TepMMHax. B wactHocTH, oH yIi0-
TpeOJIsieT B €ro OTHOIIEHWV BbIpaKeHWe «IIpu-
HSTH IPaBWJIO» (AHAJIOT KAHTOBCKOV «MaKCVIMBbI»)
¥, KaK BUTHO 13 BbIIIeCKa3aHHOIO, CTPEeMIUTCH IO-
Ka3aTb, YTO 3TO IIPaBMJIO HOCUT He VCKJTIOUNTeIb-
HO CyOBbeKTVBHBIV, HO 1 OOBEKTUBHO ODs3bIBATO-
LIV XapaKTep, siBjisgeTcs KaTerOpuyYecKM MMIle-
paTtuBoM, popmyIIoNt Tosra’.

bonee Toro, sauactyro xom Mbicsim Toscroro
IpsIMO OOHapyXMBaeT aHAJIOTMM C KaHTOBCKMMM
dopMyIMpoBKaMy KaTeropyyeckoro mmiIieparu-
Ba. Hanpumep, Tosictom roBoput 00 «oueBumgHO-
CTV» TOVI ICTVHBI, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOV «eCJIV AOIY-
CTUTB, YTO OIVH YeJIOBeK MOXeT HacuIveM IIpo-
TUBUTBCSL TOMY, UTO OH CUMUTAeT 3JI0M, TO TOYHO
TaK JXe Pyrom MOXeT HacWiIVeM ITPpOTUBUTHCS
TOMY, UTO 3TOT Apyrov cumraeT 3j10M» (Toscron,
1957a, c. 328) — MHBIMM CJIOBAMV, YTO «MUPCKOV»
IIPVHLINII COPOTUBIIeHV 3]1y HacuJIvieM BCTyIla-
eT B IIpOTUBOpeYNe ¢ IepBovi POPMYIION KaTero-
puueckoro mMmieparusa: «[locTyman Tak, 4TOOBI
MaKcMMa TBO€V BOJIV BO BCSIKOe BpeMsl MOIIa Obl
VIMeTh TaKXke VI CMJTy IPVHIINUIIA BceoOITero 3ako-
HomarertbcTBa» (AA 05, S. 30; Kanrt, 1997a, c. 349).
Bropas dopmyiia kareropmnaeckoro mMMmieparusa:
«[TocTymart Tak, 9TOOBI THI HMKOITIa He OTHOCHJIICS
K 4eJIOBeYeCTBY, KaK B TBOeM JINIIe, TaK W B JINIIe
BCSIKOTO JIPYTOro, TOJIBKO KaK CpefICTBY, HO BCerzaa
B TO JKe BpeMs 1 Kak K 1esin» (AA 04, S. 429; Kanr,
19976, c. 169) — kak HIpencTaBIIsieTCs, HaXOIUT
CBOIO T1apasulesIb B TOVI MHTepIIpeTaly, KOTOPYIO
Torcron naer yueHuro Xpricra o «CbIHe YeJioBeye-
ckom». CorrtacHo TosicTomy, peub maeT sgech He O
mvraHocTr Camoro XpucTa, HO, CKOpee, O eI/ HO
YeJIOBeUHOCTU BCeX JIIoer, «00 obIieM BceM JIio-
AgM cTpeMyIeHM K Os1ary 11 00 00111eM BceM JTIOfI M
pasyMe, ocBelllaollleM YejloBeKa B 3TOM CTpeMJle-
Hum» (Toscron, 1957a, c. 380), koTopoe Takke pac-
cMaTpuBaeTcs MM KaK YHVBEPCaJIbHBIN JOJIT KaXK-
moro 4estopeka. CiremyeT oOpaTuTh BHMMaHUE, YTO

* Ha mapaswterns Mexxay stnkont Kanra m Torcroro yka-
3bIBaJI B cBoe BpeMs beppses (cMm.: bepmses, 1931, c. 105).
INopoOHbIt aHaIM3 5TOV ITapasuies cM. B crarbe: (Hyok-
HUKOB, 2013). IIpencrasisercs, ogHaKo, YTO aBTOp CY-
IIIeCTBEHHO VIIPOIIaeT M KaHTMAHCKYIO, ¥ TOJICTOBCKYIO
IIOCTAHOBKY IIPOOJIEMBL
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form as well: Tolstoy formulates the nonresis-
tance principle in Kantian terms. Thus, he uses
the expression “to accept the rule” (analogue of
Kant’s “maxim”) and, as seen from the above,
strives to show that this rule is not exclusively
subjective, but has an objectively binding char-
acter; it is a categorical imperative, a formula
of duty.*

Moreover, the course of Tolstoy’s thought
often reveals a direct analogy with the Kant-
ian formulation of the categorical imperative.
For example, Tolstoy speaks about the “obvi-
ous” truth whereby “Not even the wisest and
most learned among them want to see the sim-
ple, obvious truth that, if we concede to one
man the right forcibly to resist what he con-
siders an evil, a second person may with the
same right resist what he regards as an evil”
(Tolstoy, 1904a, p. 37) — in other words, the
“worldly” principle of resistance to evil by vi-
olence contradicts the first formula of the cat-
egorical imperative: “So act that the maxim of
your will could always hold at the same time as
a principle in a giving of universal law” (KpV,
AA 05, p. 30; Kant, 2015, p. 28). The second for-
mula of the categorical imperative: “So act that
you use humanity, whether in your own per-
son or in the person of any other, always at the
same time as an end, never merely as a means”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 429; Kant, 1997, p. 38) — finds
a parallel in Tolstoy’s interpretation of Christ’s
teaching on “the human son”. According to
Tolstoy, this is not about the personality of
Christ himself, but rather “about the striving
after the good, common to all men, about the
common reason, which enlightens man in this
striving” (Tolstoy, 1904a, p. 105), which he sees
as the universal duty of every man. It should

* Parallels between Kant and Tolstoy were pointed out
by Berdyaev (1931, p. 105) in his time. For a detailed
analysis of this parallel see Nizhnikov (2013). I think,
however, that the author greatly simplifies both Kant’s
and Tolstoy’s approach to the problem.



aKIIeHT 371ech JiesiaeTcd ToJICThIM He Ha OTHOIIIe-
HUM K IPyroMy MHAMBUAY (kak y camoro Kanra
I BO MHOXeCTBe MHTepIIpeTalluil ero uiev), a Ha
OTHOIIEHUN K YeJIOBEYHOCTY, paBHO IIPUCYTCTBY-
Iolert Bo MHe 1 B Apyrom. Hakoner, npes Kanra
O «I1apcTBE LeJIev», VIJIn «HapcTBe BO)KT/IeM», «B KO-
TOPOM pa3syMHbIe CYIIlecTBa BCeVl TyIIOV OTHA0T-
Csl HPaBCTBEHHOMY 3aKOHY», a «CB1mocts HpaBOB»
IIpuBeieHa B TAPMOHUIO C «OaaxeHncmbBom» (AA 05,
S.128; Kant, 1997a, c. 637), iMeeT sIBHBIV aHAJIOT B
yUYeHUM PyCCKOIo IvcaTesId o IapcTBe boxnem Ha
3eMJjle, MMOHVMMaeMOM TOJICTBIM Kak peasi3als
XPVICTMAHCTBa, B KOTOPOVI «MUP BCeX JIFOIIeV MeX-
11y cODO0» MBICJINTCS KaK «BbICIIIee JOCTYITHOe Ha
3emsle Ortaro stromert» (Torcront, 1957a, c. 370).

3HauMMBble COBIa/IeHM VIV 10 KpaliHell Mepe
repeKJINYKY, OOHapyX/BaeMble B 3TVUX BOITpocax
Mexay TorereiM 1 KaHTOM, MHOTIa MOTyT OBITH
00bscHeHBI 3HAKOMCTBOM TosicToro ¢ «Kpurnkon
uycToro pasyma» (B 1869 r.) n «Kpurnkon mpak-
TUYeckoro pasyma» (B 1877 r.), a mHOrma ceuie-
TeJILCTBYIOT O MapasUIeJIbHOM IBVIKEHU VIX MBIC-
JIM B paMKaxX HEKOTOPOW 3aJJaHHOV CTPYKTYPHI (B
0CcODEeHHOCTM 3TO KacaeTcs «Pemmrum B ripeerax
TOJIBKO pasyMa», ¢ KoTopovi TosicTon nosHakoMumI-
cst Toribko B 1905—1906 rr.)°. MoXXHO ¢ GosIbIIIoNn
ZIoJleVl YBePEeHHOCTW YTBepPXKIaTh, YTO KPUTUKA
ZorMaTideckoro 6orocsiosust y TosicToro Bo MHO-
TOM oIMpaeTcd Ha KaHTOBCKYIO KPUTMKY J0Ka3a-
TestbCTB ObrTist boxms B «KpuTike dmcroro pasy-
Ma», KOTopasi OblIa 1M 0e30roBOpoYHO MpUHSTa
(Kpyrios, 2012a, c. 131).

Taxum obGpasom, Toscroir Beren 3a KamTom
YHUYTOXaeT MeTapU3MyecKylo TeoJIorMio U 3a-
MeHseT ee 3Tn4eckort. C 3TOV TOUKM 3peHMs I
Hero, Kak crpaseyinso 3aMedaeT A. H. Kpyrios,
«KpuTrka HOpakTUYecKoro pasyma» OKas3blBaeT-
cs BakHee «KpuTukm umcroro pasyma» (Tam ke,
c. 143). HeynusurenpHo, uto TosicTom c sHTY3u-
asMOM BOCIIPUHSUT «Pelmurmio B IIpezesiax TOJIb-
KO pasyMa», nosarasi, uto KaHT B Hem «pa3OusaeT
morMaTsl (OOXKeCTBEHHOCTb XPUCTa) M CyeBepus»
(unt. mo: Kpyrinos, 2012a, c. 144). VimeHHO 371€ch,

> CMm. mcuepnbiBatomee mcciaenosanue: (Kpyrios, 2012a,
c. 122—-159).
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be noted that Tolstoy stresses not the attitude to
another individual (as in Kant and in multiple
interpretations of his ideas) but the attitude to
humanity which is equally present in me and in
the other. Finally, Kant’s idea of the “kingdom
of ends” or the “kingdom of God”, “in which
rational beings devote themselves with their
whole soul to the moral law”, and “holiness of
morals” is in harmony with “beatitude” (KpV,
AA 05, p. 128; Kant, 2015, pp. 103-104), plain-
ly resonates with the Russian writer’s teach-
ing on God’s kingdom on earth which he sees
as the implementation of Christianity in which
“the peace of all men among themselves” is
“the highest accessible good on earth” (Tolstoy,
1904a, p. 92).

Telling coincidences or at least resonance
on these issues between Tolstoy and Kant can
sometimes be attributed to Tolstoy being fa-
miliar with the Critique of Pure Reason (in 1869)
and the Critique of Practical Reason (in 1877),
and sometimes to the parallel movement of
their thought within a certain structure (par-
ticularly evident in Religion within the Bounds
of Bare Reason which Tolstoy did not read until
1905—1906).> We can claim with a fair degree
of certainty that Tolstoy’s critique of dogmat-
ic theology owes much to Kant’s critique of the
proof of the existence of God in the Critique of
Pure Reason which he accepted without reserva-
tions (Krouglov, 2012a, p. 131).

Thus, Tolstoy, following Kant, cancels meta-
physical theology and replaces it with ethical
theology. On this view, as Aleksey Krouglov
rightly notes, for Tolstoy, the Critique of Practi-
cal Reason turns out to be more important than
the Critiqgue of Pure Reason (ibid., p. 143). Not
surprisingly, Tolstoy hailed Religion within the
Bounds of Bare Reason, believing that it “demol-
ishes the dogmas (Christ’s divinity) and prej-

® See the exhaustive study by Krouglov (2012a, pp. 122-
159).
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Ha IlepecedyeHUM 3TUKN 1 Prstocopmm penurmm,
MeX]Jly MBICIIUTEIIMM OOHapyXMBaIOTCS Hau-
Oostee 3HauMMBIe coBItageHMs. Oba pemTesIbHO
OTCTaMBaIOT aBTOHOMMIO 3TUKW W €e CMBICJIOBYIO
[IePBUYHOCTD 10 OTHOIIEHMIO K JJOrMaTuKe, CBs-
3bIBasd C 3TVIM ITeJIarMaHCKYIO I10 CYy T U0 aBTO-
HOMWM YeJIoBeKa I10 OTHoIeHuo K bory. s -
JIIOCT ALV IIPVBe[Ty JBe IIUTaThI:

Torcron: «bor meraer cBoe mesio, KoTopoe 4,
OYeBNIHO, HUKOITa MOHATh He Oyny B cujax, a
MHe HaJIio Je/1arh cBoe. MHe 0CO0eHHO BakHBI 1
JOpOrM yKazaHMs MOero [iesia, B OOrocjioBum xe
4 TIOCTOSTHHO BVDKY, KaK JIeJI0 3TO MOe BCe yMeHb-
IIIaeTCs VI yMeHBbIIIaeTCs U B JorMaTe VICKYIUIeHWs
naxke cBogmTcs Ha Huato» (Torcrovt, 19576, c. 150).

KaHT: «...J1eficTBUTeIIBHO U CIleflyIolliee OCHO-
BoriosioeHMe: “HecyIriecTBeHHO 11, cilefioBaTeIb-
HO, HUKOMY He 00s3aTesIbHO 3HaTh, YTO Oor Jiesla-
eT VUIIM Ceriall [JId ero Ora’keHcTsa”; Halo TOJIb-
KO 3HaTh, 4mo uesoBex cam 004xeH 0eAdmb, dTo-
OBl cTaTh JOCTOVMHBIM 3TOTO comevicTBus» (AA 06,
S. 52; Kanrt, 1980, c. 123 —124).

Ecmm TpaguiMoHHas [orMaruka CTaBUT de-
JIOBEKa B IOJIHYIO 3aBUCHMOCTh OT bora n perpe-
senTupyromen Ero B 3eMHbIX ycoBusx Llepksu,
Tto Kant n Toscront B nyxe HoBoro Bpemenn ak-
LIEHTUPYIOT He3aBUCYMOCTD YeJIoBeKa IT0 OTHOIIIe-
HUIO K bory Kak ycsioBrie BO3SMOXXHOCTY ajleKBaT-
HOVI peasiv3alyy O0roue1opeuecKoro OTHOIIEH S
¥ rcnostHeHm 3amnosenn, ganHor CammM borom.

MonepHsbInt xapakTep cosHaHws TocToro mpo-
SIBJISIETCS VI B TOM, UTO 3TO CO3HAHVE He OCTaeTCs
VICKJTIOUMTEIBHO 3aMKHYTBIM B ce0e, orpaHIyeH-
HBIM YVCTO JIMYHOV cpepoVt XIM3HM, HO BOIIPeKN
TOMY, YTO YacTO TOBOPUTCS 00 arloJIMTUYHOCTU T
vHAavBUAyanusMe ToJICTOro u ero 3TUMKWM, BBIXO-
IUT B MUP cOBpeMeHHOVI XX13HI: «HarrpacHo roso-
PAT, UTO yUeHVe XPUCTUAHCKOe KacaeTcs JIMYHOIO
CIIaceHMsi, a He KacaeTcsl BOIIPOCOB OOIINX, FoCy-
IapCTBeHHBIX... JIuHas Mos XI3HB IeperuieTeHa
¢ o0rert rocygapcTBeHHOV, a roCydapcTBeHHas
TpeOyeT OT MeHsl. .. 1eATeJIbHOCTH, IIPSIMO ITPOTVB-
Hom 3anosenin Xpucta» (Toscron, 1957a, c. 318).
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udices” (cited after Krouglov, 2012a, p. 144).
It is here, at the intersection of ethics and the
philosophy of religion that the similarities be-
tween the two thinkers are most significant.
Both affirm the autonomy of ethics and its se-
mantic primacy relative to dogma linking it
with the essentially Pelagian idea of the auton-
omy of man with regard to God. Two quota-
tions illustrate this:

“God is doing his work, which I shall nev-
er be able to comprehend, and I have to do my
work. What is most important and precious to
me is to have my work pointed out to me; but
in the Theology I see constantly that my work
is being made less and less, and in the dogma
of the redemption it is reduced to nothing”
(Tolstoy, 1904b, p. 247).

Kant: “[...] the principle holds, ‘It is not es-
sential and therefore not necessary for every-
one to know what God does, or has done, for
his salvation,” but it certainly is essential and
is necessary for everyone to know what the hu-
man being himself has to do in order to become
worthy of this assistance” (AA 06, p. 52; Kant,
2009, p. 59).

While traditional dogma makes the hu-
man being totally dependent on God and the
Church which represents him on earth, Kant
and Tolstoy in the spirit of modern times stress
the human being’s independence from God
which makes it possible to implement ade-
quately the God-human relationship and exe-
cute the commandment of God himself.

The modernist character of Tolstoy’s think-
ing also manifests itself in the fact that it is not
focused on itself and is not confined to person-
al life but, contrary to the frequent charge that
Tolstoy and his ethics are apolitical and indi-
vidualistic, is open to the contemporary world:
“They speak in vain who say that the Christian
teaching touches the personal salvation, and
not the general questions of state. [...] My per-
sonal life is interwoven with the social, politi-



Toricronn TpebyeT mociieI0BaTeILHOIO IIPOIY-
MBIBAHMS 3TOV OAVJIEMMBI, ¥ 3TO 3HAUWT, UTO €ro
TIOHVIMAaHMe XPUCTMAHCTBA IIperioiaraer HeoO-
XOIAVIMOCTb 3KCIUIMIIMPOBATh TO, YTO Ha COBpeMeH-
HOM SI3bIKE MOXKET OBbITh Ha3BAHO «IIOJINTVIYECKOW
TeoJIOTMeN» M «TeoJIorven KyiabTypb». Y Torcro-
ro OHM HPUHMMAIOT XapaKTep pagVKaIbHOM 3TU-
YeCKOV KPUTUKM KyJIBTYPbI U HOJIUTUYeCKUX VH-
ctutyToB HOBOro BpemeHw, KOTOPBIM ITPOTMBOIIO-
CTaBJISIeTCST MeaIbHOe OOIIEeXMTIe, OCHOBaHHOE
Ha mjiee HelIpOTUBJIeHMs: «XPUCTOC... B IPOTUBO-
MOJIOXKeHVIe TOVI OCHOBBI, KOTOPOIO XXMJIO IIPY HEM
110 Mowicero, 110 pMCKOMY ITpaBy ¥ Teliepb 110 pas-
HBIM KOJIeKCaM JKVMBEeT UeJI0BeYeCTBO, CTABWT IT0JIO-
JKeHVie HeIIPOTUBJICH M 3]1y, KOTOPOe, 10 ero y4e-
HUIO, JOJDKHO OBITH OCHOBOVI JKV3HU JIIOIE BMe-
CTe M JOJDKHO M30aBUTh YeJIOBEUeCTBO OT 3J1a, Ha-
HOCVMOT0 1M caMoMy cebe» (Tam xe, c. 328).

OcHoBorosiokeHme, BBOAVMOe XPVCTOM, BKJIIO-
yaeT B cebd OTKa3 OT JII00Oro MpuHYXIAeHWUs B
OTHOIIIEHUW JPYTOro 4YesioBeka, a BCs COBpeMeH-
Has (V1 He TOJIBKO) KYJIbTypa TaK VIV MHade OKa-
3bIBAeTCS CBA3aHa C IIpUHYXAeHneM. B urore pa-
IvKanbHOe mpourtenue Epanrerma B myxe Kan-
Ta BefeT TosicToro K ToMy, YTO BCe MHCTUTYIIUNU
COBPEeMEeHHOVI KYJIBTYPbl, ¥ B 0COO€HHOCTV TOCY-
OApCTBEHHOV IIPaBOBOVI CVICTEMBI — WHCTUTY-
TBI apMUM, CyJda W TIOPbMBI — ¥, YTO ellle BaX-
Hee, CTOsIINe 3a HUMMM BeChbMa BBICOKVE 10 YeJjIo-
BeUeCKMM MepKaM «IIeHHOCTW», PacKpbIBAIOTCS
JIJI BEJIVIKOT'O IIMcaTesIsl KaK «TOry» — «IIyCThle
mnosb (1 Hap. 12: 21): «Mbl 04eHBb XOPOIIIO 3Ha-
eM, UTo yudeHue XpucTa Bcerga oOHMMaIO M 00-
HUMaeT, OTPUIIAsl VX, BCe Te 3a0JTy KIeHWs JIFOM-
CKMe, Te “Tory”, ImycTble MI0JIbl, KOTOpPBIe MBI, Ha-
3BaB VIX 1I€PKOBbIO, TOCYIapCTBOM, KYJIBTYPOIO, Ha-
YKOIO, ICKYCCTBOM, LIMBUJIV3allViel, lyMaeM BbIro-
ponuTh 13 pana 3adnyxaerun. Ho Xpucroc mpo-
TVB HUX-TO V1 TOBOPUT, He BBITOPak/Basi HMKaKIX
“rory”» (Torncrom, 1957a, c. 330—331).

Vmenno HoBoe Bpems ¢ ero crpemsleHMeM K
palVOHaJIBHOVI OpraHM3alu XXU3HY, pacipese-
JICHUIO OTBETCTBEHHOCTY, «OOIIel BOMHCKON II0-
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cal life, and the political life demands of me a
non-Christian activity, which is directly op-
posed to Christ’s commandment” (Tolstoy,
1904a, pp. 22-23).

Tolstoy demands consistent reflection on
this dilemma, which means that his interpre-
tation of Christianity implies the need to ex-
plicate what in modern parlance can be called
“political theology” and “theology of culture”.
With Tolstoy, they take on the character of a
radical ethical critique of culture and political
institutions of modern times to which he juxta-
poses ideal life based on the idea of nonresis-
tance: “Christ [...] in contradistinction to the
principle by which humanity lived in his day
according to Moses and the Roman law, and
now lives according to all kinds of codes — he
put the proposition of non-resistance to evil in
such a way that, according to his teaching, it
was to be the foundation of the joint life of men
and was to free humanity from the evil which it
inflicted upon itself” (ibid., p. 36).

The principle introduced by Christ includes
renunciation of all coercion with regard to the
other person, while all modern (and not only
modern) culture involves coercion in one way
or another. As a result, a radical reading of the
Gospel in the spirit of Kant leads Tolstoy to the
conclusion that all the institutions of modern
culture, especially of the state legal system —
the army, the law courts and prisons and, still
more importantly, the “values” that stand be-
hind them and are very much elevated by hu-
man measure, appear to Tolstoy as “thohus”,
or “empty idols” (1 Kings, 12:21): “We know
very well that Christ’s teaching, rejecting them,
has always embraced those human delusions,
those thohus, empty idols, which we, calling
them the church, the state, civilization, science,
art, culture, imagine we can segregate from the
series of delusions; but Christ speaks against
them, without segregating any thohus” (Tolstoy,
1904a, pp. 39-40).
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BIMHHOCTBIO U y4YacTHeM Bcex B Cy/e B KadecTBe
pucsokHBIX>» (Toscron, 1957a, c. 318) mpenensHO
00OCTpsieT ONVICAHHYIO BBIIIE AVJIEMMY. Xapak-
TepHOe 111 HoBOro BpeMeHI 11 TeMaTM3MpOBaH-
HoOe IIpexjie Bcero KaHToM permrmosHoe m Mo-
paJyIbHOE CO3HaHWe aBTOHOMHOIO, «BBIIIEIIErO
M3 COCTOSIHMS HeCOBepIIeHHOIeTs» CyObeKkTa
(AA 08, S. 33; Kant, 1994, c. 127) y Tosncroro BcTy-
I1aeT B PeJIUTVO3HYIO TI0 CBOEMY OCHOBaHMIO KOH-
poHTAIINIO C OCHOBHBIMM CTPYKTYpaMu IIVBU-
JIVI3allUY MOfIepHa, IIPeIBSIBIISAS M (VI B TOM YVIC-
71e LlepkBu 11 ee OOroCII0BIIO) YIIpEK B CeKYJIISIPHO-
CTW, CCTEMHO POy IIMPYIOIIel HacuIve.

Wrak, Toscror, HeCOMHEHHO, CO3aeT NpuH-
YUunuaibHo HoBoe Imuueckoe U MmMeos02UtecKoe CO-
depixarue, popMaIbHO BbIpaXKasl €ero B TepMMHaX
KaHTVAHCKOVI STVKM VI pa3BuBasi HEKOTOPHBIE BaXk-
HBIe acTIeKTHI 3TVKM U prtocodpvm permmrmv Kan-
Ta. [TormpoOyem oOpaTnTh BHMMaHVe He TOJIBKO Ha
VIX CXOZICTBO, HO VI Ha VIX Pa3jIdvie U er0 MCTOKM.

3. OT anmpMoOpHOro KOHCTPYyMPOBaHMs
3TUKM K 3K3UCTeHIIMaIbHOV MOPaIbHOM
pedexcun: Kaut mn Tosicron

CyMMupys cKa3aHHOe BbIIIIe, Mbl HaxOOVM Yy
KanTa B KauecTBe 0CHOBaHMII MBITTIIEHVIST ToscTO-
r'O JIEOHTOJIOTMYECKYIO 3TUKY M CBA3aHHYIO C Hell
PUTOPUCTUYUECKYIO MIE0 0JIra, KpUTUKY TeosIo-
My KakK MeTadpm3mKy 1 0OOCHOBaHVIE BO3MOXKHO-
CTV 3TUYECKOV TeOJIOIM, STUYeCKYI0 KpUTepro-
JIOTVIIO PeJINTVIO3HOrO OTHOIIEHV U IHTepIIpeTa-
VIO XPUCTVAHCTBA KaK MOPaJILHOVI PeIIVV par
excellence.

OOpatMm Temeppb BHMMaHME Ha pasINums
MeX1y HVIMAL

IIpexpme Bcero orMeTnM TOT PakT, uro KanT
3Ha4YMTeJIbHO ycTynaeT TojicToMy B paguKasIbHO-
ctn. Cam TosicTon oTmeuast 3To pasinyne B pesiv-
rmo3Hon cdepe u ynpekas: Kanra B ToM, 4To OH
«OIIPaB/IbIBAET, XOTS M MHOCKA3aTeJIbHO, 11ePKOB-
Hble (POPMBI» U «TIOf/TaeTCs TpeOOBaHMSM OIIpaB-
JaTh CyIecTBYIOIIve aorMaTel» (IuT. 1o: Kpy-
108, 2012a, c. 144).
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It is the modern period with its striving to-
ward rational organisation of life, distribution
of responsibility, “with the universal military
service and the participation of all in the court
in the capacity of jurymen” (ibid., p. 23) that ex-
acerbates the above dilemma. The religious and
moral consciousness of an autonomous per-
son “emerged from his self-incurred minority”,
characteristic of the modern period and thema-
tised above all by Kant (WA, AA 08, p. 33; Kant,
19964, p. 17), enters into an essentially religious
confrontation with the basic structures of mod-
ern civilisation accusing them (including the
Church and its theology) of secularity which in-
trinsically generates violence.

Thus, Tolstoy undoubtedly creates a funda-
mentally new ethical and theological meaning,
formally expressing it in the terms of Kantian
ethics and developing some important aspects
of Kant’s ethic and philosophy of religion. Let
us pay attention not only to their similarity but
also to their differences and the sources of these.

3. From A Priori Construction
of Ethics to Existential Moral Reflection:
Kant and Tolstoy

Summing up the above, we find in Kant as
the foundation of Tolstoy’s thinking deonto-
logical ethics and associated rigoristic idea of
duty, critique of theology as metaphysics and
grounding of the possibility of ethical theolo-
gy, ethical assessment of the religious attitude
and interpretation of Christianity as a moral re-
ligion par excellence.

Let us look at the differences between them.

First of all, let us note the fact that Kant is
much less radical than Tolstoy. Tolstoy him-
self noted this difference in the religious sphere
and admonished Kant for “justifying, albeit in-
directly, the church forms” and “submitting to
the demands to justify the existing dogmas”
(cited after Krouglov, 2012a, p. 144).



To e camoe MOXeT OBITH CKa3aHO ¥ O APYIMX
obractsix: KaHT B mpuHIINITe MO3UTUBHO OIlEeHV-
BaeT TOCYJApCTBO WM €ro MHCTUTYTHI, IPaBOBOV
CTpOV, ecTeCTBeHHbIe HayKM, ICKYCCTBO U JIpyTVie
HelprieMsIeMble 111 TOJICTOrO 271eMeHTHI KYJIBTY-
per Hosoro Bpemenmn. boriee Toro, B «Metadpmsu-
Ke HpaBoB» KaHT, ocyllecTssisdst HeyKIMIO IIpa-
BOBOTO CTPOs M ONMpasicCh Ha IOHSITVE CBOOOIBI,
00OCHOBBIBaeT IIPaBOMOYHOCTb T'OCYIapCTBEHHOTO
HOPUHYKAEHNS: «...KOIrTla OIpesiesleHHOe IIpOosiBIIe-
HVie CBOOOIIBI CaMO OKa3bIBAaeTCs ITPESITCTBIEM K
cBoboz1e, COOOpa3HOVI CO BCEOOIIMY 3aKOHAMM (T.€.
HeIIpaBbIM), TOITIa HaIlpaBIeHHOe IIPOTWB TaKOro
yTioTpebrieHVIsl IIPUHYKAeHWe — Kak 110, 4o 6oc-
npenamcmByem npenamcmbuio 014 c60600b. — co-
BMeCTVIMO CO CBODOIIOV, COOOpa3HOVI CO BCeoOIIIMIL
3aKOHaMM, T.e. ObIBaeT mpasbIM...» (AA 06, S. 231;
Kanr, 2014, c. 91). ITpu sToM, nnostaraet KaHT, 1ipaBo
He JIOJDKHO MBICIIUTBCSI OJHOHAIIPaBIeHHBIM, HO
IIpaBO, COOTBETCTBYIOIIIee KaTeropi4ecKoMYy VMITe-
paTuBy, HofpasyMeBaeT «BO3MOXXHOCTb HeIloCperl-
CTBEHHO YBsI3bIBaTh BceoOlllee B3aIMHOe ITPUHYX-
ZleHVe co cBobommont Kaxkoro» (AA 06, S. 232; KanT,
2014, c. 93). VIapiMM cjl0BaMU, B CTPYKTYpPy IIpaBa
HEeOOXOIVIMO BXOIUT MOPAJIBHO OITpaBIaHHOe IIPY-
Hy>X7IeHIe, TO eCcTb Takoe, koTopoe 1) coobpasHO
BCEOOIITMM 3aKOHaM, 2) IIPEIsITCTBYeT IIPeIsTCTBY-
M cBoOOIBI 1 3) [leJIaeT 3TO Ha B3aVIMHOV OCHOBE.
YdacTvie B TakoM B3aMIMHOM ITPMHY>KIAEHWUM pac-
cMarpwmBaercs: KaHTOM Kak IIpaBo 11 JOIre.

Ho ny1g TosicToro, Ha00OPOT, IIPaBOM 1 IOJITOM
gBJIsIeTCS OTKa3 OT y4acTusl B TaKOM IIPUHYX]le-
HWY, TIOCKOJIBKY 1) B3aMMHOCTB 3TOTO IIPUHYK/Ie-
HU gBJIsieTcd PUKIIMelt; 2) OHO 0OCTyXMBaeT ye-
JIOBEYECKUVL 3rou3M (TO eCTh paKTMUecKy IpuUB-
HOCUT B CTPYKTYpPYy MOpPaJIbHOIO CO3HaHWs reTe-
POHOMHBIE MOTVMBBI CHaCThs U I10JIb3bI); 3) IPUBO-
IOUT K O€CKOHEYHOVI SCKaIalli Bce BO3pacTalollle-
ro B3aMIMHOTO HacwWiIus W CTpafaHus; 4) IpoTu-
BOPEUUT «3aKOHY CBOOOIBI», ITaHHOMY XPUCTOM
(Toscront, 1957a, c. 328—334). Xpucroc OTHSI y
yeJloBeKa 3TO IpaBo, MPeJIOKMB B KauecTBe Ka-

® OTMeTnM TaxKe, uTo KaHT roBoput m 0 caMOIIpuHyX-
IeHVW KaK IPWHYXXIEHVV B OTHOIIEHUV 4YejIoBeKa CO
cropossl joira (AA 06, S. 379; Kanrt, 2019, c. 23 —25).
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The same can be said of other areas: Kant
in principle approves of the state and its insti-
tutions, the legal system, the natural sciences,
arts and other elements of modern culture
which Tolstoy finds unacceptable. Moreover,
in Metaphysics of Morals Kant, deducing the le-
gal system and proceeding from the concept of
freedom, justifies state coercion: “[...] if a cer-
tain use of freedom is itself a hindrance to free-
dom in accordance with universal laws (i.e.,
wrong), coercion that is opposed to this (as
a hindering of a hindrance to freedom) is consis-
tent with freedom in accordance with univer-
sal laws, that is, it is right” (MS, AA 06, p. 231;
Kant, 1996b, p. 338). And according to Kant law
should not be one-way. Law that complies with
the categorical imperative implies “the possibil-
ity of connecting universal reciprocal coercion
with the freedom of everyone” (MS, AA 06,
p- 232; Kant, 1996b, p. 389). In other words, the
structure of law must include morally justified
coercion, i.e. coercion which 1) is congruent
with universal laws, 2) hinders the hindrance
to freedom and 3) does so on a reciprocal basis.
Kant considers participation in such reciprocal
coercion to be a right and a duty.

For Tolstoy, on the contrary, the right and
duty is refusal to participate in such coer-
cion because 1) reciprocity of such coercion is
a fiction; 2) it caters to human egoism (i.e. ef-
fectively introduces in moral consciousness
heteronomous motives of happiness and util-
ity); 3) leads to endless escalation of mutu-
al violence and suffering; and 4) contradicts
“the law of freedom” laid down by Christ
(Tolstoy, 1904a, pp. 36-45). Christ took away

that right from man, offering a cardinally dif-
ferent formula of common life as the categorical

¢ It should be noted that Kant also speaks of self-coercion
as coercion of human being on the part of duty (AA 06,
p- 379; Kant, 1996b, p. 512).
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Teropu4eckoro MMIepaTrba KapIyHaIbHO VHYIO
dopmyity obmexnTis’. Takvm 0Opa3oM, B IpOTH-
BOIIOJIOXKHOCTH T0JICTOMY, KOTOPBIVI BCTYIIaeT C ce-
KYJISpHOV KyJIbTyport HoBoro Bpemenn B OTKpbI-
ThIVt KOHIMKT, KaHT cTpeMuTcs: ckopee K ee Ipe-
00pa3oBaHIIO Uepes3 «ITpoCcBellieHe», M3HYTPY, U
B CMJIY 3TOI'O OKa3bIBaeTCsl OTKPBIT KOMITPOMMCCY.

B uem xe 1cTOUHMK OnVIcaHHBIX Pa3HOIJIACU?

Ha mepBbINt B3IVISI[, KaXKeTCs, UTO pedb MIeT
npexzje Bcero o dopMaIbHBIX pasianunsx: Toi-
CTOV BBIUMTHEIBaeT B Haroprot mpomosenyt dop-
MyJIy HeIIpOTUBJIeHVs 3JIy WM 3aTeM HpuiaeT eu
cTaryc 1 opMy KaTeropmdeckoro mmileparusa,
KanT gemynupyer yMIiepaTiiB 13 OJHOIO TOJIBKO
dakTa 4mMCTOro MOpasjIbHOIO CO3HaHWS U B CBeTe
5TOrO VIMIIepaTVBa JaeT CBOI VHTepIIpeTalVIo
xpucTaHcTBa. VIHbIMM coBamy, Tam, rae Tosi-
CTOVI CTPOUT CBOe paccyXaeHwue a posteriori, KaHt
paccyxiaet a priori. Touno Tax ke KaHT 00BbeKTH-
BVICTCKV JIelyLVIpyeT KOHIIeMIINIO IIpaBa, OTTaJl-
KMBasCh OT paKTa IIpaBa, a4 priori IoKasbIBas IIpa-
BOMOYHOCTb IPUHYX/IeHus, a TojicTon oTpuiiaer
IIpaBO M IIPUHYXXJAEeHNe, IIOCKOJIBKY 3TO OTpuIla-
HVIe BbITeKaeT 13 IIPUHIINIIAa HeITPOTUBIJIeHM 311y,
OTKpBITOro nm B EBaHrenmm.

IIpencrasisieTcd, ogHaKO, 4TO 3a 3TUM Qop-
MaJIbHBIM pPas3/IindreM CKpbIBaeTcs Oostee rirybo-
KOe pasjinume B XapaKTepe MOpaJIbHOV pediiek-
cumn. DTO HoCjIe[IHee MoJIyJyaeT SpKoe BeIpakeHve
B MOJyCe peuy KaXIOrO W3 MBICIIUTESIeV: ecIn
KanT ropoput ot Tpersero ymmia, To Toricronm —
VICKJTIOUMTEJIBHO OT IepBOro. Bce ocHOBHEBIE «Be-
poyuuTesIbHbIe» couVHeHVs ToJIcToro HarvcaHbl
B JKaHpe IyXOBHOW aBTOOMOrpadmm. B kaxmom
VI3 HUX OH OIVCHIBaeT IIPOM3OIIEAIINII C HUM pe-
JINTVO3HBIVI TIepeBOpPOT, IIpujlaraeT KoJloccalb-
Hble YCVUIVS /71 TIOJTHOTO CHSTVS TPaHUITBI MeX-

7 3mech, KaK 3TO 4acTo ObIBaer, y Toscroro 3Byumr cia-
BAHOPWIILCKIUIT MOTMB, HAaIIOMMUHAIOIINUY KPUTUKY IIpa-
Ba Kak rogmens! 00Bm y K. C. Akcakosa. Cp. metasipHOe
onmcaHMe aHTMIOPWAMYEeCKOV apryMeHtaumu ToscTo-
ro B cratbe A.H. Kpyriosa, rie nmpasosoe orpasigaHue
HaCVIVS TaKKe paccMaTpUBaeTCs KaK OfVH M3 BEYIINX
MOTVIBOB HeraTMBHOIO OTHOIIeHMs TOJICTOro K IIpaBy

(Kpyrios, 20126, c. 268 —276).

imperative.” Thus, unlike Tolstoy, who open-
ly challenges the secular culture of the mod-
ern period, Kant seeks rather to transform it
through “enlightenment,” that is, from within,
and is thus open to compromise.

What is the source of these differences?

On the face of it, the difference appears to be
largely formal: Tolstoy sees in the Sermon on
the Mount the formula of nonresistance to evil
and then confers on it the status and form of a
categorical imperative, while Kant deduces the
imperative from the single fact of pure moral
consciousness and interprets Christianity in the
light of this imperative. In other words, where
Tolstoy builds his case a posteriori, Kant reasons
a priori. Likewise, Kant objectivistically deduces
the concept of right proceeding from the fact of
right, a priori justifying coercion while Tolstoy
rejects right and coercion since this rejection
follows from the principle of nonresistance to
evil which he discovers in the Gospel.

I would hazard a suggestion, however, that
underlying this formal difference is a deep-
er difference in the character of moral reflec-
tion. This is dramatically manifested in the two
thinkers” mode of speech: while Kant speaks in
the third person, Tolstoy invariably speaks in
the first person. All of Tolstoy’s “credal” works
are, genre-wise, spiritual autobiography. In
each of them he describes a religious conver-
sion that he experiences, is at pains to remove
the boundary between the author and the hero,
as if investing himself in the process of writing
which thus becomes a kind of “spiritual exer-
cise”. The process of creating the text is thus

”Here, as often happens, we hear the Slavophile
motive reminiscent of Aksakov’s critique of right as
the supplanting of love. Cf. the detailed description of
Tolstoy’s anti-legal argumentation in Krouglov’s article
in which legal justification of violence is also seen as
a key motive of Tolstoy’s rejection of right (Krouglov,
2012b, pp. 268-276).
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Iy aBTOPOM ¥ TepoeM, KaK Obl BKJIa/[bIBaeT BCETO
ce0si B caM ITpoliecc IVcbMa, KOTOPBIVI TeéM CaMbIM
CTaHOBUTCSI HEKOTOPBIM «1yXOBHBIM yIIpaKHEH-
em». [Ipoliecc cozmaHMs TekcTa 3[1ech HallpaBileH
Ha TpaHcpopMaIio peasIbHOV JIMYHOCTY aBTopa
(v unTaTesIst!) B ee IOBCETHEBHOCTY, Ha IIePeHOC
B 9Ty IIOBCEITHEBHOCTH BBIPAOOTAaHHBIX B ITPOIlEC-
ce pedpiiekcu, MBbIIUIeHNs], uTeHMs: EBaHrens n
HVcCaHVsI COOCTBEHHOTO TeKCTa CTPYKTYP peInIu-
O3HOM 11 MOpaJIbHOV CyOBbeKTMBHOCTI . Mopaiib-
Hasi pedpiiekcust ToricToro, Takum o6pasoM, HOCUT
BbIPaKeHHO 3K3VCTEeHIIMaIbHBIV XapaKTep, 1JIs
Hero NPVHIMIINAIBHO BakHa CTPYKTYypa MOpaJlb-
HOro cyObeKTa, OOyciIoBIMBarollasi IIpaBOMOY-
HOCTb VUIM HEIIPaBOMOYHOCTH OOpallleHms K Ha-
CVWJIVIIO, VI BaXKHO, YTO 3TUM CyOBEKTOM SIBJISeTCS
oH caM, Jles TosicToit Kak jIM4HOCTE. B 3Ty ped-
JIEKCUIO CYIIeCTBEHHO BOBJIeYeH JIMYHBIV >KMU3-
HEHHBIVI VI VICTOPUYeCKUVI OonbIT TosicToro: Benm-
KOI'O IIVcaTesisl, B CBOeV «IICHIXOJIOIMYeCcKO IIpo-
3e» (JI. 5I. T'mH30ypr) Mccirenyromero Kak CKpbIThie
HIPY>XVMHBI YeJI0BeUecKoro ropefieHns, Tak 1 Mac-
mTabHBIe MICTOpUYEeCcKIe COOBITIS, TIpeficTaBITe-
JISL OJTHOTO M3 HamboJslee «rOCyIapCTBEHHBIX» PO-
1o Poccuvickon mMmiepuy, oduliepa C JIMYHBIM
OITBITOM y4YacTVsl B BOEHHBIX IEVICTBUSIX, VICCIIe-
nosaresisi HarosieoHOBCKMX BOVIH, IIpaBO3alllnT-
HMKa, OOIeCTBeHHOro AesiTesiss M IIyOJMIIMCTa.
B cBoeM cOOCTBEHHOM >XM3HEHHOM CJI€[IOBAHW
Esanreruro TosicTont craBuT cebst Ha MeCTO CyIbM
I IPUCSKHOI0, Ha MeCTO coJifiata 1 oduiiepa, Ha
MeCTO T'OCyAapCTBEHHOIO JledTelisl, Ha MecTO CO-
IIPOTUBJIAIOIIErocs 3j1y, Ha MeCTO IIPUHYXIIaro-
IIIero  T.JI. — ¥ yCMaTpuBaeT HPaBCTBEHHYIO He-
BO3MOKHOCTb CMEPTHOV Ka3HW, Cy/a, BOVHBI, TO-
CyHapcTBa, CONPOTUBIIeHM U NpuHYyXaeHus. Ot
MepBOro JIVIla OH OIVICHIBAeT CUTYaIIVIO XPUCTHa-
HVHa, IIBITAIOIIerocs CJIefloBaTh 3aKOHY XpucTa B
COBpeMeHHOM MMpe, HaCKBO3b ITPOHM3aHHOM CO-
IIMaJIbHO OOOCHOBAaHHBIM ¥ PallIOHAJILHO Opra-
HM30BaHHBIM IIPUHYXIeHVeM.

8 3a paMKM CTaThU S BBIHOIITY BOITPOC O TOM, He ObUIa JIn
paspyLInUTeIbHON 3Ta TpaHcdopManys [1jisl IIOBCeIHeB-
HOCTM aBTOpa.
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aimed at transforming the author’s (and the
reader’s) personality in its dailiness, at trans-
ferring into this dailiness the structures of reli-
gious and moral subjectivity worked out in the
process of reflection, thought, reading of the
Gospel and writing of the treatise.® Tolstoy’s
moral reflection thus has a pronounced exis-
tential character, for him the structure of the
moral subject is essential in making the case for
or against violence, and it is important that the
subject is Leo Tolstoy as a personality. Heavi-
ly involved in this reflection is the personal life
and historical experience of Tolstoy, a great
writer who in his “psychological prose” (Lidiya
Ginzburg) explores the hidden springs of hu-
man behaviour as well as large-scale historical
events, a representative of one of the most em-
inent families of the Russian Empire, an officer
who saw military action, a student of the Napo-
leonic wars, a rights activist, public figure and
social commentator. In his own life-journey fol-
lowing the Gospel, Tolstoy puts himself in the
shoes of a judge and a juryman, a soldier and
an officer, a statesman, a resister to evil and a
person causing evil etc., and comes to the con-
clusion that the death penalty, trials, war, the
state, resistance and coercion are impossible.
He describes in the first person the predica-
ment of a Christian who tries to follow the law
of Christ in the modern world which is riddled
with socially grounded and rationally organ-
ised coercion.

By comparison, Kant’s methodical moral re-
flection comes across as “detached”, abstract-
ed from “real” daily life, having nothing to
do with the philosopher’s subjectivity. Kant’s
moral rigorism is objectivised and is no more
directed towards himself than towards any

8 Whether this transformation was destructive of the
author’s daily life is a question beyond the scope of this
article.
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B cpaBHeHUM ¢ 3TMM MeToaMYecKasi MOpalb-
Has pediiekcua KanTa IipercrapiiseTcs: «OTBJle-
UeHHOV», abCTparpoBaHHON OT «peaJIbHOM» II0-
BCeJTHEBHOVI XXVM3HY, He 3aTparvsaloler coOcTBeH-
HyI0 cyObeKTMBHOCTb ustocoda. MopabHbIN
puropmsMm KaHTa oOBeKTMBUpPOBaH 11 HallpaBiIeH
Ha Hero caMoro B TOVI ke Mepe, KaK ¥ Ha JIF00oro
apyroro cyobekra. Kareropudaeckuit mMmeparvs
pacripocTpaHsieT TpeboBaHe [10jIra Ha BceX B paB-
HOVI Mepe, JINYHOCTh aBTopa «KpnTHKM mmpakTide-
CKOTO pa3yMa» B €r0 COOCTBEHHBIX ITIa3axX He siB-
JIeTcsl 4eM-TO, 3aCJIy KMBAOIIM OCODOro Bbljie-
nervst. OIHaKO 3TO OTHIONb He O3HaydaeT cJ1adoCTh
ero prI0codcKoVt MOUINY B CpaBHEHUM C TaKo-
Bovi TorcToro: mpourpeiBas pycCKOMY MVICATe IO B
paavKaJIbHOCTY, HeMelKUM (prsiocod SBHO BbIV-
I'pbIBaeT B CUCTEMaTMYHOCTV 11 0DOCHOBAaHHOCTV
CBOVIX MZIeVl B paMKax JleoHTosIornm. B ceere aToro
He KakeTcsl yAMBUTEJIbHBIM, YTO, KaK MbI YBUIVIM
B JaJIbHEVIIeM, BCs moJjieMyuKa mpoTtus Toscroro
HaunHasi ¢ Bi. CostoBbeBa Oy/ieT, ¢ OHOVI CTOPOHBI,
TaK VIV VHaye I10JI1b30BaThCs KAaHTOBCKVIMY apry-
MeHTaMW, a C IPyroyl — OTCTanBaTh HeJ0CTaTou-
HOCTB JTIEOHTOJIOIMYeCKOVI STUKM KaK TaKoBOVL. MpI
obpaTuMcs Terephb K OIVCAHWIO 3TOV JVICKYCCHL.

4. Inckyccmst BOKpyT Tesuca ToscToro
0 HeITpOTHUBJICHUN

4.1. Pannun @pank: om unoubudyasucmuve-
CKOil 0e0HIMO0A02UN K HAKONACHUIO MOPANLHBIX
uyBcmb kaxk mepuay npoepecca

HecMoTpst Ha TO UTO AMICKyCCst BOKPYT IPUH-
UIla HeIIPOTUBIIEHNMS 3]1y Havajach Cpasy, Kak
TOJIBKO 3TU mpaen TosicToro crajam pacmpocTpa-
HSITBCSL B PyCCKOM OOITecTBe, Mbl HAUHEM ee OIN-
cagre ¢ panHHux pabor C.JI. ®PpamHka, IOCBS-
meHHBIX 80-7IeTHeMy FOOMITIEIO BEJIMIKOrO IIvicaTe-
JI. 37ech UCTOPUS pelenuuu ¥ KPUTUKU Ve
ToscToro PYCCKOVI MHTEJUIUTeHIIVIEVT CTaHOBUT-
csl mpeMeToM pedlIeKcuM B KOHTEKCTe aHasIn3a
xor1a n pe3sysibraToB I lepBort pycckovt peBoronm
V1 TIOATOTOBKMU «Bex»; en1 mogBonsATcs onpeneseH-
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other object. The categorical imperative applies
the demand of duty equally to all, the person-
ality of the author of the Critique of Practical
Reason in his own eyes not deserving to be sin-
gled out in any way. However, this does not
mean that his philosophical position is weak-
er than Tolstoy’s: while he is not as radical as
Tolstoy, Kant obviously is superior to him in
terms of systematicity and validity of his ideas
in the framework of deontology. In the light
of the above, it is hardly surprising that, as
we shall see presently, all the polemic against
Tolstoy, beginning with Vladimir Solovyov,
would on the one hand use Kant’s arguments
and on the other hand claim that deontological
ethics as such is wanting. Let us turn to the de-
scription of this debate.

4. Debate about Tolstoy’s
Nonresistance Thesis

4.1. Early Frank: From Individualist
Deontology to Accumulation of Moral Feelings

as a Measure of Progress

Although the debate about the principle of
nonresistance to evil began as soon as Tolstoy’s
ideas started spreading in Russian society, I
shall start the description of this debate with
the early works of Semyon Frank, devoted to
Tolstoy’s 80 birthday. Here the history of the
reception and critique of Tolstoy’s ideas by
the Russian intelligentsia is the subject of re-
flection in the context of analysis of the course
and results of the First Russian Revolution and
preparation of Vekhi (Signposts); it sums up the
results, although, as we shall see, only interim
results.’

? Cf. the description of this reception by one of the lead-
ers of the revolutionary movement (Chernov, 2004).



Hble MITOIM, XOTs, KaK MBI YBUOUM [JaJIbllle, 3TN
VITOT VI IPOMEXXYTOUHBIE’.

@paHK HauMHaeT C KOHCTaTallUM IIPOTUBOPe-
YMBOTO OTHOIIEHNS PYCCKOV MHTE/UIUTeHITNM K
TosicToMy: maxke ocTaBiisis B CTOPOHE [IBOVICTBEH-
HOCTb B ee BOCIIpMATHUM ToJICTOro KaK MBICTIMTEIIS
" KaK XyAokHVKa, DpaHK OTMeYaeT, 4YTO IMEHHO
KaK MBICIMTeIb TOJICTON «I10JIb3yeTcd HamboIIb-
ITIeT1 CJIaBOVI, HO BMeCTe C TeM HaVMeHBIIM IIpU-
sHaHMeM» (PpaHK, 20203, c. 57; cp.: Ppank, 20200,
c. 67). Ilpnamua sTOro B TOM, 1osaraetr dpaHK,
YTO MMPOBO33peHe ToJIcTOro HaXOmMTCS B CITIOXK-
HOM OTHOIIIEHNY K 00IIIeMy MIUPOBO33PEHNIO Pyc-
CKOVI MHTeJUIUreHImm. VIx cOmoKaioT yTonmsm u
MOpaJIbHBIV yTYJINTapV3M, HO PasesIsaioT IIyoo-
Kasl peJIMrvo3HoCcTb ToJcToro m CBOVICTBEHHBIN
emy nadoc MHAMBUAYasIV3Ma, IIpOTHBOpeYalliye
TOCIIONICTBYIOIIEMY B PYCCKOM OOITIeCTBE IO3UT-
BU3MY U «CTagHOCTI» (PpaHK, 20200).

ToBOopss HUIIIIIEAHCKMM $3BIKOM O «He BIIOJI-
He YVICTOV COBECTW» KOTOPYIO pPycckoe oOrre-
CTBO MMeeT B oTHoIIeHUM npent Tosicroro (PpaHK,
2020a, c. 58), ®paHK, M0 CyTH, (PUKCUPYET TO XKe
MppanoHaIbHOE COIIPOTVBIIEHNE, KOTOpOe caM
ToscTot ormeuaer B oTHOIIeHMY Jtofeit K Epan-
reJIvfio, " TaK ke, Kak ¥ ToJICTOVI, CBSI3bIBAeT ero
C yueHVEM O HellpoTusJIeHuM 311y. ITpoTus sToro
yUeHUs «BO3MYIIaeTcs MOpaIbHasi COBeCTh, Tpe-
Oyrorias mesitessbHOV OOpbOBI co 310M» (Tam ke,
c. 59), B ToM umcite OOpbOBI MOMMTIIECKOVI, CBSI-
3aHHOVI C HacuJIveM, OJHaKO ero I10cjiefioBaTelIb-
HOe OIIpOBep)KeHle OKa3bIBAaeTCsl HeJIeTKMM Je-
JIOM ¥, KaK ITPaBWIo, TIOMEHSETCS. PasroBopaMu
o cstaboctu TosicToro-MeIcUTeIA.

VlcxomHo TOUKOM sIBjIsIeTcs 31aech oo Tort-
CTOMY ¥ €ro ONIIOHeHTaM MOpaIV3M, UJIes «MO-
pajIbHOVI TPUHIIUIINAIBHOCTIY, VIJIV PUTrOpU3Ma.
YueHne o HeNIPOTMBIIEHN 3]y BeIEeT K OYEBUIIHO
abCcypOHBIM ¥ HeNpreMJIEMBIM CJITICTBUSIM, Ofl-
HaKO OHO BbITeKaeT 13 0a30BbIX IIOCBIIOK PUTOPU-
CTVYECKOVI [IEOHTOJIOr MM, KOTOpyIo PpaHK B KOH-

? Cp. XapaKTepuUCTUKY 3ToW pererntiuy TorcToro y ofgHo-
TO W3 JWIEPOB PEeBONTIOIMOHHOTO ABvDKeHMs: (YepHOB,
2004).

23

K. M. Antonov

Frank starts by stating that the Russian in-
telligentsia had mixed feelings about Tolstoy:
even leaving aside its ambivalent attitude to
Tolstoy the thinker and Tolstoy the artist, Frank
notes that as a thinker Tolstoy “enjoys the
greatest fame and at the same time meets with
the least recognition” (Frank, 2020a, p. 57; cf.
Frank, 2020b, p. 67). The reason is, according to
Frank, that Tolstoy’s worldview is in a compli-
cated relationship with the general worldview
of the Russian intelligentsia. They share utopia-
nism and moral utilitarianism, but are divided
by Tolstoy’s deep religiosity and characteris-
tic pathos of individualism which are at odds
with the positivism and “the herd mentality” of
Russian society (Frank, 2020b).

When he speaks about “a not quite clean
conscience”, to use a Nietzschean phrase, of
Russian society towards Tolstoy’s ideas (Frank,
2020a, p. 58) Frank has in mind the same irra-
tional resistance Tolstoy himself notes in peo-
ple’s attitude towards the Gospel and, like
Tolstoy, links it with the teaching on nonresis-
tance to evil. The teaching “outrages moral con-
science which calls for active struggle against
evil” (ibid., p. 59), including political struggle
which involves violence; refuting it consistent-
ly, however, is a tall order and is usually re-
placed with talk about Tolstoy’s weakness as a
thinker.

The starting point is moralism, the idea of
“the moral principle”, or rigour. The doctrine of
nonresistance to evil leads to obviously absurd
and unacceptable consequences, yet it flows
from the basic propositions of rigoristic deon-
tology which Frank, in the concrete polemical
situation preceding the publication of Vekhi, as-
cribes to the Russian intelligentsia, but which is
essentially embedded in Kant’s ethics: “From
these premises Tolstoy draws a conclusion that
is impeccably logical: bad acts should never,
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KPeTHOVI ITOJIEMIMYECKOVI CUTYAIIVV, IIPEIIIeCTBO-
BaBIIIeV BBIXOLY «Bex», IIpuIIVChIBaeT PyccKOv MH-
TeJUITUTeHIINY, HO KOTOpas, IO CYTH, 3aJIokeHa
yxe B 3TuKe Kanra: «TosicTor fgesaeT m3 3TMX MO-
CBUIOK JIOTMYeCKM Oe3yIIpeYHBI BBIBOI: HWKOTI-
1a, HY TPV KaKMX YCJIOBUSX M HU T10 KaKVIM MOTH-
BaM HeJIb3d COBepIIaTh AyPHBIX IIOCTYIIKOB; Cjle-
JI0BaTeJIbHO, HeJlb3s IIPOTUBUTLCS 3]1y HacwIveM,
6o Hacwive nypHo» (Tam xe). Takum obpasom,
¢ Toukn 3peHnst dpaHka, TOJICTOBCKasl MHTepPIIpe-
TalVs VeV HeITPOTUBIIeHVs JIOTUeCKy BbITeKa-
eT 13 ero MOHMMaHMs KaTeroprnieckoro mmIepa-
TVBa, HO BeJleT K KOHTPUHTYUTVBHBIM C ITO3VIIN
37IpaBOrO CMBIC/IA CJIEAICTBUAM, a IIpefCTaBUTeIN
ITOJIMTUYECKOTO pafyKaIvi3Ma OKa3bIBAtOTCs OIv-
Xe K 3apaBoMy cMmbIciry (1 KaHty, pgoryckasiire-
My IIPaBOMOYHOEe HacwJIVe), HO OHV HellocsIeioBa-
TeJIbHBI B CBOEM MOpaJIbHOM CO3HaHMM, ITOCKOJIb-
KY pasfesIsiioT HocbUIkm TosicToro.

V3 1By X IIOCBUIOK Hanboslee IIpodieMaTIHON
npeycrapiigerca MpaHKy Ha JaHHOM 3Tarle 00/Ib-
mag («Hacmsve 1ypHo»). [ToHOCTRIO OTOpackIBa-
IOIINTI ee MapKCM3M OKasblBaeTcs IIpW Ilapa/ioK-
CaJIbHOVI KOHIIEIIIVM, B paMKaxX KOTOPOW «mjieall
JII00BY TBOPUTCSI CpeCcTBaMM 3J100bI», «CoLyialb-
HBIVI MUP MOXET OBbITh JIUIIE ITPOIYKTOM OXKeCTO-
UeHHOV colyasibHou 0opeob (Tam ke, c. 61). B
3TOVI TOYKe MOPaJIbHOTO BeIOOpa dpaHK Ge30roso-
podHO cTaHOBUTCA Ha cTtopoHy Toscroro. ITpoTus
MapKcm3Ma (V1 JII000VT aHAJIOTMYHOV KOHIIETIIIVIN)
OH YyTBepXIaeT, YTO y4eHVe O HeIllpOTVBIIEHUN
o0J1aziaeT «BeJIMKMM, BEYHBIM cMbIcTIoM» (TaM e,
c. 58, 61). Takmm 0Opa3oM, 3a4acTyro BCTpeyarole-
ecs B JITepaType IIpeJicTaBlIeHe O pyccKux pu-
socodpax koHma XIX — Hawasa XX B. Kak O TO-
TaJIBHBIX OIIIOHeHTax ToJICTOro y>ke Ha 3TOM 3Ta-
Ile OKas3blBaeTCs TPeOyIOINM KOPPEKTPOBKIAL

B yem xe BuanT PpaHK HOIJIMHHBIV CMBICII
yUeHNs 0 HellpoTuBiIeHn 3710My? Mortomont dpu-
j10c0 TIOJIaraeT, YTO HeOOXOMVMO OTKa3aTbCs OT
forMaTryeckon (B KaHTOBCKOM CMBICTIe) popMy-
JIMPOBKM 3TOr0 IMPUHIINIIA, «3aMEHUTH BHEITHVIE
KpUTepUM BHYTPEHHVMI», <«IIepeHecT HpaB-
CTBEHHYIO OIIeHKY C ITOCTYIIKOB Ha IlepeXXVBaHs
v HacTpoeHMs TnaHOCTY» (Tam xe, c. 61). B pesyiib-

24

under no circumstances and out of no motives
be committed; consequently, one should not re-
sist evil by violence because violence is bad”
(ibid.). Thus, on Frank’s view, Tolstoy’s idea
of nonresistance to evil follows logically from
his interpretation of the categorical impera-
tive but leads to counter-intuitive consequenc-
es, and political radicals turn out to be closer
to common sense (and to Kant who admitted
rightful violence) but they are inconsistent in
their moral consciousness because they share
Tolstoy’s premises.

Of the two premises Frank, at this stage,
considers the larger one (“violence is bad”)
to be the most problematic. Marxism, which
brushes it aside, is left with a paradoxical con-
cept whereby “the ideal of love is created by in-
struments of anger,” and “social peace can only
be a product of fierce social struggle” (ibid.,
p. 61). On this point of moral choice Frank is to-
tally on Tolstoy’s side. He objects to Marxism
(and all similar theories) and maintains that the
teaching on nonresistance has “great and eter-
nal meaning” (ibid., pp. 58, 61). Thus, already at
this stage, the widespread notion that Russian
philosophers of the late nineteenth and ear-
ly twentieth centuries were totally opposed to
Tolstoy needs to be corrected.

What, according to Frank, is the real mean-
ing of the teaching on nonresistance to vio-
lence? The young philosopher believes that the
dogmatic (Kantian) formulation of this prin-
ciple should be dropped and it is necessary to
replace external criteria with internal ones”,
“to shift moral assessment from acts to the ex-
periences and moods of the personality” (ibid.,
p. 61). As a result, the larger premise of Tol-
stoy’s moral syllogism acquires the following
shape: “one should not combat evil passions by
stirring evil passions of hostility and hatred”
(ibid.).



TaTe OoIbIIIast IOChIIKA TOJICTOBCKOIO MOPaJIBHOTO
CHJIIOTM3Ma IIprodpeTaeT BUIL: «HEIIb3s OOpOThCS
C 3JIBIMU CTPaCTIMM BO30Y KIeHVeM 3JIbIX ke CTpa-
CTeVi BpaXk[ibl ¥ HeHaBucTI» (Tam xe).

IlyTe K TakoVl peMHTepIIpeTally OTKpbIBaeT,
1o dpaHKy, MOPaJIbHBIVI VI PeIVTVO3HBIVI VH/IV-
BUyasi3M camoro TosicToro, oymIieTBOpPSIOIIero
MOJITHHOE «HOBOE peJINIMo3Hoe cosHaHue» (Tam
Xe, c. 64)°. Mor1071071 MBICJIVTEIIb ITIOJTHOCTBIO COJIVE-
Jlapu3MpyeTcs ¢ TOJICTOBCKMM ItadpocoM aBTOped-
JIEKCUY, JINYHOTO MOBUTA U PeIUIMO3HOIO CaMo-
BocmTaHys. [IbITasgch yriryourts sty aBTopedriek-
CMIO, OH MILET IyTV CUHTe3a VHIVBUIYaIVCTV-
YecKOro TOJICTOBCKOTO Iadpoca ¢ colyaIbHOV 3TH-
KOVI PYCCKOVI MIHTEJUINTEeHIIVIVI I HOBOBPEMEHHOW
mzieelt KyJIbTyPbl, KOTOpBle oTOpackiBaeT TosCTOL.
B cBomx movickax dpaHK BOOOIIIe BHIXOIUT 3a paM-
KV JICOHTOJIOTMV: OT OLIEHKI KOHKPETHOTO ITOCTYTI-
Ka KOHKPeTHOIO UeJIoBeKa OH ITePexoUT K OlleHKe
MOpPaJIBHOTO COCTOSHM He TOJIBKO CyObeKkTa, HO U
o0I1ecTBa, BUANT MOPAJIBHBIV IIPOTrpecc «B II0CTe-
IIeHHOM HaKOIUIeHWMM IIOJIOKWUTEJIbHBIX YyBCTB U
BBITeCHEHVM OTpuLiaTeIbHbX>» (Tam xe, c. 61—62).

Ho xak MBI yBUAMM J1ajIbllle, IIOJTHOCTBIO YT
OT 3TUKM JoJIra eMy He ypgactcd. EMy mpupercs
BepHYTBCs K Hell 1ocjle 00CyXJIeHMs ITpo0sieMbl
HeITpoTMBJIeHns: U KpuTuku Tosictoro B pabote
V1. A. VlnbyHa 11 B AUCKYCCUM BOKPYT 3TOV PaOOTBHI.

4.2. B. C. Co108ve8: nacuaue Kkax mervuiee 340

Tpaxrat V. A. VIiibuna «O conpoTuBIieHNUM 311y
CWJIOKO» — BEPOSITHO, camasl pe3Kas KpUTHMKa TOJI-
CTOBCKOVI 3TVKW U3 BCeX M3BeCTHBIX, HO VInbuH B
HeVi He IIOJIHOCTBIO OpuIVHajieH — emne beprs-
€B yKasblBaJl Ha CKPBITYIO 3aBUCHMOCTH TeKCTa
Vhibnna ot npennt B CostoBbeBa 1 cjlejoBaBIIVIX
eMy IIpeCTaBUTeJIeVI PYCCKOV PEJIUTMO3HOVI MBIC-
m (bepnses, 1926, c. 105)". dpank, cyas 1o Bce-
My, Ha MOMeHT IyOimKarium ctatbit «HpaBcTBeH-
Hoe yueHue ToJICTOro» COJOBBEBCKYIO IOJIEMUKY

10 3;ech, KOHEUHO, CKa3bIBaeTCsd KPUTUUIECKOe OTHOIIIe-
Hue Oyayiinx aBTopos «Bex» x rpymie [1. C. Mepexxos-
ckoro. Cm.: (Korrepos, 1996, c. 279 —320).

! Hambosee sipKo 3Ta KpUTHMKA IPOSABIUIACh B COOPHIKe
«O pernmrmm J1bsa Tosictoro» (1912).
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Frank argues that the path toward such re-
interpretation is opened by the moral and reli-
gious individualism of Tolstoy who embodies
true “new religious consciousness” (ibid.,
p. 64).1° The young thinker completely concurs
with Tolstoy’s pathos of auto-reflection, per-
sonal feat and religious self-education. In a bid
to deepen auto-reflection he seeks a synthe-
sis of Tolstoy’s individualistic pathos and the
social ethics of the Russian intelligentsia and
the modern-day idea of culture which Tolstoy
casts aside. In his quest Frank goes beyond the
framework of deontology: from the assessment
of a concrete act of a concrete person he moves
to the assessment of the moral state not only of
the subject, but of society seeing moral progress
“in gradual accumulation of positive senti-
ments and the ousting of negative ones” (ibid.,
pp. 61-62).

As we shall see, he would fail to get rid of
the ethic of duty altogether. He would have to
go back to it after the discussion of the problem
of nonresistance and critique of Tolstoy in Ivan
Ilyin’s work and the discussion it sparked off.

4.2. Vladimir Solovyov:
Violence as the Lesser Evil

Ivan Ilyin’s tract On Resistance to Evil by
Force is probably the most vehement critique
of Tolstoy’s ethics ever. But Ilyin is not en-
tirely original because Berdyaev (1926, p. 105)
pointed to the veiled dependence of Ilyin’s
text on the ideas of Solovyov and Russian re-
ligious thinkers who followed him." At the
time of the publication of the article “Tolstoy’s

10 This, of course, has a great deal to do with the critical
attitude of the future authors of Vekhi to the Merezh-
kovsky group. See Kolerov (1996, pp. 279-320).

" This critique is most vivid in the collection On the
Religion of Lev Tolstoy (1912).
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¢ ToscreiM 10O 1I0X0 3HAJI, JIMOO HEIOOLIeHU-
BaJL. B Tpamuiimio penmrio3Ho-MeTadv3ieckoro
MBIIIUTEHVSI OH BCTpayBaeTcsl HECKOJIBKO ITO3XKe, a
IIOKa paccMaTpuBaeT KpUTHKY ToJICTOro ¢ 3Tux Io-
3UINY KaK HeJOCTaTOYHO apryMeHTMPOBAHHYIO,
«CKOpee OBIOIITYI0 Ha UyBCTBa, YeM [IAOIIYIO paliy-
OHaJIBHYIO KpUTHUKY>» (Ppank, 2020a, c. 58). MoxHO
HIPEITIONIOXKNTE, YTO pedb 31eck y DpaHKa nieT o
COOTBETCTBYIOMIVX ITaccakax «I'pex pasroBopos».

Onnako coBceM APYryio KapTMHY MBI Hall-
neMm B «Onpasnasum 1o0pa». CorloBeeB 37ech He
CTOJIBKO «ObeT Ha YyBCTBa», CKOJIBKO IIpeJijlaraer
aHaJIN3 JIOTMKM HPaBCTBEHHBIX 3MOIM KaK pa-
LIVIOHAJIBHBIV apT'yMEHT B 3TMYECKOV IVICKYCCUL.
B gacTHOCTM, caMO ITPOMCXOXIEHVe KOHIIEMIIN
HeIIPOTUBJIEHS 311y U ee IIPWIOKeHe K IIpobiie-
Me Cyjia ¥ yroJjioBHoro IpaBa CosioBbeB OOBSICHSI-
€T B paMKaX CBOeOOpa3HOVI IMaJIEKTVKI JKaJIOCTH,
B CIJIy KOTOPOVI COYYBCTBVIE )XEPTBE, Ha CTOPOHE
KOTOPOVI OKas3bIBaeTCsl OecuesIOBeYHBIVI TOCYHap-
CTBEHHBIVI alIapaT HacVJIVS W TIO/IaBJIeHMs, Tie-
PEHOCUTCS Ha IIPeCTYITHVKA, OKa3bIBAOIIErocs, B
CBOIO OUYepelIb, XEPTBOV YKeCTOKOCTV ITOrO arllla-
pata (CosoBbes, 1988, c. 394).

Tax vyt viHa4e, 11718 ITPaBVUTBHOT'O IIOHMMAHS
KPUTWYEeCKMX apryMeHTOB VIpnHa KaXkeTcs He-
OOXOIIVIMBIM OCYIIIECTBUTD PEKOHCTPYKIINIO COJIO-
BBEBCKOTI'O ITOHVIMAHWIS, I B TOM YVCITe €r0 KaHTV-
AHCKMX OCHOBaHMWIL.

HecMmoTpst Ha TO UTO YHOMWHaHUS VMMEHU Be-
JIMKOTO IIVCATeJIst ITPaKTUYeCcK OTCYTCTBYIOT B
IJIaBHOM 3Tu4eckoM coumHeHVM COJIOBbEBa, VIM-
IUIMITATHAS ToJleMuKa ¢ ToJICTBIM M ero y4eHmu-
eM — OfHa W3 HUTeV, HaCKBO3b ITPOIIVBAIOIIVIX
«Omnpasmanme 100pa»?. ITpn 3ToM MOXHO ¢ 00IIB-

1206 orHoIreHmax ConoBbeBa 1 TOIICTOro — Kak XUTeri-
CKMX, TaK VI MAEHBIX — cM. ouepK A. d. JTocesa B ero Ki1ac-
crueckont pabore: (JToces, 2009, c. 407 —413), xoTopsbIn,
OIHAKO, TPYIQHO Ha3BaTh MCUYEPIBIBAIOIIVIM ¥ yIOBJIET-
BopuTerbHBIM. CyIIllecTBeHHBIM [IOIIOJIHEHMEM, 3aTpa-
IMBAOMIVM Hally IIpo0sieMaTuKy, SBJISeTCd HedaBHSII
cratbs A. H. Kpyriiosa, B KOTOpO¥I aBTOp IIOAPOOGHO OCTa-
HaBJIVBAeTCSI Ha BOCIIPVISITUV TIOJIEMUKI 000X BEJIVIKMX
MBIC/IUTeser B Hadasle XX B. ¥ HeMOHCTPUPYET, C OTHOM
CTOPOHBI, BO3MOXKHOCTB PeJISATUBI3MA, BBITEKAIOIIYIO 113
ncropmsMa CojloBbeBa, a ¢ APYrov — akleHTHpOoBaHMe
«BHEBPEMEHHOT'O VI HEIIPEXOISIIEro» STUIECKOro Cozlep-
KaHM B «amopdnsme» Tosicroro (cm.: Kpyrios, 2021).
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Moral Teaching” Frank apparently had little
knowledge or appreciation of Solovyov’s po-
lemic with Tolstoy. He joined the tradition of
religious-metaphysical thinking a little later,
while in the meantime he considered criticism
of Tolstoy from that angle to be insufficiently
argued, “appealing more to feelings than of-
fering rational critique” (Frank, 2020a, p. 58).
There is reason to believe that Frank is referring
to the corresponding passages in Three Conver-
sations.

However, we find a totally different picture
in The Justification of the Good in which Solovy-
ov does not so much “appeal to feelings” as of-
fer an analysis of the logic of moral emotions as
a rational argument in an ethical discussion. In
particular, Solovyov attributes the origin of the
concept of nonresistance to evil and its applica-
tion to justice and criminal law to a dialectic of
pity due to which sympathy for the victim on
whose side the heartless state machine of coer-
cion and suppression finds itself, is transferred
to the criminal who in turn becomes a victim of
the cruel machine (Solovyov, 1988, p. 394).

Be that as it may, to understand Ilyin’s crit-
ical arguments correctly it is necessary to re-
construct Solovyov’s position, including its
Kantian foundations.

Although Tolstoy is practically not men-
tioned by name in Solovyov’s main ethical
work, implicit polemic with Tolstoy and his
pupil is one of the threads that runs through-
out The Justification of the Good.'> There are am-

20n the relations between Solovyov and Tolstoy —
both in everyday life and in the intellectual sphere —
see Aleksey F. Losev’s essay in his classical work
(Losev, 2009, pp. 407-413), which, however, can hardly
be called exhaustive or satisfactory. An important addi-
tion germane to our theme is Krouglov’s recent article
which dwells on the perception of the polemic between
the two great thinkers in the early twentieth century
and demonstrates, on the one hand, the possibility of
relativism which follows from Solovyov’s historicism,
and on the other hand stresses the “extra-temporal and
intransient” ethical content in Tolstoy’s “amorphism”
(see Krouglov, 2021).



IOV I0JIeVl YBEepeHHOCTY CKa3aTh, YTO pedb VeT
He TOJIBKO O 3Ha4eHUM U COflepyKaHMY HPaBCTBeH-
HOTO Mjleajla ¥ BBITEKAIOIIMX M3 Hero IpaKTuye-
CKMX JEVICTBUSIX, HO M O IIPaBWJIBHOM VICTOJIKOBa-
Hum 3TVK KaHTa, K KoTopovt o0a MBICTIUTeJIS II0-
CTOSIHHO alleJUIVPYIOT, IIpryeM Kak sIBHO, TaK U He-
aBHO. CoJI0BbeB KpUTHKYeT 1) KaXKyIIyIocs eMy di-
CTO MOPaJIVICTVIYECKOVI, ICKJIFOYaIOIIEN MUCTVKY U
MeTapV3VIKy B VX IIPUBBIYHOM IIOHVIMaHWV, VH-
TeplpeTanyio XpuctuaHcTsa y Toscroro; 2) «mo-
PaIBHBI aMOpdM3M» U MHAVBUAYAIVI3M 3TUKN
Torncroro, myia koToporo, kKak nosiaraeT CosIoBbeB,
«100pO CyIIIeCTByeT JIUIIb B CYOBEeKTUBHBIX [Iy-
IIEBHBIX COCTOSTHMSIX KaXK[IOTO OTZIeJIBHOTO UesIoBe-
Ka U B eCTeCTBEHHO ITpOVICTEKAIOIIVIX OTCIofIa J10-
OpBIX OTHOITIEHVSIX MEXIY JIFOIBMM, a BCSIKVE CO-
OupaTeTbHO-OpraHN30BaHHbBIe (POPMBI OOIIIeCTBa
CBOVIM VICKYCCTBEHHBIM ¥ HaCMJILCTBEHHBIM [IeVi-
CTBVIEM IIPOM3BOAAT TOJIBKO 3710» (CostoBbes, 1988,
c. 48—49, 92); 3) ero «OTBJIEYEHHBIVI MOPAIN3M»,
TO eCTh CTpeMJIeHVIe 130/ POBaTh HPaBCTBEHHYIO
OLIEHKY ¥ IIOCTAHOBKY BOIIPOCa OT MCTOPUYECKO-
IO V1 COLMAJIBHOTO KOHTEKCTa, a TakKe OT II03HaBa-
TEJTBHOTO V1 3CTETMYECKOro MHTepeca; 4) cobcTBeH-
HO VIJIef0 HeITPOTMBIIEHS 3)Iy M CBS3aHHYIO C Hell
IIpo0JIeMaTKy HaIVMIOHAJIBHOTO, YTOJIOBHOTO BO-
I1poca, IIpo0sIeMy BOVIHEI, TeMYy OTHOIIIEHI IIpaBa
" HpaBCcTBeHHOCTN U T.7. IIpnu 3TOM ecsiv miepBbINt
MOTWMB CBSI3aH CO CHEIVUKON BOCIIPUSTIS XPU-
cruaHcTBa caMyM CoJIOBbEBBIM, KOTOPBIVI B IIPO-
TUBOIOJIOKHOCTE TOJICTOMY IIBITaeTCsi IOCTPOUTD
TIeVICTBeHHYIO 3TUKY, OCHOBaHHYIO Ha Oorodesiobe-
YeCKOVI S3HEPIMM BOCKpeceHsi XPUCTa, IMEIOITYIO
11eJIBI0 TTpeoOpakeHVe 1 00OXKeHIe JerloBeKa, Ue-
JI0BeYeCcTBa 1 BCEro MUpa, TO BTOPOV U TPeTUil
CBSA3BIBAIOTCA MM C 3TMKOV KaHTa, a ueTBepThIii OH
IIpeJiCcTaBIIseT KaK CIIefICTBMe 13 Tpex IepBrIx. Cy-
IIIeCTBEHHO 3/1eCh TO, YTO €ro IojleMiKa IIPOTHUB
3TMX MOMEHTOB TOJICTOBCKOVI KOHIIEIITUV TaKXKe
BeJIeTCsl C OIIOPOVI Ha KaHTOBCKIE (pOpMYJIVPOBKIA
KaTeropr4ecKoro MMIieparuBa.

B kauecTse mapagurmasbHoro npumMepa Costo-
BbEB paccMaTpMBaeT CUTYAIMIO «JacTHOTO IIPO-
TUBOMEVICTBUA» eOVMHMYHOMY 3J1ofesiHuio. Ero
OCHOBHOVI apryMeHT HallpaBjleH CKopee IIPOTUB
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ple grounds for saying that it deals not only
with the significance and content of the moral
ideal and the practical actions that follow from
it, but also with the correct interpretation of
Kant’s ethics to which both thinkers constant-
ly appeal, explicitly and implicitly. Solovy-
ov inveighs against 1) Tolstoy’s interpretation
of Christianity which he considers to be mor-
alistic, ruling out mysticism and metaphys-
ics in the habitual sense; and 2) the “moral
amorphism” and individualism of the ethics
of Tolstoy for whom, Solovyov believes, “the
good is to be found only in the subjective men-
tal states of each individual and in the good
relations between men which naturally fol-
low therefrom, and that all collectively organ-
ised forms of society lead to nothing but evil”
(Solovyov, 1918, p. XXXVI, c¢f. p. XXVI); 3) his
“abstract moralism”, i.e. the tendency to iso-
late moral evaluation and the setting of the
question proceeding from the historical and
social context and from the cognitive and aes-
thetic interest; 4) the actual idea of nonresis-
tance to evil and the related problems of the
national, the criminal question, the problem of
war, the relationship between law and moral-
ity etc. The first motive is linked with the spe-
cific perception of Christianity by Solovyov
who, unlike Tolstoy, tries to construct an effec-
tive ethic based on the God-human energy of
the resurrection of Christ which seeks to trans-
figure and deify the human being, humanity
and the world; the second and third motives
he links with Kant’s ethics, and the fourth is
presented as the consequence of the first three.
It is important that his polemic against these
elements of Tolstoy’s concept also proceeds
from Kant’s formulation of the categorical im-
perative.
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MeHBIIIeVl TIOCBUIKM B YIIOMSHYTOM BBIIIIE CUJI-
JIOTM3Me ¥ CTPOUTCS CJIeAyIoIIMM oOpasoM: MHo-
CKOJIBKY «CaMbIVl (paKT (PU3MUecKoro HacwINs,
T.e. IPUMeHeHMsI MYCKYJIbHOVI CWJIBbl», B OTHOIIIe-
HUI dYeJloBeKa He sBjIseTcs Oe3HpaBCTBEHHBIM
(HampuMep, B CUTyalMV CIIaceHMsl yTOIaloIIle-
ro) (Tam xe, c. 397—398), To 1 TpUMeHeHVe CUIIbI
B OTHOIIIEHUN MPeCTyIHMKa (HalpuMep, IIOTeH-
LIVaJIBHOTO YOWMVIIBI, 3aHEeCIIIero pyKy Hajl CBOe
JKepPTBOVI) HeoOs13aTeJIbHO SIBJISIeTCS 3JIOM: BOIIPOC
3aKJIIOYaeTcsl B BO3MOXKHOCTY ITOCTPOeHNsI HpaB-
CTBEHHO MPaBUJIBHOIO OTHOIIIeHNs K HeMy, B Xa-
paKkTepe MOpaJIbHOV VHTEHIIVL.

Taxvum oOpas3oM, XOTs «IIPOTMBOLEVICTBOBATD
371y 3JI0M HEIIO3BOJIMTEJIBHO 1 OecIioyie3Ho, HeHa-
BUZIETH 37I071esl ¥ MCTUTh €My eCTh HpaBCTBEHHOe
pebstuectBO» (Tam xe, c. 397), HO He BCsIKOe ITpVIMe-
HeHVe cyibl — B 3ToM CoJI0BbeB He corvIaliaeTcs
¢ TostcTeIM — siBIIgeTCs 3710M. BbIsBIIsisa kpuTtepun
3710r0 1 HesJtoro Hacvumst, CoJloBbeB IIpeficKasye-
Mo onmpaeTcd Ha KaHta, a menHo 1) Ha ero 00o-
CHOBaHVe IIpaBOMEePHOCTV IIPUHYXIeHWs (Hacu-
Ve, TIpU3BaHHOE OCTAHOBUTH HACWIIVIE, «IIPSIMO
BBITEKAeT 13 TPpeOOBaHMIT HPaBCTBEHHOIO IIPVIH-
nuna») (Tam xe, c. 396) u 2) Ha BTOpYyIO POpMYy-
JIy KaTeropmu4eckoro MMIieparvsa, KOTOpasi, C ero
TOYKM 3peHMs, I0JDKHa paboTaTh KaK B OTHOIIIe-
HWUW XePTBBI, TaK 1 B OTHOIIIEHNN IIPeCcTyIIHMKa:
«HpaBCTBEHHOEe HaydaJsIo 3arpelaeT feslaTh 13 Je-
JIOBeKa TOJIBKO cpericTBo» (Tam xe, c. 398). He ymry-
ckas u3 Buiy XepTBy, CojloBbeB Bce JKe KOHIIeH-
TpUpyeTcs Ha CTaTyce IIpecTyITHVKa, KOTOPBIV, C
€ro TOYKV 3peHMs, HaXOIUTcs Jaxe B Oosiee Oefl-
CTBEHHOM TIIOJIOKEHWV, YeM IIOTepIIeBIINIL VIC-
IIOJIHEHVe VM CBOETO IIPeCcTYIIHOTO HaMepeHMs
HaHOCUT YPOH €ro 4eJIoBe4eCKOMY IOCTOVIHCTBY,
IIPOTMBOMIEVICTBIE XXe eMy O3HauaeT jesiTeIbHOe
yBakeHIe U IOfjep>KaHue 3TOro IOCTOVMHCTBA
(Tam xe, c. 396). Takum obpaszom, o CosioBLEBY,
OCTaHaBJIVMBasl yOumily, MycTh fake HaCWJIVeM,
MBI CIIacaeM ero 4eJIOBeYHOCTb.

IlepeBost ¢ sA3bIKa MAEOHTOIOTMM Ha COO-
CTBEHHBIV SI3BIK MOPAJIBHBIX SMOIIVIVA, CosioBbEB
yTBEpXKIIaeT, UTo «TpedyeTcs sxasems 000ux,
€CJIVI MBI 3TOMY CJIe[TyeM, eCJIVi MBI JIeVICTBUTEIb-
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As an example Solovyov cites the situa-
tion of “particular counteraction” to a single
evil act. The main thrust of his argument is di-
rected rather against the lesser premise in the
above-mentioned syllogism and runs like this:
because “the fact of physical violence, i.e. of
the application of muscular force” to a human
is not immoral (for example, when saving a
drowning man) (ibid., pp. 317-318), the use of
force against a criminal (for example, a poten-
tial killer who is about to strike the victim) is
not necessarily evil: the question is the possibil-
ity of building a morally correct attitude to it,
the character of the moral intent.

Thus, although “[t]o resist evil by evil is
wrong and useless; to hate the evil-doer for his
crime and therefore to revenge oneself on him
is childish” (ibid., p. 317), but not any use of
force — and here Solovyov disagrees with Tol-
stoy — is evil. Isolating the categories of evil
and non-evil violence, Solovyov predictably
falls back on Kant, that is, 1) his justification of
coercion (violence called upon to stop violence
“directly follow[s] from the demands of the
moral principle” (ibid., p. 316)); 2) the second
formula of the categorical imperative which,
in his opinion, should apply both to the victim
and to the criminal: “The moral principle for-
bids to make a human being merely a means”
(ibid., p. 318). Without leaving the victim out of
sight, Solovyov nevertheless concentrates on
the status of the criminal who, he believes, is
even in a more parlous situation than the vic-
tim: implementation of his criminal intent deals
a blow at his human dignity, counteraction
shows effective respect and support of dignity
(ibid., p. 316). Thus, according to Solovyov, by
stopping the murderer, even by force, we res-
cue his humanity.



HO VIMeeM B BUJy oOlllee mx Oy1aro, To pasym u
COBeCThb BHYIIIAT HaM, B KaKOM Mepe M B KaKMX
dopmax HeoOXOAMMO 37eCh IPUMEHATHh PU3N-
yeckoe npuHyxaeHve» (Tam xe, c. 398). YHuBep-
CaJIBHOCTB 3TOM XKasloCTy 1o3BosisieT CoJIOBbEBY B
KPUTMUYECKOV CUTYalVV OllepeThCs Ha IIPUHIINIL
MeHBIIIeTO 3J1a: «...HeuasAHHo yOUTh uesloBeKa IIpe-
CTYIIHOIO eCTh MEHBIINI I'pex, HeXeJy 0 cob-
CTBEHHOMY ITPOM3BOJIy IIOIYCTUTH HaMepeHHOe
yburictso HeBHHOTO» (Tam xe, c. 397).

Emme omsoOM CyIIeCTBEHHOV HOBAIIVEN Corto-
BbEBA CTAHOBUTCS BBENIeHVE B 00CYKIaeMblIVl MbIC-
JIEHHBIVI 3KCIIepMMeHT TeMbl oOiectsa. Ilocien-
Hee IIpefICTaeT 3[1eCh KaK YaCTMYHO CaMOCTOSI TeITb-
Hasi peaJIbHOCTB, UblM MHTEPeCH V1 IIPaBO OKa3bIBa-
I0TCS 3aJ1eThl CUTYallyierl He MeHblIle, 4eM MHTepe-
CBI 1 IIPaBO IIpecTyIIHMKa 1 ero XkepTsbl (TaM xe,
c. 403). Tem cambIM 371€Ch K KAHTMAHCKOMY MOTVBY
IIPVICOEIMHSETCS TeTeIbTHCKNIL. VIMEHHO B 9TOM
OTHOITIEHUVI MOXKHO TOBOPUTB 00 OTHOCUTEIIBHOM
nHAuBUayanmsMe >tuku Tosicroro (n Kanra) B
CpaBHEHMM C COJIOBbeBCKOM. IlociieqHss BBICTYIa-
eT KakK CollMaJIbHasl 3TVKa, B KOTOPOV JIMYHOCTD U
OOIIIeCTBO MIPENCTAIOT KaK COOTHOCUTE IbHbIe Ha-
yasia. [Tpy 3TOM TMYHOCTB BCe e MBICJINTCS KaK
IepBMYHAs ¥ aOCOJTIOTHO-IIEHHAs! PeayIbHOCTB,
Kak ocobasi dpopMa OeCKOHEeUHOro copmepKaHMs,
obraparoriasi OeCKOHEUHBIM CTpeMJIeHVeM WU B
CWIY 3TOro OeCcKOHeYHBIM [IOCTOMHCTBOM, a 00-
IIIECTBO — Kak ee OCYIIeCTBJIeHVIe VI BOCIIOJTHEH e
(cm.: Tam xe, c. 282—286)". TemaTusupyst o0IIECTBO
KaK ITO3UTMBHYIO MOPaIbHYIO peasbHOCTB, Corto-
BbEB y)Ke He MOXeT paccMaTpuBaTh BO3IEVICTBYE
Ha JINYHOCTB €r0 MHCTUTYTOB, B IIEPBYIO OUeperb
rocyjapcTBa, VICKJIIOYMTeIbHO HeraTVBHO, KaK Op-
raHM30BaHHOE HaCwINe, IO OTHOIIEHUIO K KOTO-
POMYy Y XpUCTMaHVHaA MOXeT ObITh TOJIBKO OOVH
JOJIT — pasopBaTh Kpyr Hacwms. locymgapcTso
KaK «COOMpaTeIbHO-OpraHM30BaHHAS JKaJIOCTh»
TpebyeT coyuacTus xpuctraamHa (Tam xe, c. 522).

Tem cambIM mpaBo oOriecTBa Ha Oe30macHOCTB
MOTMBUIpYeTCcs, Bolpekn TosicToMy, He 9BIEMOHM-

3 O6 abCcoTIOTHOCTY JIMYHOCTY Y OTpaHTIEHHOCTY TIPaB
obrectBa B orHOIeHVN JaHOCTH cM.: (CortoBbeB, 1988,
c. 295).
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Translating the language of deontology into
the language of moral emotions, Solovyov ar-
gues that “[w]e ought to pity both the victim
and the criminal; and if we do so, if we real-
ly have the good of them both in view, reason
and conscience will tell us what measure and
what form of physical compulsion is neces-
sary” (ibid., p. 318). The fact that pity is univer-
sal enables Solovyov, in a critical situation, to
“invoke the principle of the lesser evil”: “unin-
tentionally to kill a criminal is a lesser sin than
deliberately to allow an intentional murder of
an innocent person” (ibid., p. 317).

Another important novelty introduced by
Solovyov brings society into the above thought
experiment. Society is here a partially indepen-
dent reality whose interests and rights are af-
fected by the situation no less than the interests
and rights of the criminal and the victim (ibid.,
p- 322). Thereby a Hegelian motive is added to
the Kantian motive. In that respect we can talk
about the relative individualism of the ethics
of Tolstoy (and Kant) compared with Solovy-
ov’s ethics. The latter is social ethics in which
the individual and society are inter-related.
The individual is still the primary reality of ab-
solute-value, a special form of infinite content
which has infinite striving and, on the strength
of this, infinite dignity, while society is its actu-
alisation and replenishment (see ibid., pp. 200-
204)." Thematising society as a positive moral
reality, Solovyov can no longer consider the in-
fluence of institutions — above all the state —
on the individual only negatively, as organised
violence with regard to which a Christian can
have only one duty, namely to break the circle
of violence. The state as “collectively organised
pity” demands the Christian’s participation
(ibid., p. 448).

B3 On the absolute value of the individual and limited
rights of society vis-a-vis the individual see Solovyov
(1918, p. 213).
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CTUYeCKM, a YMCTO MOpaJIbHO — IIOCKOJIBKY 3Ta
Oe3ormacHOCTH HeOOXOImMMa KaK OCHOBA «OpraHm-
30BAHHOVI XXaJIOCTV». COJIOBbEB, HECOMHEHHO, yU-
ThIBaeT TOJICTOBCKYIO KPUTMKY IeHUTeHIIVapHON
CUICTEeMBI, HO He TpeOyeT HU ee OTMEHBI, HI OTKa-
3a XpUCTMAH OT y4acTVs B Hew, a IIpefijlaraeT oCy-
IlecTBJIeHIe MOPaJIBHOM peddOpPMBI 3TOVI CUCTEMBI
(cm.: Tam xe, c. 403—405). To xe camoe KacaeTcs
VI PYIMX MHCTUTYTOB 310X1 MofepHa: ColoBbeB
YaCTUYHO IIPVUCOEAVNHSETCS K TOJICTOBCKOV KPUTH-
Ke VX CeKYJIIPHOIO 11, COOTBeTCTBEHHO, HaCMJIbH-
4ecKoro xapakTepa, HO, ycMaTpyBas B HUX ¥ 103U~
TUBHO MOPaJIbHBIE acIIeKTEl, IIpefijlaraeT X pucTia-
HVHY He OTKa3bIBaTbCSA OT yYaCTWS B VIX JedTelIb-
HOCTY, a paboTaTh Ha MX IIpeodpa3OBaHVEM.

B 3axiroueHMe KOCHeEMCS CIEIMPUKN Xapak-
Tepa MopastbHOM pediekcum y CososbeBa. Ee Ha-
MPsDKEHHOCTH I BOBJIEUEHHOCTH, C OIIHOV CTOPO-
HBI, CYIIeCTBEHHO YCTYIIAIOT TAKOBOVI XapaKTep-
CTVMKe MopasibHOV pedpiiekcum TosicToro, a ¢ Apy-
rom — mpeBocxogAaT TakoByio y Kanra. CosioBbe
He VMeJI JIMYHOro 00eBOoro iy Cy1e0HOro OIbl-
Ta, He IepeXwI, B OTIN4YMe OT CBOMX IOCIIeIoBa-
Tesiert B XX B., 3HAUMTEJILHBIX OOIIIeCTBeHHBIX I10-
TPsCEHU ¥ TYMaHUTApHBIX KaTacTpod. Tem He
MeHee Kak pviocod OH ObUI aKTMBHO BOBJIEUEH
B OOITIeCTBEHHYIO JKV3HB, PETYJISIPHO BBICTYIIATI B
3alIUTy OOVKaeMBIX (eBpeeB, TOJIOHAOIIVX U IIP.),
a B CBOEWM JIMYHOV >KVM3HEHHOVI ITPAKTUKE Iiejie-
HaIIpaBJIeHHO pa3pyIlajl CTPYKTYPbI IIOBCETHEB-
HocTn'. DTO TIIpMBEIO K (POPMMPOBAHMIO CITell-
I/IchIquKoV[ 4yBCTBUTEJIBHOCTY, II03BOJIVBIIIEVI
eMy 3TU TpsiyIye IOTPsICeHMsS M KaTacTpodbl
He TOJIBKO T1penBuzeTh (B «[loBecTm 06 aHTMXpU-
CTe»), HO I OCTPO IIPOUyBCTBOBaTh. B crury sToro
BUIVMBIVL ONTVIMW3M ¥ aOCTPaKTHOCTH €ro MoO-
PaJIBHOTO AMCKypca, KOTOpble Ha (POHEe TOJICTOB-
CKOVI 3K3VCTEHIIVAIBHOVI CepPhe3HOCTU CMOTPSIT-
Cs1 HECKOJIBKO JIETKOMBICJIEHHO, He JJOJDKHBI CKPbI-
BaTh OT YMTaTeIsl HAIIPSKEHHOCTb €r0 Iy XOBHOTO
IIOVICKA VI CepPhe3HOCTh €ro OTHOIIeHMS K 3a/adaM
XPpUCTMAaHMHA B COBPeMEeHHOM MVIpe.

4 CMm. gpkylo KapTmHy 3Tmx npaktuk B: (TpyOerkor,
1911).
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In this society’s right to security is motivat-
ed, contrary to Tolstoy, not eudemonically, but
purely morally insofar as security is necessary
as the basis of “organised pity”. Solovyov un-
doubtedly is mindful of Tolstoy’s criticism of
the penitentiary system, but he does not de-
mand its abolition or Christians’ refusal to take
part in it, but instead calls for a moral reform
of the system (see ibid., pp. 323-325). The same
is true for the other institutions of the modern
era: Solovyov partially concurs with Tolstoy’s
criticism of its secular and, accordingly, coer-
cive character but, being aware of some posi-
tive moral aspects in them, urges the Christian
not to renounce participation in their activities,
but to work to transform them.

Finally, let us touch upon the specific fea-
tures of Solovyov’s moral reflection. It is not
so intense and involved as Tolstoy’s but more
so than Kant’s. Solovyov had no personal mil-
itary or judicial experience and, unlike his
twentieth—century successors, was not exposed
to major social upheavals and humanitarian
disasters. Nevertheless, as a philosopher he
was actively involved in social life, regularly
came out in defence of the ill-done-by (Jews,
famine-stricken people etc.), and in his person-
al life was committed to destroying quotidi-
an structures." This sharpened his sensibility
and enabled him not only to foresee future up-
heavals and catastrophes (cf. “The Story of An-
tichrist”), but to feel them intensely. For all
these reasons the apparent optimism and ab-
stract character of his moral discourse, which
look somewhat light-hearted against the back-
ground of Tolstoy’s existential seriousness,
need not conceal from the reader the intensi-
ty of his spiritual quest and seriousness of his
attitude to the Christian’s tasks in the modern
world.

4 See a vivid picture of these practices in Trubetskoy
(1911).



HeynwBuTelbHO, 4YTO pyccKue MBICIUTEIN,
KMBIIIVe B ropasfio Oosiee TpyiHble BpeMeHa XX B.,
OCTaBaJIVICh BO MHOTOM €TO TI0CIIeJOBaTeIISIMIA

4.3. 1. A. Uavun: anosoeus conpomubrenus
34y cuaon

Vms CortoBbeBa He yIIOMMHAETCS Ha CTpaHU-
1ax TpakTara «O COHpPOTMBIIEHUN 3]y CUJIOO»
(xax m mmMs Torncroro B «Onpasganum moOpa»).
Kputnueckne ynommnuaHus B OJIM3KOV II0 TeMe,
CBSI3aHHOV C HavasioM [lepBort MupOBOVI BOVIHBI
cratbe «OCHOBHOe HpPaBCTBEHHOE IIPOTMBOpeUle
BOVIHBD> (1914) TIOKa3BIBAIOT, YTO B IIPEIPeBOIIIO-
LIIVIOHHBIV Ttepuop, VIimbnH, Kak 1 PpaHK, cyanl
O COJIOBBEBCKOV KpuTHMKe ToJIcTOro riaBHBIM 00-
pasom 1o «I'peM pasroBopam» ¥ OTHOCUJICS K Hell
BeCcbMa KPUTMUYECKM, Iojlarasi «HecIpaBe[lJINBO
KapMKaTy poil», B KOTOPOVI «HaCTPOeHVe CXOIUT 3a
aprymeHnT» (Vbns, 1914, c. 820)P. Vues Torncroro
«O HeCOIpOTUBJIEHMM HallajjarolieMy Kak o0 of-
HOM 13 JIeVICTBUTEJIbHBIX HPAaBCTBEHHBIX CPEJICTB
GOpBOBI CO 37IBIM V1 XMIITHBIM JKeJIaHVeM Harlaia-
IOITIET0», C er0 TOYKM 3peHs, He ObUIa OlleHeHa T10
noctouHCTBY (Tam xe, c. 821). Tem He MeHee f1asIb-
HEeWINI aHaJIV3 IIOKaKeT, YTO IIPMBEeIeHHOe B Ha-
yajle IpeblayIero naparpada ykasanve beprs-
eBa Ha 3aBMCHMOCTE KoHIeruu VipriHa ot apry-
MeHTa1y CosloBbeBa 1 ero IocjiefioBaTesieit cjie-
IlyeT CYUTaTh BepHBIM. VI yIIOMSIHyTasi CTaThbsl, U
TpaKTaT HaIlMCaHbI BIIOJTHE B PyCJIe MIEV «ITyTeV-
ckoro» cooprmka «O permmrun JIsBa ToscToro», B
ocobernoctn crarent E. H. TpyGerkoro 1 camoro
bepnsieBa (cm.: TpyOerikont, 1912; Bepnses, 1912),
XOTS V1 IIPEIICTABIISIOT COOOI MIX pafiyKasIn3alinio
B CBeTe Haydajla MUPOBOVI BOVIHBI 1 IOCIIeTYFOIIIVIX
cobbrTim. PaccMoTpuM 1ogpoOHee apryMeHTa-
1IMI0, IIpeJICTaBJIEHHYIO B TpaKTare.

Tpakrar 1925 1. onMpaeTcsi Ha HOBBIVI, CyIIle-
CTBEHHO OoJjlee OOraTbIil ¥ TParvuHBIN VICTOPU-
YeCcKIV OIBIT: yke mHepexuTsl IlepBas muposas
BoiHa, PeBpasibckast 1 OKTSAOpbCKasi peBOIIIO-

1 TIpoTVBOIIONIOXHYIO OIIeHKY apryMeHTanmu «Tpex
pasrosopos» cM: (Tpybernikort, 1912, c. 70—71).
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No wonder the Russian thinkers who lived
in far more difficult times in the twentieth cen-
tury remained in many ways his successors.

4.3. Ivan Ilyin: Apologia of Resistance
to Evil by Force

Solovyov is not mentioned by name in
the tract On Resistance to Evil by Force (just as
Tolstoy’s name is not mentioned in The Justi-
fication of the Good). Critical references to a re-
lated topic connected with the start of the First
World War in the article “The Main Moral
Contradiction of the War” (1914) show that in
the pre-revolutionary period Ilyin, like Frank,
judged Solovyov’s critique of Tolstoy mainly
on the basis of Three Conversations and took a
very critical view of it, describing it as “an un-
fair caricature” in which “mood passes for ar-
gument” (Ilyin, 1914, p. 820)."> He believes that
Tolstoy’s idea “on non-resisting an attacker as
a real moral means of struggle against an evil
and predatory wish of the attacker” has not
received due recognition (ibid., p. 821). Nev-
ertheless, subsequent analysis will show that
Berdyaev’s claim, cited at the beginning of the
previous section, to the effect that Ilyin’s con-
cept draws on the argumentation of Solovyov
and his followers is valid. The article referred
to and the tract are quite in line with the ideas
of the collection On the Religion of Lev Tolstoy
brought out by Put’ publishing house, espe-
cially the articles of Trubetskoy and Berdyaev
himself (see Trubetskoy, 1912; Berdyaev, 1912),
although they radicalise these ideas in the light
of the start of the World War and the events
that followed. Let us take a closer look at the
argumentation presented in the tract.

The 1925 tract draws on new, richer and
more tragic historical experience: the First

> For an opposite assessment of the argumentation in
Three Conversations see Trubetskoy (1912, pp. 70-71).
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LMY, TIOMATIOIBHAS aHTMOOJIBIIEBUCTCKAS pado-
Ta " I'paxmaHcKast BOVIHA, KaMIIaHWUM 10 BCKPbI-
TWIO MOIIEV M M3BSATUIO 1I€PKOBHBIX IIEHHOCTEV,
BBIHY>KIIeHHas sMurpanys. VisnH convokaeTcs ¢
IIpeICTaBUTeIIAMI OeJIoro IBVDKEHWS M aKTUBHO
BOCIIpVMHMMaeT VX TIOHMaHVe Xofia Betent. Viro-
rOM CTaHOBUTCS yCUJIEHVE POMaHTM3VPYIOLIen
repov3alyl BOMHCKOTO HaCWIMS W, KakK CJIefl-
CTBUE, KPUTUYHOCTM B OTHOIIeHUM wpmen Tor-
CTOro, KOTOpBbIe Tellephb MOBepraroTcs YHUUVKN-
TeIpHOV KpuTnke'®. ITprsHaBas v 371ech, 9T0 TOM-
CTOBCKOE «HEIIPOTVBIIEHVIe» B JIEVICTBUTEITBHOCTI
ecTb «0co0biil Bud conpomubaenus» 3y (Vinbus,
1925, c. 16), VInbyH cunTaeT BCIO KOHLIEMIINIO He-
IIOCTAaTOYHO IIPOIYMaHHOV M B CVJIy 3TOro puio-
COpCKM M Iy XOBHO JIOKHOTL.

Ariosiorusi COIpOTWMBIIEHUS 3]y CWION Y
ViibHaA B 3HAUMTEJIBHON CTEIeHM IIpeCTaBIIs-
eT coboVI TIOBTOpeHVIe ¥ pa3BepThIBaHMe OIpere-
sileHHOM JIvHUM apryMmeHToB CortobeBa 1 KamrTa,
a IMEHHO — O IIPaBOMEpPHOCTY NpUHYXIeHms. B
passuTre sTov svHUM VIenH npenjiaraet Booo-
IIIe OTKA3aThCsl OT HOHSATUS «HACVIJIVE» KaK CIIVILI-
KOM CBS3aHHOI'O C HeraTVBHBIMM KOHHOTAIIVISIMIA
VI ICTIOJTB30BaTh B KadeCTBe OOITero TepMiHa Hevl-
TpaJIbHBlE «3aCTaBJIeHVe» U «IIOHYXIeHe» (TeM
caMbIM OH, Kak 11 CoJIOBbEB, TIepecMaTpVBaeT BTO-
PYIO TIOCBIIKY cdopMyimpoBaHHOro dpaHKOM
MopaJsIbHOro cwuiornsma). OH HamedaeT MHOTO-
o0OpasHyI0 (PeHOMEHOJIOTMIO «3acTaBJIeHWs», CO-
XPpaHsisl TEPMVH «HACVIIVIE» IS «IIPEIOCYAUTEe b
HOTO 3aCTaBJIeHMs», «MCXOMSIero 13 3710V AyIIn
VI HaIIpaBJISIONIEro Ha 3J7I0», ¥ IIpefjlaraeT pac-
CMOTpPeTh Ipo0dJIeMy «HeIlpegoCyAUTeIbHOTO 3a-
CTaBJIeHWS1», KOTOpasi, KaK OH CUMTAET, IIOJTHOCTHIO
BBITIAJIaeT 13 BHMIMAHMS IIPY TOJICTOBCKOV II0CTa-
HoBKe Bompoca (Tam xe, c. 30). DTo «Hempenocy-
AVTEJIBHOE 3acTaBJIEHVe» U €CTh, 110 CYTW, KaH-
TOBCKOE «IIpaBoe IPUHYXIEeHVIe», «IIPeIsTCTBYe
K IIPEIISITCTBIIO CBOOOIE».

Kax 1 CoroBbeB, TpaHUITY MeXIy HaCVIIVEM U
IIpaBbIM NPUHYXIeHeM VIJTbIH IIPOBOINT, ariesl-

16 JIHTepecHBIVI aHAJIN3 BOJIIOLIMM OTHOLIeHMs VIIbnHa
K ToscToMy, a Taxke 3Tukm ViIbrHa 1 ee OTHOIIEHMS K
xpucTraHCcTBY cM.: (EBammmes, 1998, c. 186 —195).
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World War, the February and October 1917
revolutions, underground anti-Bolshevik work
and the Civil War, campaigns to exhume the
relics of saints and seize church valuables, and
forced emigration. Ilyin draws closer to the
White movement and embraces their interpre-
tation of the course of events. Increasingly, he
tends to romanticise military violence and as a
consequence to criticise Tolstoy’s ideas which
he subjects to scathing criticism.'® Recognizing
even here that Tolstoy’s “non-resistance” is re-
ally “a special kind of resistance” to evil (Ilyin,
2018, p. 12), Ilyin considers the concept to be
ill-thought-out and hence philosophically and
spiritually false.

Ilyin’s apologia for resistance to evil by
force largely repeats and unfolds a certain line
of argumentation by Solovyov and Kant, name-
ly the arguments that justify coercion. Develop-
ing this line of thought Ilyin proposes to drop
the concept “violence” which is laden with neg-
ative connotations and to use instead the more
neutral concepts of “inducement” (zastavleniye)
or “compelling” (ponuzhdeniye) somebody to
do something (whereby he, like Solovyov, re-
vises the second premise of Frank’s moral syl-
logism). He suggests a diverse phenomenology
of inducement, reserving the term “violence”
for “reprehensible inducement coming from an
evil soul or directing toward evil” (ibid., p. 25;
corrected by Editor) and urges the need to con-
sider the problem of “non-reprehensible in-
ducement” (ibid.; corrected by Editor) which, he
claims, is totally ignored in Tolstoy’s approach.
The “non-reprehensible inducement” is basical-
ly Kant’s “right coercion”, “a hindering of hin-
drance to freedom”.

Like Solovyov, Ilyin draws the boundary
between violence and right coercion by ap-

16 See an interesting analysis of the evolution of Ilyin’s
attitude to Tolstoy as well as Ilyin’s ethics and its atti-
tude to Christianity in Evlampiyev (1998, pp. 186-195).



JIMPYs KO BTOpom (popMysle KaTeropmnyueckoro MM-
repaTtmBa: «HacvylbHUMK TOBOPWT CBOeVI XepTse:
“TBI CpefiCTBO IJII MOEro MHTepeca M MOeVl IIo-
xoTn”, “TBl He aBTOHOMHBIN yX, a IOAUMHEeHHAs
MHe ofylIeBjleHHas Benls ...» (Tam xe, c. 55). Ha-
IIPOTUB, «4eJIOBeK, mBopsauwutl noHyxoeHue UAU
npeceuenue om Aula 0yxa», CTPEMUTCS COXPAHUTB,
Hofiiep>kaTh VJIV BOCCTAHOBUTB CBOOOITY IPyTOro:
«...OH He paspyIllaeT JyXOBHOCTb Oe3yMmila, a IIo-
JlaraeT Haydaslo ero caMooOy3IaHMIO M CaMOCTPOV-
TeJIbCTBY; OH He YHVDKAeT ero JOCTOMHCTBA, a II0-
HY’KIIaeT ero IIpeKpaTUTh CBOe CAMOYHVIKEeHVIe; OH
He IIOIVIpaeT ero aBTOHOMMIO, a TpeOyeT ee BOCCTa-
HOBJIeHMs. ..» (TaM >ke). B aToM cHOBa MOXHO BU-
ZIeTh Koppertsmio ¢ messmy CoytoBbeBa 3a VICKITIO-
yeHmeM Toro, uro Hu CosioBbeB, HU KaHT He pac-
CMaTPMBAIOT IIPECTYIIHNKA B IIPOMEXYTKE MEXIY
COBepIIIeHVeM ITPeCTyIUIEHVS ¥ VICIIpaBJIeHVeM
KaK «0e3yMIIa», TO eCTh He JIUIIAIOT €r0 B 3TOT Ile-
pyoz BMEHSIEMOCTVI, OOBbeKTMBHOIO JJOCTOMHCTBA,
cTaTyca «11eJI B cebe» 1 CBSI3aHHBIX C 3TVIM HEOTb-
emsTeMbIx T1paBY. HarpoTus, mMeHHO Ha MX TIpu-
3HaHWUM OCHOBaHa COJIOBbeBCKas wjes T'yMaHMU-
CTUYEeCKOV peddOpPMBI TIEHUTEHITMAPHOV CYICTEMBL.

TaxkuM oOpasom, B kxoHUenimmu VnsuHa BO3-
HVKaeT BO3MOXXHOCTB IellepCOHaIM3ALNM «3JI0-
nes». VIJIBUH PUCYeT «psifl KIIaCCUYeCKMX COCTOSI-
HUVI», BBIPaXKarOIIX coDOI1 «II0CTeIeHHOe OThe-
IVHeHVe ¥ yhasleHue TOro, KTO JIIOOUT, OT TOTo,
KTO yTpadmBaeT IIpaBo Ha IIOJIHOTY JII0OBI». DTOT
Psill, HauMHAIOMINIICS «HEOHOOpeHeM, HeCodyB-
CTBUEM», 3aKaHUMBAETCS «IIpecedeHVeM, Oe3xa-
JIOCTHOCTBIO, Ka3HbIo» (Tam xe, c. 139—140). Eciin
BCIIOMHUTB CTaTyC JKaJIOCTM KaK HpaBCTBEHHO-
TO OTHOIIEHMs K paBHOMY B «OrmpaBmaHum Ao-
Opa», TO HETPYIHO YBUIIETH, YTO IIPEJIOKEHHBIV
VITBMHBIM psIIT COCTOSTHM (PAaKTUIECKM 3aKaHU-
BaeTcs JIMIIIeHMeM «3JI0flesl» YesIOBEYecKoro Jio-
CTOMHCTBA U CTaTyca.

C Opyrovi CTOpOHBI, 3[1eCh COXpaHSeTCS BaXK-
HbIV1 1719 KaHTa 371eMeHT B3anIMHOCT, B CTPYKTY-

17 Cp. y Vbuna: «[JoOpo 1 3710 B I€VICTBUTEIBHOCTI He
PaBHOLIEHHBI VI HE PaBHOIIPaBHBL; VI TOYHO TaK JKe He paB-
HOIIEHHBI 11 He PaBHOIIPaBHBI VX XXVBble HOCUTEIIN, OCY-
mecTBuTes N 1 C1yTv» (Vieun, 1925, c. 112).
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pealing to the second formula of the categori-
cal imperative: “The attacker says to his victim:
‘you are a means for my interest and my lust’,
‘you are not an autonomous spirit, but a sub-
ordinate object of mine’ [...]” (ibid., p. 48). By
contrast, someone “who sustains compulsion or
suppression on behalf of the spirit” seeks to pre-
serve, support and restore the freedom of the
other: “[...] he does not destroy the spirituali-
ty of the madman, but presupposes the begin-
ning of his self-restraint and self-construction;
he does not demean his dignity, but compels
him to stop his self-abasement; he does not vi-
olate his autonomy, but requires its restoration
[...]” (ibid.) Herein we can again discern a cor-
relation with Solovyov’s ideas, except that nei-
ther Solovyov nor Kant examines the criminal
in the interval between the commission of the
crime and the reforming as a “madman”, i.e. do
not, during that period, deprive him of sanity,
objective dignity, the status of “an end in itself”
and associated inalienable rights.”” On the con-
trary, Solovyov’s idea of a humanistic reform of
the penitentiary system is based on the recogni-
tion of these rights.

Thus, Ilyin’s concept allows of depersonali-
sation of “the villain”. Ilyin describes a “series
of classical states” which manifest “gradual de-
tachment and separation of one who loves and
one who loses the right to the fullness of love”.
The series begins with “disapproval, lack of
sympathy” and ends with “suppression, ruth-
lessness, execution” (ibid., p. 133). If we recall
the status of pity as a moral attitude to an equal
in The Justification of the Good it will readily be
seen that the sequence of states contemplated
by Ilyin ends with “the villain” being deprived
of dignity and status.

17 Cf. Ilyin (2018, p. 106): “Good and evil are in fact not
equivalent or equal in rights; and their living conduits,
agents and servants are similarly not equivalent or equal
in rights.”
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py kotopon VineuH, Bees 3a CostoBbeBbIM U Tere-
j1IeM, BBOOUT 00I1ecTBO: «/00 ObITHe 371011ed eCcTh
pobrieMa. .. IS BceX, 3HAYUT, U [JIs TIOCTpagaB-
IIIero, HO He KakK IIJIs IIOCTpafaBIIero M HeIpo-
CTMBIIIETO, a KaK JIJIs YieHa TOro OOIeCTBeHHOI'o
eIVHeHsI, KOTOpOoe IIPM3BaHo K 00IIeCTBEHHOMY
63aumobocnumanuio M K OpraHM30BaHHON OOpBOe
co 3710M» (Tam xe, c. 132).

[TpobGrieMbl M cama JIMYHOCTB «IIOCTPajiaBIIle-
ro» y VlapuHa BOOOIIe yXOOST Ha BTOPOV IUIAH
(oruactm Beyter 3a TorereiM). Kak ocHOBHYyIO Mo-
PaIBHYIO KOJUIM3MIO OH pacCMaTpyBaeT OTHOIIIE-
HVe, BO3HMKAIOIIlee MeX/y OOIIecTBOM, 3JI07eeM
(3rmomestmm) 1 repoeM (6opriom co 310m). Eciiin Co-
JIOBBEB ITBITAETCS TYT COXPAaHUTH PaBHOBECHE, Tpe-
Oysi paBHOVI (XOT4 1 pa3IMYHO HaIlpaBJIeHHOV) Xa-
JIOCTVI J1JIs1 JKEPTBBI V1 /151 HACVUTBHVIKA (M1 yKas3bIBa-
€T Ha O0ITeCcTBO KaK Ha KOHTEKCT ¥ OJTHOBpEeMeH-
HO 3aMHTePeCcOBaHHOI'O yYacTHMKA CUTYaIVN), TO
VIribrH, KaK MBI yBUAVIM, OKasbIBaeTcs OJIvmKe K
Tererro ¢ ero mperncraBileHneM 00 oOIlecTBe Kak
«HPaBCTBEHHOV CYyOCTaHIIVV» JIMYHOCTY, 4eM K
CosnosbeBy 1 KaHTy, 11 KOTOPBIX MMEHHO JINY-
HOCTb SBJISIETCS «11eJIbI0 B cebe». I1omphIB aBTOHO-
MWV JIMYHOCTY IIPOSIBJISIETCS VI B TOM, 4TO Tpebo-
BaHVIe OOpPBOBI €O 37I0M B caMoM ceDe, CaMOTIOHY k-
meHve VIJIbMH OIMChIBaeT He KaK JIMYHBIV OJII,
a Kak «oOIecTBeHHYI0 00s3aHHOCTE» (TaMm ke,
c. 149). Dot mpumat olIecTBa Hafl JIMYHOCTHIO
BefleT K TOMY, 4TO JII000e yTBepKIIeHVe CBOOOIbI
MBICJINTCS 3[1eCh KaK 3aMacKMPOBAHHOE yTBEepPX-
IeHMe «CBOOOMBI 3JI0NesHMS», BiIeUeT 3a co0ov,
BOJIBHO WUIVI HEBOJIBHO, OIIpaBaHVe He OrpaHV-
UYeHHOr0 HUKaKMMM (POpMaTbHBIMI paMKaM¥ TO-
CYJApCTBEHHOTO HACVJIVS B OTHOIIEHWN «3JI07le-
ep» (Tam xe, c. 150, 152). Tem camMbIM B OTHOLIEHU M
KoHIIery VIyTbiHaA BO3HMKAET BOIIPOC, HACKOIIb-
KO paboTaroIiieit ocTaeTcsi 31ech 2-s1 popMmyria Ka-
TErOPVYeCKOro MMITepaTyiBa, He OKa3bIBAIOTCS JIV
KaK )KepTBa, TaK ¥ 3JI0eV1 JIVIITb CPeACTBaMM IS
CaMOyTBep>XKIIeHMs OOIIeCTBa 11 €T0 «CBSITBIHB»?

B cooTBeTcTBUM C yTBepXKHaeMbIM TaKMUM O0-
pasom mpmmarom obrectBa VITBMH B IIpUHITNIIE
IIBITAeTCd YUTU OT MHIOMBWUIYaJIbHOTo (usimde-
CKOTO HacvuIVs Kak 0a30BOVI ITapaayrMbl [T aHa-
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On the other hand, this preserves the el-
ement of reciprocity which is important for
Kant and into whose structure Ilyin, following
Solovyov and Hegel, introduces society: “For
the existence of a villain is a problem [...] for
all, and therefore for the victim as well, but not
considered as a victim and one who is unable
to forgive, but as a member of the social union
which calls him to the service of mutual social
education and to the organized struggle against
evil” (ibid., p. 125).

For Ilyin (as is partly the case with Tol-
stoy) the problems and personality of the “vic-
tim” recede into the background. For him the
moral issue is the relationship which arises be-
tween society, the villain(s) and the hero (who
combats evil). Solovyov tries to keep a balance,
demanding equal (though differently direct-
ed) pity for the victim and for the perpetrator
(pointing to society as the context and simul-
taneously as concerned participant in the situ-
ation). Ilyin by contrast, as we shall see, turns
out to be closer to Hegel with his notion of so-
ciety as the “moral substance” of the personal-
ity than to Solovyov and Kant, for whom the
personality is “an end in itself”. Personal au-
tonomy is also undermined by Ilyin’s demand
to combat evil within oneself, self-compulsion,
which he describes as “a public duty” (ibid.,
p. 142). The primacy of society over the indi-
vidual results in any assertion of freedom being
seen as a disguised affirmation of “the freedom
of crime” and, wittingly or unwittingly, justi-
fying state violence with regard to “villains”
without any formal constraints (ibid., pp. 143,
145). This exposes Ilyin to the question, how
relevant is the second formula of the categori-
cal imperative and do the victim and the villain
turn out to be mere means of the affirmation of
society and the things it holds “sacred”?

In accordance with the primacy of socie-
ty, Ilyin essentially tries to abandon individu-



JIv3a U IperioyiaraeT, YTo pusmdeckoe Hacuive
II0 OTHOIIIEHUIO K OT/IeJIbHOMY UeJIOBeKy — JIVIIb
YaCTHBIVI V1 He CaMBIVI 3HAYMTEIbHBIVI CJTydant 3710-
mercTBa BooOoIe. B mermcTBnTe IbHOCTY «IJIaBHBIM
IIpOsiBJIEHNEM 3J1a... OCTaeTCsl IMEeHHO KayeCTBeH-
HOe W3BpallleHVe ¥ apXUTeKTOHMYeCcKoe passio-
XeHMe xuBoro ayxa» (Tam xe, c. 57—58), mpuyem
He VMHVBUIyaJIbHOE, a KOJUIEKTMBHOE, OCYIIeCT-
BJIsIEMO€ «CTOBOPWMIBIIIVIMVCS. 3JIO[E€SIMI» B OTHO-
ITIEHMVI «IIeJIBIX HApPOIOB ¥ BCETO UeI0BeUeCcTBa»
(Tam xe, c. 56—57). TakuMm obpaszom, He OTHEIIb-
Hble HaCVJIBHUKM ¥ YOUTIIIBI, a OpraHM30BaHHbIe
B cool1iecTBa «Bparm fiesia boxws Ha 3emsie» oka-
3bIBAIOTCS, 110 VIIIBMHY, TOAJIVMHHBIMU 3JI0[1eIMIL.
OOBEKTOM 3JTOeSTHVISI TOXKEe OKa3bIBaeTCsI He JIU-
HOCTB, a 00I1IeCTBO 1 ero cBATHIHM. [Ipu 3TOM, OT-
puliasl pasnume MeXy «3JIofesHueM» U «3J10-
IIBIXaTeJIbCTBOM» I T€M CaMbIM CTVpas IPaHUILy
MeX[1y HpaBCTBEHHOCTBIO 11 ITpaBoM, VIitbnH dak-
TUYeCKM YTBepXKIaeT 1/Iel0 TOro, 4To Io3xke Oyer
Has3BaHO MbIcsIenTpecTyIuleHreM (Tam xe, c. 151).

3mech 0COOEHHO $CHO IIPOSBIISieTCS BIIVSHVE
VICTOPVYECKOTO OIThITa aBTOpa Ha ero men. 3a 00-
Ppa3oM «CTOBOPVMIBIIVIXCS HACUJIYIOIIMX 3JI0feeB»
SIBHO IIpOCMaTpmBaioTcs lleHTpasbHBI KOMMU-
teT BKII(6) 1 CoBHapKOM, XOTSI OITHOBPEMEHHO OH
HeceT B ce0e 1 xapaKTepHBble 151 0eJIovt aMurpa-
LMV KOHCIIVPOJIOTYeCKVe accoIMaliii, BO MHO-
roM OOyCJIOBUBIIINME, KaK KaXKeTCsl, IOy PHOCTD
uneit putocoda.

WTax, ¢ Touku 3peHus VIibprHa, MOpavsupy-
IOILMII TOJICTOBEL] OKa3bIBaeTCs IeHOHMCTOM, TaK
Ke TIOBMHHBIM MPOTUB 2-11 OpMYyJIbl KaTeropu-
YecKOro MMIlepaTuBa (OH paccMaTpuBaeT APYIiX
JIVIITB KaK CPeICTBO IS JOCTVIKEHMS COOCTBEH-
HOL npaBez[HOCTM), Kak u 3i10mert. Ero MopasibHas
pedrrekcust MHAVBUAYaIUCTUYHA Y STOLEeHTPUY-
Ha, a IIOTOMY HeJIOCTaTOYHA. B mercTBuTesIbHO-
CTU JIOJIT TpebyeT OT yesloBeKa aKTUBHOW 1 Oec-
KOMITPOMVICCHOVI OOPBOBI CO 37I0M, TOTOBHOCTVI CO-
3HATEeJIPHO JKEPTBOBATBH JIMYHOV Oe3rpeIrHOCTHIO
paau ofrriero 6rtara. O6pas Takoro 6opria co 3710M
OTHOBPEMEHHO T'epOoM3MpPYyeTcs M CaKpaIv3upy-
eTcs VIIBMHBIM ITyTeM oOpallleHMs K «BOAUTeIb-
HBIM OOpa3aM» CBATHIX BOMHOB — apxaHresa Mmn-
xamta v I'eoprist [Tobemonocta (Tam xe, c. 130).
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al physical violence as the basic paradigm of
analysis and postulates that physical violence
toward a single individual is only a particular
and not the most significant case of villainy in
general. In reality “the main manifestation of
evil [...] remains precisely the qualitative per-
version and the architectural decomposition of
the living spirit” (ibid., p. 50), not an individu-
al but a collective decomposition, effected by
conspiring villains with regard to “whole na-
tions, and [...] all mankind” (ibid., p. 49). So, it
is not individual rapists and murderers, but or-
ganised communities of “the enemies of God’s
works on earth” who are, according to Ilyin,
the real villains. The object of evil, too, is not
the individual but society and the things it
holds sacred. Rejecting the difference between
“crime” and “malevolence”, and thus erasing
the boundary between morality and law, Ilyin
practically affirms the idea of what would later
be called thought crime (ibid., p. 144).

It is here that the influence of the author’s
historical experience on his ideas is particu-
larly manifest. The image of “conspiring vio-
lent villains” is a thinly veiled reference to the
Central Committee of the Bolshevik Party and
Sovnarkom (the Soviet government) although
it also reflects the conspiracy mentality of the
White émigré community, which in many
ways contributed to the popularity of Ilyin’s
ideas.

Thus, according to Ilyin, a moralising Tol-
stoyan turns out to be a hedonist who contra-
venes just as much the second formula of the
categorical imperative (he sees others only as
a means to attain his own righteousness) as
a villain. His moral reflection is individualis-
tic and egocentric and therefore insufficient.
In reality, duty demands from man active and
uncompromising struggle against evil, a read-
iness to sacrifice consciously personal sinless-
ness for the common good. Ilyin glorifies and
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Taxmum oOpasoMm, mIyOOKas HIPOTMBOIIONIOX-
HOCTb Mexay mnosuimsamu Torcroro n VibnHa
oueBnaHa. Ecyii, HecMoTps Ha 3TO, TIOIpoOOBaTH
HaTV MeXJ1y HVMM CXOJICTBO, TO OHO, KaK ITpell-
cTaBjIsieTcs, OyzeT JjieXkaTb He B 00JIacTy comep-
KaHMs, a CKopee B XapaKTepe roBopeHMs. Beren
3a ToscThIM M B IIPOTMBOIIONIOKHOCTE COJIOBBEBY
VinibuH yriy0sieT sK3MCTeHIMaIbHYIo pediek-
CVIIO0 OTHOCUTEJIBHO CYObeKTMBHOCTY MOPaJIBHOTO
nesitestst. OKoHuaTesIbHasi (popMyia IIpobsieMel y
VIyibriHa BCs LIEHTPUPOBAaHA BOKPYT «s» TOTO Jie-
STeIIs, KOTOPOe, KakK 1 «s» B TpaKTaTax ToJICcToro,
HeceT Ha cebe OTUeTIVBHIV aBTOOVOT padprTiecKmit
OTIIeYaTOK:

...eCJIN A BVDKY TOJIMHHOE 3JI0[IeVICTBO VJIV
TIOTOK IIOJIMHHBIX 3JI0IeVICTB M HeT BO3MOX-
HOCTI OCTAaHOBUTHL €ro AYyII€eBHO-IYXOBHbIM
BO3/IEVICTBIEM, a A IOJIMHHO CBs3aH JIIOOOBBIO
" BOJIeVl C HavaJioM OoKecTBeHHOro 1o0pa He
TOJILKO 60 MHe, HO VI BHe MeHsA, — TO cJleflyeT Jin
MHe YMBITb PyKU, OTOUTV W IIPeJOCTaBUTh 3J10-
Je1o cBOOO Ty KOIIyHCTBOBATh U JIyXOBHO T'yOUTE,
VIV A1 JOJDKEH BMeIaThCs Vi Ipeceyb 3J10/1eVICTBO
dmsMYecKM cOpOTUBIIeHVIEM, VS CO3HATEeIb-
HO Ha OIIacHOCTh, CTpafaHue, CMepThb 1, MOXeT
ObITh, JaXke Ha yMaJleHMe ¥ VCKaKeHue Moell
Auynoi mpasegHOCTN? (TaM Xe, c. 65— 66; Kypcus
mon. — K.AL).

bortee Toro, Viibna TpeOyeT oT MOpasIbHOTO Jie-
ATeJIsl TIOCTOSTHHOM VI BCE yTITyOJIsIIOIericsl aBTo-
pedpirekcuy OTHOCUTENIBHO COOCTBEHHOTO JTyXOB-
HOI'O COCTOSHWS, aCKeTUYeCKOVI BHYTpPEeHHeN [1y-
XOBHOM pPabOTBl, IIPOBEPKM COBECTM, BKJIIOYAIO-
eVl TaHCTBO VICIIOBE/Y, C IIOMOIIBIO KOTOPOIro
OCYIIIeCTBJIIeTCSI BOCCTAaHOBJIEHVEe YMaJIeHHOV B
6oprbe co 3710M ITpaBeTHOCTIA

IIpencrasiisieTcsd, OHaKO, YTO KJIIOUeBOe I
BCell MOpaJIbHOVM KOHCTpyKumu VhibnHa ycsio-
Blle — HaJW4ye IIOIJIMHHON CBA3U «JII00OBBIO
U BOJIeVI C HayaJoM OoXXecTBeHHOro jo0pa» —
yTBepXXJaeTcsl 3/1eCh JIOTMaTUYecKy M He JIOITy-
cKaeT mmpobsemarmsarmn. JIroboe comHeHMe B ee
MO/JIMHHOCTY (KaK ¥ B UMCTOTe 3JI0JIeVICTBa 3J10-
fies)) HeM30eXXHO paspylllaeT KOHCTPYKIIMIO, CTa-
BUT IIpaBO WM JOJITI IpeceveHms 3JI0[eriCTBa IO,
BoIIpoc. MpIciieHHBIV KcIiepyMeHT VbrHa oka-

sanctifies the image of such a fighter against
evil by invoking the “guiding images” of
holy warriors: the Archangel Michael and St.
George (ibid., p. 123).

All this lays bare the polarities between Tol-
stoy and Ilyin. If, however, we were to try to
find similarities between them, they would
consist not in the content, but in the manner of
speaking. Following Tolstoy and contrary to
Solovyov, Ilyin deepens existential reflection
on the subjectivity of the moral agent. Ilyin’s
ultimate formula centres round the “I” of the
agent, which, like the “I” in Tolstoy’s tracts,
bears a clear autobiographical imprint:

[...] if I see true villainy or the flow of real
crimes, and there is no way to prevent it by a
psychospiritual effect, and I am truly bound
by love and will to the origin of divine good
not only in me but also outside of me, should I
wash my hands, back off and give the villain
the freedom to blaspheme and spiritually
destroy, or must I intervene and stop the evil
by physical resistance, going consciously
towards danger, suffering, death, and maybe
even the diminishment and distortion of my
own righteousness? (ibid., pp. 59-60; corrected
by Editor; my italics — K.A.).

Moreover, Ilyin demands from the moral
agent constant and ever deepening auto-re-
flection on his/her own spiritual state, ascetic
inner spiritual work, searching of his/her con-
science, respect for the sacrament of confession
which restores the righteousness diminished in
the struggle against evil.

In my opinion, however, the existence of a
genuine link “by love and the will with divine
good”, the key condition of Ilyin’s moral con-
struction, is asserted dogmatically and defies
problematisation. Any questioning of its valid-
ity (like the unalloyed wickedness of the vil-
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3bIBAETCS, €CJIVT MOYKHO TaK BBIPA3UTBCS, CAUUKOM
4ycmuviM: Ta OIpefesIeHHOCTh B o0pe 1 37le, KO-
TOPYIO OH paccMaTpMBaeT KaK yCJIOB/e BO3MOXKHO-
CTV CMJIOBOTO BMEIIIATeIIbCTBA, B JEVICTBUTEIILHO-
CTVI TIOUTY HUKOT/Ja He nMeeT MecTa. [TorbITKa vic-
II0JIb30BaTh Pe3yJIbTaT 3TOr0 MBICJIEHHOI'O 3KCIle-
PVIMeHTa Ha IIpaKTVKe JIOJDKHA BECTV IIPUIMEPHO
K CJIEZIYIOIIeN IlepecTaHOBKEe OCHOBHBIX JJaHHBIX:
NOCKOABKY 340 peasvHo u 004xkHO Obimb 60 umo Obvl
Mo HU CMAA0 OCMAHOBACHO U YHUUIMOXKEHO, XOMms
0bl U cua0tl, a ycaobuem MOpasbHOCHIU NpuMeHe-
HUA cuAbl 6 omHoweHuy 34a A6asemca npabedHocy
cybvexma, ergo, A Kax cy0vexm, NpuMeHAUWUN CULY
6 omHouleHUY NOOAUHHO20 344, NPU ycA08uu cobaio-
denus 6cex npabus u ycaobuil a6aawce npabedHsim
cybvexmom (kax u kaxowLil, Kmo cobat00aern onucan-
Hole npabuaa). Tem caMbiM aBTOpedpiekcus CyOb-
eKTa OKasbIBaeTcs 31ech (B OT/IMYMe OT TOJICTOB-
CKOVI ITOCTaHOBKM ITpO0JIeMbl) CyIIleCTBEHHO Orpa-
Hr9eHHOVL. DopMUIpYyIolIeecs 371ech CO3HaHVe MO-
KeT OBIThb 110 aHAJIOTMN C TerejIeBCKIM «HeCcdacT-
HBIM CO3HaHMEM» OXapaKTepr30BaHO KaK «CaMo-
yBepeHHOe CO3HaHMe», Ubs I1eJIbHOCTh ¥ yBepeH-
HOCTb B COOCTBEHHOVI MOpaJIbHOV IIPaBOTe OIIpa-
eTcs Ha BbITeCHeHMe 3aJIOKeHHBIX B er0 OCHOBa-
HVie MOPAJIbHO ITPO0JIeMaTTYHBIX MOMEHTOB.

PesysibTaToM CTaHOBSTCS BBIUJIEHEHIE U3 00-
IIlerl MacChl YeJjloBeuecTBa OJHO3HAUHO OIpere-
JIeHHBIX TPYIII 3j107leeB ¥ OOpIIOB CO 3JI0M (IO
CyTM HeJla, COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX IIOJIMTUYECKUM
rpyIIaM KpacHBIX ¥ OeIbIX) M pOMaHTM3allus
OEVICTBUVI IIOCJIETHVIX Yepe3 OITMCaHVe «Tparmde-
CKOVI CUTYal/», B KOTOPOVI OHU BbIHY>K[IEHBI I10-
CTYHAaTbCS CBOEVI IIPaBeIHOCTHIO payl CIIaceHMs
oOrmecta OT 371a. ToT aKT, UTO «IOCTYHNUTHCS
ITPaBeIHOCTHIO» O3HAYAeT 371eCh COBEPIIaTh HaCK-
JIvie U1 fake yOuBaTh, OKa3bIBAeTCs (B OT/IMYVIE OT
crarby 1914 ) OTOABMHYT Ha BTOPOVI IUIAH.

Wrax, VinbuH B cBoert kputuke TosicToro onm-
paetcs Ha apryMmeHTH! CoJloBbeBa V1 KaTeropvaib-
Hb anmapat KanTa u leresna. [Ipencrasiiss Tos-
CTOBCKYIO MOpaJIb KaK I'eZJOHVCTIYeCKYIO, OH IIbl-
TaeTcs yAepKaThCs Ha YpOBHe TOJICTOBCKOV II0CTa-
HOBKI ITpOOJIeMBI, OJHAKO B CBOeV aBTOpedIiek-
CUM CyIIeCTBeHHO eMmy ycTymaeT. Eciim mMopaiib-
HBIVI pyUropmsM TOJICTOrO 3acTaBiIsieT ero II0CTO-
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lain) inevitably destroys the structure and calls
in question the right and duty to stop an evil
act. Ilyin’s thought experiment turns out to be
too pure, as it were: the certainty concerning
good and evil which he sees as the condition of
the possibility of intervention by force, hardly
ever happens in reality. An attempt to use the
result of this thought experiment in practice
would lead to roughly the following redistri-
bution of the basic data: because evil is real and
must be stopped and destroyed, even if by force, and
the condition of morality of the use of force against
evil is the righteousness of the subject, then I as the
subject using force with regard to genuine evil, on
condition of compliance with all the rules and condi-
tions, am a righteous subject (like anyone who com-
plies with the written rules). Clearly the subject’s
auto-reflection here (as distinct from Tolstoy’s
approach to the problem) is significantly lim-
ited. The consciousness that emerges here can,
by analogy with Hegel’s “unhappy conscious-
ness”, be characterised as “self-confident con-
sciousness” whose integrity and assurance of
its moral righteousness is achieved by sweep-
ing the underlying morally problematic ques-
tions under the rug.

As a result, there emerge from the mass of
humanity clearly defined groups of villains and
fighters against evil (effectively corresponding
to political Reds and Whites), with the actions
of the latter romanticised through a descrip-
tion of their “tragic situation” in which they
have to forgo their righteousness to save soci-
ety from evil. The fact that “to forgo righteous-
ness” means to use violence and even to kill is
pushed into the background (in contrast to the
1914 article).

To sum up, Ilyin in his critique of Tolstoy
uses the arguments of Solovyov and the catego-
ries of Kant and Hegel. In presenting Tolstoyan
morality as hedonistic, he tries to match Tol-
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SIHHO CTaBUTB TI0JI BOIIPOC CBOIO ITPaBeIHOCTB, T10-
CTOSTHHO CTPEMUTHCS K VICIIPaBJIEHVIIO CBOEVI JKI3-
HVI, OYMIIIEHUIO ee OT 3JIa, TO MOPAJIbHBIVI PUTO-
pusM VnsnHa BeeT driocoda K yTBEPXKIAEHIIO
COOCTBEHHOVI ITPaBEIHOCTY, IIPOIIOBEnV OOpHOBI C
OOITIeCTBEHHBIM 3JI0M V1 TepOM3allii CBSI3aHHOTO
¢ atM Hacwms. [Ipu aTom VitenH TO onmpaeTrcs
Ha 2-10 POpPMyIIy KaTeropmdieckoro MMIiepaTrunsa,
TO OTOpachIBaeT ee, pacCMaTpyBasl dejloBeKa Kak
opyZaue yTBepKIeHMs PeJIUTVIO3HO OCBSIIIEHHOIO
HPaBCTBEHHOI'O MVIPOIIOPSI/IKA.

4.4. Pycckasa smuepayus
mexnoy Uavunvim u Toacmoim: H. A. Bepdaeb

Kuura VineuHa BbI3Bajia OypHYIO AVCKYCCUIO
B dmtocodpnn u MOyOoIMINUCTMKE PYCcCKOro 3a-
pyOexps'®, omHako Hamboilee STUYECKM IIPVH-
IWUINAIBHBIMY B 3TOV JAVICKYCCUM CJIeflyeT CUu-
TaTh KpuTuueckue petleHsun H.A. bepnsgesa u
3. H. T'nnmmyc. Ml He OyzeM aHaIM3MpoOBaTh MX
IIOIPOOHO, OTMETVM, OHAKO, YTO OHW, OCOOeH-
HO pereH3ns beprsieBa ¢ ToBOpAIIMM Ha3BaHVEM
«Kommap 3510r0 g00pa», OTpakaloT CyIlecTBeH-
HBIVI [IOBOPOT, COBEPIIVBIINTICS B MBIITUIEHUN He
TOJIBKO VIX aBTOPOB, HO ¥ psAfa APYTMUX PuiIoco-
dos, B ToM umciie @panka (bepases, 1926). Boico-
Kasl CTelleHb SMOLVIOHAJIBHOCTV 3TOVI PelleH3MM,
MIPOHWM3aHHON IIPOTECTOM ITPOTUB «KOIIMApPHO
VI My 9MTeIIbHOVI», TI0 BEIpakeHMIo beprisieBa, KHI-
ru ViibrHa, oOBsiCHSeTCSI TeM, UTO aBTOpP CIIOPUT
B HeVl He TOJIBKO CO CBOMIM OIIIOHEHTOM, HO 1 C Ca-
MVM cOOOVT — MHOT'Me CTPAaHMIIbI M3BECTHOV KHVI-
ru bepnseBa «Pwtocoduss HepaBeHcTBa» (1923)
NIPOHMKHYTHI MIAesIMI, BeCbMa OJIM3KMMM K KOH-
LIeTIIVY, U3JI0KeHHON B TpakTaTte VlibnuHa (bep-
nsies, 1923, c. 190—201).

'8 Boriplllasi 4acTh IIOJIEMMYECKMX MarTepuasoB cobpa-
Ha B v3gaam: (O conporusierum..., 2007). CMm. Taxke:
(M. A. VimeuH. .., 2004). AHasmiTdeckmit 0030p TOM I10-
stemukm cM.: (ITorrropartkmi, 1975). Hecmotpst Ha siBHBIE
cummnaTum [orrroparnikoro k ViiisuHy, 0630p gaeT 1oBoJIb-
HO 1IeJIOCTHYIO KapTMHY M 0cO00 OTMedaeT B paMKax pe-
JINTMO3HO-PWI0COMCKO JIMHMIM KpUTHKM mpen ViibrHa
cratby bepngesa u 3. H. I'mmmmyc. Tlocnennssi, omHako,
ocTaeTcs BHe paMOK Hamrero paccMorpenms. CM. Takke:
(EBnmamrmes, 1998, c. 197 —200).
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stoy’s level of treating the problems but falls
far short in his auto-reflection. While Tolstoy’s
moral rigour makes him constantly question
his own righteousness, seek to improve his life
and cleanse it of evil, Ilyin’s moral rigour is di-
rected towards asserting his own righteousness
and cleansing society’s life from evil, which
leads to glorification of the violence which this
involves. Ilyin alternately falls back on the sec-
ond formula of the categorical imperative or
casts it aside, regarding man as an instrument
in the assertion of a moral world order sancti-

fied by religion.

4.4. Russian Emigré Community
between Ilyin and Tolstoy: Nikolay Berdyaev

Ilyin’s book provoked a stormy debate in
the milieu of Russian émigré philosophers and
publicists.’ Still, the critical reviews of Niko-
lay Berdyaev and Zinaida Gippius stand out
from the ethical point of view. Without going
into details, let us point out that they, especially
Berdyaev’s review under the tell-tale title “The
Nightmare of the Evil Good”, reflect a pivot in
the thinking not only of their authors, but of
some other thinkers, including Frank (Berdya-
ev, 1926). Berdyaev’s emotionally charged
review, suffused with protest against this
“nightmarish and painful” book, challenges not
only the opponent, but the reviewer himself as
many pages of his famous book The Philosophy
of Inequality (1923) are informed with ideas very
similar to the concept set forth in Ilyin’s tract
(Berdyaev, 2015, pp. 223-237).

8 Most of these polemical materials are brought togeth-
er in Lisitsa (2007) and Evlampiev (2004). For analyti-
cal review of the polemic see Poltoratsky (1975). In spite
of Poltoratsky’s undisguised sympathy for Ilyin, the re-
view provides a comprehensive picture and singles out
the articles by Berdyaev and Gippius which contain a
religious-philosophical critique of Ilyin’s ideas. Gippi-
us, however, is beyond the scope of my article. See also
Evlampiev (1998, pp. 197-200).



OOGcy>xeHme 3TOro TpaKTaTa IpuBOANUT bepris-
eBa K HeOOXOIVMOCTY IIeEPeCMOTPeTh CBOEe OTHO-
mreHve K 3Tuke ToscToro m mmpobreMe COTpPOTMB-
jeHus 371y. Tak, B cBOeM IJIaBHOM 3TMYeCKOM TpakK-
TaTe «O HasHaueHUM YejioBeKa» beprses dakTu-
yvecky crleyeT TosicToMy B IIPpOTMBOIIOCTaBIIEHVIV
EBaHresis v MUPCKOV MOpaJsIu M IIPVCOeIVHSIeT-
cs K mpee HempoTusileHMs: «He mpoTusbest 31y
HacvyvieM. Mup e BUAUT JOOPO B IIPOTUBIIEHMV
371y HacwiIveM. <...> JIroOute Bparos Bamix, Oia-
TOCJIOBJISIVITE IIPOKJIMHAIOMIMX Bac. Mup e BU-
IWUT OOpO JINIIb B TOM, YTOOBI JIIOOUTE Apy3eit
CBOMX, a He Bparos. /1 IoToMy TOJIBKO XpUCTMAaH-
CTBO ITpOpbIBaeT Marmdeckuii Kpyr Mectm» (bep-
nses, 1931, c. 132). Henpasory TosicToro oH BugnT
JIVIITb B «KAHTMAHCKOV» VIHTEPIIpeTary 3TOro
IIPVHIINIIA KaK «IIpaBula», KaK «HOPMBI KV3HI»,
KOTOPOVI OH IIPOTVMBOIIOCTAaBJISeT «OCYyIIeCTBIle-
HIe coBepIlleHcTBa 1 HacTymuleHue Llapcrsa bo-
XKns» «Bo Xpucre 1 uepe3 Xpucta» (Tam xe).

OcnosHo ntadpoc 3TMKM 1o3aHero beprsesa —
B MJlee TParm4ecKoyl HepasperInMOoCT OCHOBHBIX
3TMYecKmx I1poosieM. V Bce ke, OKa3aBIINCH Ile-
pen, Bbioopom Mexny ToseTeiM v VITBMHBIM, MBIC-
JiTeIb (M BMecTe C HUM MHOI'Vie aBTOPbI SMUTpa-
LIVIV) pellInTesIbHO [iejlaeT IIOBOPOT B HOJIb3Y IIep-
Boro®. B pyciie sTOro mosopota jiexar u paboTsl
nosaHero OpaHka.

5. ITozpanit @paHK: HpaBCTBEHHOE
IOJIDKeHCTBOBaHMe B KOHTeKCTe
3TMKM CIIaCeHMs M IOJIUTUKW JIF0OBU

Otudgeckre paboTel mo3mHero MpaHkKa, B 0CO-
O6enHoCcTM «CBET BO TBbMe» W COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIE
pasmesibl  arosioreTMdecknx oudepkop «C Hamm
bor», MOXxHO paccMarpuBaTrh B TOM 4MCyIe KakK II0-
IBITKY CO3IaHMS PeaCTUYeCcKOVl XPUCTMAaHCKON
3TUKY, aJIbTEPHATVBHO U 3TUKe HeIlIpOTBIIeHs
ToricToro, 1 coyTlOBLEBCKOMY SMOTUBU3MY, U TUKE
cwibl VibuHa, M Tparmdeckom 3TuKe beprsesa.

19 C 91OV TOUKM 3peHMS ITPELCTABIISeTCS OUeHb YIIPOIIeH-
HOVI YHUUIIMPOBaHHAs TpaKToBKa apryMmeHToB Bir. Co-
nosbeBa, H. @. ®enoposa, H. A. Bepnsesa n V1. A. VinpnHa
B paborte: (I'entbcpory, 2008).
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The discussion around this tract prompts
Berdyaev to reappraise his attitude to Tolstoy’s
ethics and the problem of nonresistance to evil.
In his main ethical tract The Destiny of Man he
practically concurs with Tolstoy in juxtapos-
ing the Gospel and secular morality view and
supports the idea of nonresistance: “Do not
resist evil by force. But the world thinks it
a good thing to resist evil by force. [...] Love
your enemies, bless them that curse you. But
the world thinks it good to love one’s friends
only and not one’s enemies. This is why Chris-
tianity alone breaks through the vicious cir-
cle of vengeance” (Berdyaev, 1993, c. 124). He
only faults Tolstoy over his “Kantian” interpre-
tation of this principle as the “rule”, “a norm
of life” which he counters with the realisation
of “perfection of the Heavenly Father” and the
advent of the Kingdom of God “in and through
Christ” (ibid.).

The main thrust of the later Berdyaev ethics
is the idea of the tragic irresolvability of the
main ethical problems. Even so, faced with a
choice between Tolstoy and Ilyin, Berdyaev
(along with many émigré authors) comes down
four square on the side of the former.” The lat-
er works of Frank follow the same trend.

5. Later Frank: Moral Ought
in the Context of the Ethic of Salvation
and the Policy of Love

The ethical works of the later Frank, most
notably The Light Shineth in the Darkness and
the corresponding chapters of the apologetic
essays, God with Us, can be seen, among oth-
er things, as an attempt to create a realistic
Christian ethic that would be an alternative

¥ From that point of view, lumping together the argu-
ments of Vladimir Solovyov, Nikolay Fedorov, Nikolay
Berdyaev and Ivan Ilyin in Gelfond (2008) is a simplis-
tic approach.
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K momenTy HammcaHmsl 3Tux paboTt” ero Hpas-
CTBEHHBIVI OIBIT OBbUI OOOraIieH IepeXyBaHVIEM
IIBYX MVUPOBBIX BOVIH, peBoJIroLmm 1 I'paskmaHcKom
BOVIHBI B Poccrn, pabotort dpustocoda-meavicta B
dopMMPYIOIIMXCS COBETCKMX Hay4HO-PmI0cod-
CKMX cTpyKTypax (cm.: Cunopus, 2021), msraanvieM
u3 Poccuy, yyacTreM B IIepKOBHBIX ¥ IIOJINTIYeE-
CKVIX JIVICKYCCVSIX SMUTPaLVIV, XV3HBIO eBpesd B Ha-
LIMCTCKOM FepMaHMM VI OKKYIIMPOBAaHHOV HeMIIa-
My @pannym. HeyamBuTeibHO, 9TO co3aBaemast
VIM B KOHIIe XXV3HM XPUCTMAHCKas 3TMKa OKa3blBa-
eTcsl ortocpesioBaHa CyIlleCTBeHHO Ootee 11y OoKo,
ueM B paHHMX paboTax, pedpiekcriert OTHOCHTeSTb-
HO 0a30BBIX CTPYKTYP MOPaJIBHOIO CyObeKTa 1 ero
dyHIaMeHTaJIBHOV XIM3HEHHOV CUTYalUNL.
Tosicrom B 3TMX paboTax yroMuHaeTcs JIUIIb
eIVIHOX/IbI U JI0BOJIbHO KpuTu4HO. C O1HOV CTO-
ponrl, dpaHK yTBepXJaeT IIPaBOTYy «TOJICTOB-
CTBa» B TOM, UTO «HMKAaKMM HacwIVeM ¥ IPUHY-
AUTeIbHBIM 00y3/aHVeM HeJlb3s HY CYITHOCTHO
IIPEeoIOJIeTh 3710, HV CYIITHOCTHO O3I0POBUTE MUP»
(Ppank, 2011a, c. 226). CobcTBeHHOE yUeHVe «O
6oprde co 3710M 11000BBIO» PpaHK HpUpaBHMBA-
eT K IIPUHIINITY «He IIPOTUBBCS 3710My». OgHaKo,
C IpyTrovi CTOPOHBI, 31eCh K€ OH IIPSIMO yKas3bIBa-
€T Ha JIOKHOCTh TOJICTOBCKOVI OyKBaJIbHOVI IHTEP-
IpeTalyy OCJIeIHero, Moapa3yMeBaroIei «oes-
YCJIOBHOE 3aIlpeleHye BCAKMX HacWJILCTBEHHBIX
deticmBuil VIVt BOOOITIe AEVICTBUTI 3eMHOTO TIOPSiI-
Ka B Oopwbe co 3mom» (Ppank, 20116, c. 675, cp.:
®pank, 2011a, c. 229). Bmecte ¢ Tem BiusiHme Toi-
CTOrO He cJleflyeT HelOOLeHWMBaTh: ITpeJICTaBIIsd-
eTcs, uTo HaMeueHHass PpaHkoM B Haudaste «Cae-
Ta BO ThMe» KPUTWMKA «CaMOYBEPEHHOCTI BCSIKOVI
OOBEKTMBHOV OOrOCIIOBCKOVI CHCTEMBI», IIpefjla-
raeMbIVI ITOCTIEITHVIM TIOVICK «peAu2U03HO aKmyalb-
Hblx “morMaToB”... KOTOpble Jamt Obl HaM IIpodY-
HYI0O HpPaBCTBEHHYIO OIIOpy B XW3HW» (PpaHK,
2011a, c. 6, 9) B 3HAUMTEIILHOV CTEIIEHM VICXOIUT
U3 TOJICTOBCKOTO MMIyJIbca. Ero nmoHmmaHme omn-
niosunium Berxoro 1 HoBoro 3aBsera, mantaon B Ha-
TOPHOVI ITPOIIOBE/IN, VI COOTBETCTBYIOIINX 3arloBe-
mevt XpvicTa, KOTOpBIe «CyThb He IIpaBWIa IIOBeJIe-

? VIcTOpUIO MX CO3/TaHM U CBsI3aHHbBIe C HYMMY apXV/BHbIe
Marepuasibl cM.: (Asiste, Oboresuny, Pessrix, 2021).
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to Tolstoy’s ethic of nonresistance, Solovyov’s
emotiveness, Ilyin’s ethic of force and the trag-
ic ethics of Berdyaev. By the time these works
were written® his moral experience had been
enriched by two world wars, the Russian revo-
lution and Civil War, the idealist philosopher’s
work in newly-forming Soviet philosophical
institutions (see Sidorin, 2021), expulsion from
Russia, church and political discussions in the
émigré community and the life of a Jew in Nazi
Germany and German-occupied France. Not
surprisingly, the Christian ethic he was devel-
oping toward the end of his life rested on a
much deeper reflection on the basic structures
of the moral subject and his fundamental life
situation than we find in his early works.

In these works Tolstoy is mentioned only
once, and in a rather critical way at that. On the
one hand, he affirms “Tolstoyism” in that “no
compulsion or repression can essentially over-
come evil or essentially heal the world and gen-
erate good in the world” (Frank, 1989, p. 126).
Frank associates his own teaching on “fighting
evil with love” with the principle “do no resist
evil”. However, on the other hand, in the same
breath he declares that the literal interpretation
of this principle is false: “an absolute prohibi-
tion to use any forcible action or any worldly
kind of means for resisting evil” (Frank, 1946,
p- 190, cf. 1989, pp. 128-129). Still, the influence
of Tolstoy should not be underestimated: There
is much of the Tolstoyan impulse in Franks’s
critique of the “self-assurance of all objective
theological systems”, and his proposed search
for “religiously contemporary ‘dogmas’ [...]
that could give us solid moral support in life”
(Frank, 1989, pp. XX, XXI) His interpretation of
the opposition between the Old and the New
Testaments in the Sermon on the Mount and
the corresponding Commandments which “are
not rules of behavior, but principles determin-

» For the history of these works and associated archive
materials see Alyaev, Obolevich and Rezvykh (2021).



HI¢, a Hadasla, OIlpezlesIsroliye IIpaBsibHoe GHY-
mpentee Ovimue deriopeka» (Tam xe, c. 242), Takxe
IIpefICTaBIsIeT COOOVI ITOMBITKY MBICJITH BMECTe C
TorcTeiv, HO ipoTus Tosicroro.

Hanporus, nMma Kanra ynommnaercs dpan-
KOM HEeOIHOKPAaTHO, IpuyeM, KaK IIpaBuIo, IMeH-
HO B CBSI3U C KaTeTOPUYeCcK/M MMIIepaTUBOM VI
OmmskuMM K Hemy mHoHsATUAMM. Tak, dpustocod
COIIOCTaBJIeT ONBITHYIO OCHOBY XPMCTMAHCKOIO
yueHMs o BceMmoryiectse bora n yyenne Kanra
«O BCeroOeXIaroIIIel! MIeaIbHO cryle Oe3yciIoB-
HOTO HPaBCTBEHHOro 3akoHa» (Tam ke, c. 85). B
TOM Xe Kitoge DpaHK cTpoUT cBoe 0OOCHOBaHME
«HPABCTBEHHOT'O PUTOpM3Ma», MIen «abCOTI0OTHO-
CTV HPaBCTBEHHOTIO J10JIra»: «[0j10c coBecTt — Be-
JIeHVe BEePXOBHOV, MIeaJIbHO BCEMOIYINEV BOJIV
Boxwuert — TpebyeTr Oecripekoc/I0BHOTO IOBMHOBE-
HMs Y IOTOMY He3aBWUCUM HU OT KaKMX SMIIPU-
uveckmx ycsiopui» (Tam xe, c. 276). Vimenno Kant
OKa3bIBAETCS €ro IIPOBOIHIKOM B IIOVICKE VICTOKOB
HPaBCTBEHHOV XXWM3HU B «IyXOBHOM CTpO€ BHY-
TpeHHero ObITNS, HPaBCTBEHHOM COCTOSIHUN de-
soBeka» (Tam xe, c. 250).

B TO Xe BpeMs KaHTOBCKasi MHTepIIpeTals
HpPaBCTBEHHOV XXWM3HU B CBeTe «KaTeropnyiecko-
ro MMIlepaTyBa» KaK «BeJIeHWS Oe3yCIIOBHOTO»,
«OIVMHAKOBO 00s13aTeJIbHOrO ISl BCeX JIIOIIEeN», CO-
OTBETCTBYeT CKOpee BeTXO3aBeTHOMY CO3HaHUIO,
Y Ha TOM e ypOBHe OCTaeTCs, MOXXHO IIpeIio-
10X Th, BMecTe ¢ KarnToMm Toscron. Kak rosrara-
eT dpaHK, TosIbKO anocTon IlaBesr oTKpeUI, 4TO
OTKpOBeHVe XpVCTa «OIpe[iesIsieT YeJlOBeUecKyIo
KI3Hb He B opMe 3aKOHa IToBeJleH s, a B popme
VICKYIUISIIOIIEN M criacaroient oyarogartit...» (Tam
Xe, c. 239—-240).

31ech OTKpbIBaeTCsl IMyTh K YIIyOJIeHMio Mo-
paneHO pedpriekcum. «CoOJIOBBEBCKIe» KOHIIETI-
1y GorovesiopevecTsa ¥ BCeeATHCTBA [TO3BOJISIIOT
MBICJIVITEJTIO, C OJTHOV CTOPOHBI, 0OpaTnTh BHMMA-
Hyle Ha «O0ro4esiopeuecKkylo OCHOBY 4eJIOBeUeCcKO-
ro OBITMS» M «BHYTPEHHIOI B3alIMOCBSI3aHHOCTD
uestopeueckmx gy (Tam xe, c. 123, 215), a c gpy-
roVl — CVJIbHee IIpOouyBCTBOBaTh, BCJIeT, 3a arloCTo-
mamu Ilasmom m VloaHHOM, BJIacTh «rpexa» WJIN
«IUIOTV» HaJl 4eJIOBEKOM B IO HbIHeIITHEM «MUp-
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ing the right inner being of man” (ibid., p. 135),
also represent an attempt to think along with
and not against Tolstoy.

By contrast, Frank mentions Kant by name
more than once, usually in connection with the
categorical imperative or related concepts. For
example, he compares the experiential basis of
the Christian teaching on God’s omnipotence
and Kant’s teaching on “the all-conquering
ideal force of the absolute moral law” (ibid.,
p. 43). In the same vein Frank grounds “moral
rigour” and “absoluteness of moral duty”:
“The voice of conscience, the command of the
supreme, ideally all-powerful will of God, de-
mands complete obedience and is therefore in-
dependent of all empirical conditions” (ibid.,
p. 154). Kant is his spiritual guide in the search
for the sources of moral life in “the spiritu-
al order of inner being,” in “the moral state of
man” (ibid., p. 139).

At the same time Kant’s interpretation of
moral life in the light of the categorical imper-
ative as “unconditional command” “equally
obligatory for all people” chimes rather with
Old Testament consciousness, and there Tol-
stoy is arguably in harmony with Kant. Frank
believes that only the apostle Paul discovered
that Christ’s “revelation determines human
life not in the form of a law of behavior but
in the form of redeeming and saving grace”
(ibid., p. 133).

This paves the way for deepening moral re-
flection. Solovyovian concepts of God-man-
hood and all-unity enable him, on the one
hand, to draw attention to “the Divine-human
ground of the human being” (ibid., p. 123) and
the “inner mutual connectedness of human
souls” (ibid., p. 119) and, on the other hand, be-
come imbued, following St. Paul and St. John,
with a sense of the power of “sin” and “flesh”
over the human being in his/her present
worldly state as something universal, but in-
herently wrongful, something that needs to be
overcome.
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CKOM» COCTOSIHMM KaK HeUYTO YHUBepcaIbHOe, HO
PV 3TOM KapAVMHAIBHO HEIOJDKHOe, ITIofJIeXa-
I1lee ITPeOIOJIEHIIO.

DTUKa A0ira, TaKMM o0pas3oM, TpaHcOopMuU-
pyeTcs, HO He B SMOTMBU3M, a B 3K3MCTEHIIa/Ib-
HYIO 3TUKY CIIaceHMs], B paMKaX KOTOPOV CyOBeKT
pedpiiekcpyeT OTHOCUTEIIBHO YCIJIOBUI BO3MOX-
HOCTM 3TOrO aKTa-IIpoliecca ¥ COOTBETCTBYIOMINX
eMy IpakTUK. D1Tn ycsiosus @paHk dpopMysmpy-
€T B By/le Habopa OCHOBHBIX «/IBOVICTBEHHOCTEV»:
VIHAVBUIYAJIVICTUYECKOTO ¥ KOJUIEKTUBUCTCKO-
TO IOHVMaHVS YeJIOBEYeCKOrO CYIIeCTBOBAHNS,
«KM3HU B bore m XM3HM B IUIeHYy y Mupa cero».
B pesysnbrare «OOMIHOCTH CyABOBI YeIOBEUECKVIX
YT KacaeTcs OIVIHAKOBO KaK JOCTVDKEHMVI, TaK U
HeMOIIIeVl 1 IPexoB YeJloBedecKov ITpupoabb (Tam
xe, c. 215; cp.: VInibun, 1925, c. 147). Camo criaceHMe
MBICJIVITCS TPV 3TOM ¥ IMMaHEHTHO, KaK «IyXOB-
HOe BO3POXIIEHWeE, IIPOCBeTIIeHIe, YKpeIUIeHve»
(@pank, 2011a, c. 217), n TpaHCLEHIEHTHO, KakK
«BKJIIOUEHVIe B OOIIlee IIapCTBO CIIaCEHHOTO, ITPO-
cBersieHHOro ObITvs» (Tam ke, c. 212), mpuaeMm
«nepcoHatucmuyeckoe TIOHVMAHMe CIIaceHMs CO-
yeTaeTcs C... YHubepcasusmom yXOBHOTO OBITS»,
CIIaCeHMIO ITOMJIEXXNUT He TOJIBKO «JesloBevecKast
AUYHOCL BO BCEVI eIVMHCTBEHHOCTY, HEIIOBTOPW-
MOCTM I COKPOBEHHOCTVI 3TOrO Haydasia», HO VI MUP
B 11€JI0M KakK BceenHCTBO (Tam xe, c. 217).

W3 3TOrOo Hasiee BbITEKAET BOVICTBEHHOCTD CTO-
AITNX TIepel] YeJIOBeKOM 3a7ad M COOTBETCTBYIO-
VX UM IIpakTuK: «Hapsmy c sagadent uaTu cob-
CTBEHHBIM ITyTeM K DBory... uesioBek mMeer erie
HACYIIHYIO 3a7jady [IeVICTBEHHO COyYaCTBOBAThb
B COAU0APHOM 0300pobaeHUU U cnACeHUU MUpa». DTa
TIOCJIeHSST HaJlaraeT Ha Hero HPaBCTBEHHYIO OT-
BETCTBEHHOCTH He TOJIBKO 3a €ro JINYHYIO I'PeXOB-
HOCTb, HO U 3a «OOIIYI0 I'PexOBHOCTb Mupa» (Tam
Xe, ¢. 218). Takuim 06pa3oM, 371ech BHOBb BO3HIKAeT
3TVIKA JI0JITa, HO Y)Ke BHYTpPM OOIIeV paMKM 3TH-
KV CIIaCeHMs: VICIIOJIHEHMe I0JIra B OTHOIIEHWN
MMpa OKa3bIBAeTCs YCIIOBVEM CITACeHVIs], 1y XOBHO-
'O O3[IOPOBJIEHIS VI BO3POXKIIEHVIS JTMIHOCTI. [ Tpnt
3TOM CaMO OTHOIIIeHVIe K MVPY ¥, COOTBETCTBEH-
HO, IIyTh peayIn3aliuy JI0jIra CHOBA OKAa3bIBAIOTCS
nBovicTBeHHBIMY. DpaHK IIperjiaraeT pasIndarb

The ethic of duty is thus transformed, not
into emotivism but rather into an existential
ethic of salvation within which the agent re-
flects on the conditions of the possibility of
this act-process and the corresponding prac-
tices. Frank formulates these conditions as a set
of basic “dualities”: the individualist and col-
lectivist concept of human existence, life “in
God” and “life in captivity of this world”. As
a result, “[t]his commonality of the fate of hu-
man souls refers both to the achievements and
to the weaknesses and sins of human nature”
(ibid., p. 120; cf. Ilyin, 2018, pp. 140-141). Salva-
tion is thought both immanently, as “spiritu-
al rebirth, illumination, strengthening” (Frank,
1989, p. 121), and transcendentally, as “its in-
clusion into the universal kingdom of saved,
illuminated being” (ibid., p. 118), with “the per-
sonalistic idea of salvation [...] combined with
the universalism of spiritual being”; what is to
be saved is not only “the human personality in
all its uniqueness and mystery”, but the whole
world as all-unity (ibid., p. 121).

From this follows the duality of the human
being’s tasks and the corresponding practices:
“Together with the task of following his own
path to God [...], man also has the urgent task
of actively participating in the common healing
and salvation of the world”. The latter makes him
personally responsible not only for his person-
al sinfulness, but for “the common sinfulness of
the world” (ibid., p. 121). Here the ethic of duty
crops up again, but this time within the general
framework of the ethics of salvation: the fulfill-
ing of duty to the world turns out to be a condi-
tion of salvation, of spiritual improvement and
rebirth of the personality. The attitude to the
world, and thus the way toward fulfilling duty,
again, is dual. Frank distinguishes “the task of
genuine, essential salvation and the task of simple
protection from evil” (ibid., p. 125).
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«MeXIy 3amadeit 1no0AuUHH020, CYUHOCIHO20 Cha-
CeHus VI 3aadert IIPOCTOTO 02PAXO0eHUs O 344...»
(Tam xe, c. 225).

VI3 3Tux 3amad niepBasi IIpaKTUYeCcKy COBIIajia-
eT C 3a7ladert JINYHOIO HPaBCTBEHHOI'O COBEPIIIeH-
CTBa, IIpefICTaBIsIeT CODOVI ero MPOoeKINIo B cpepy
MEeXJIMTYHOCTHBIX OTHOIIEHWTL. DTOr0, OIHAKO, He-
ZIOCTaTOYHO /15l pellleHns: BTopovt 3aj1aun. Hpas-
CTBEHHBIVI OMBIT FOBOPUT HaM O «HEJOCTaTOYHO-
CTU WiIn cj1abocTy OJ1arofaTHBIX CUJI B KadecTBe
AMIIUPUYECKUX CUL, 3PPEKTUBHO eVICTBEHHBIX
B Mupe...» (Tam xe, c. 227—228). Tem cambIM TIpa-
BOMEPHBIM CTAaHOBUTCS BOIIPOC O CIIeIYecKom
dopme, KOTOPYIO B 3TMX paMKax IIPUHMMaeT Halll
JI0JIT, 3a4aCTYIO CBSI3aHHBIN C «MMUPCKVMM CIIOCO-
OGamyt OopwuObBI». IlpmxommTcss mpw3HATH, 9TO OH
«BBIHYK/IaeT Hac CKopee OpaTh Ha CBOIO COBECTHb
epex, 4eM, OJIrofisd HaIly JIMYHYIO YUCTOTY U CBSI-
TOCTB, M3-3a 0Oe3eVICTBIS OKa3aThCs ITOBMHHBIM B
TOp)KecTBe B MUIpe 371a, C KOTOPbIM MBI He BCTYTIN-
1 B 60pp0y» (Tam xe, c. 228 —229).

VIMeHHO Ha 3TMX OCHOBaHMSIX CTPOUTCH aJIb-
HeriIllee onmoHMpopaHve MpaHKa XPUCTUAHCKO-
My TaludusMy ¥ VMMEHHO B 3TOM ITyHKTe ero
MBICJIb (HO He puTopuKal) B HarOoJIbIIert CTelleHNn
npubsvokaeTcs K Mblcim VibnHa. B To ke Bpems
371ech HeOOXOIVIMO OTMETUTD PAJT, CYIIIeCTBeHHBIX
OTJIVY WL

1. IIpuMeneHMe cWIBI B paMKax MUPCKOIO CO-
nporusiieHus 31y PpaHK, B ominune ot Vnbu-
Ha 1 CoJioBbeBa, MBICJIUT WCKITIOUMTEIIBHO KaK
TIeVICTBYIe «IIPOTUB BOJIV», B paMKax MpWHIIMIA
«HaVIMEeHBIIIero 3J1a» U JaXke, KaK OH BbIpakaeTcs,
«COCMOAHUA KpauHeu Heobxo0uMocmu» (Tam e,
c. 233)*.

2. Bcakoe mposiBrieHVe 371a B IPYIrOM 4YeJioBe-
ke dpaHK IpesjIaraeT paccMaTpMBaTh KaK «MATOT
CBOETO YIIyIeHWs B MCIIOJIHEeHUN [JoJIra JIF00BI»
(Tam xe, c. 222).

3. dpaHK B SIBHOM BJie BO3BpalliaeTcs K rapa-
aurMe pusMIecKoro HacuyIns, 4To MO3BOJISeT eMy

2 Cp. aHanmm3 3TOTO «MHMMOTO» TipaBa v Karra (AA 06,
S. 235—236; Kanrt, 2014, c. 103), c koTopsIM rTof1X071 Ppan-
Ka SBHO IepeKMKaercs: o0a ITOIUepKMBAIOT HaIMdie
0OBEKTVIBHOVI MOPAJIbHOVI BUHBL, IIPVICY TCTBYIOIIEN B CO-
OTBETCTBYIOIINX JAeVICTBUSIX.
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Of the two tasks the first practically coin-
cides with the task of personal moral improve-
ment, being its projection onto the sphere of
inter-personal relations. This, however, is not
enough to solve the second task. Moral expe-
rience shows the “[i]nsufficiency or weakness
of the powers of grace in the capacity of em-
pirical powers effectively acting in the world”
(ibid., p. 126). This raises the legitimate question
of the specific form our duty acquires in this
framework as it often implies “worldly means
of struggle”. We have to admit that it “com-
pels us to take the burden of sin upon our con-
science and not to observe our personal purity
in a situation where we would be responsible,
by our inaction, for the triumph of evil in the
world” (ibid., p. 127).

It is on these grounds that Frank goes on to
challenge Christian pacifism and it is on this
point that his thinking (but not his rhetoric!)
comes closest to Ilyin’s. However, some essen-
tial differences need to be pointed out.

1. Unlike Ilyin and Solovyov, Frank consid-
ers the use of force as part of worldly struggle
against evil to be “against one’s will, according
to the principle of the lesser evil and even in a
“state of extreme necessity” (ibid., p. 130).*

2. Frank suggests that any manifestation of
evil in another person should be seen “as a re-
sult of the failure of one’s duty of love” (ibid.,
p.- 123).

3. Frank explicitly goes back to the para-
digm of physical violence, which enables him
once more to stress the status both of the victim
and the criminal as an end in itself (ibid., p. 125-
127).2

2 Cf. Kant’s analysis of this “imagined” right (AA 06,
pp. 235-236; Kant, 1996b, pp. 391-392), which is clearly
echoed in Frank’s approach: both stress the presence of
objective moral guilt in such actions.

2 On the need for “a humane relation to the criminal”
on the part of the state, on “the active fruitful respect for the
sanctity of man” as the key motive of the “politics of love”
see Frank (1989, p. 138, 152).
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BHOBb aKIIeHTVPOBaTh CTaTyC W JKE€PTBbI, U IIpe-
CTyIHMKa Kak mesu B cebe (Tam xe, c. 227—-228)>.

4. ObBa aBTOpa pasgesIsioT ONVCAHHOe BBIIIe
IIpefcTaBjIieHVe O «KPYyTrOBOVI IIOPYKe» JIIOHeV B
moOpe u 311e, omHaKo 115t PdpaHKa OHO He BIeYeT
3a cobort TpeOoBaHMsA OeCKOMIIPOMICCHON OOPh-
OBl C JTI00BIM IIPOSIBIIEHVIEM «3J1a», HO, HAIIPOTWUB,
IlerlaeT HEBO3MOXKHOV OJTHO3HAYHOCTH B OIIperie-
JIEHUW POJIeVl «Teposi» 1 «3JI0fes», KOTOPYIO Ya-
CTO CTaBU/IM B BUHY VUIBMHY, 3acTaBjiseT ero
IIpeXze BCero CUMTaTh IIpeaMeTOM aHaIn3a 3710
B cebe camMOM.

5. Oba aBTOpa (a Takxe beprses) ykaspiBaloT Ha
TparMyecKmy XapakTep BBIHYKIEHHOIO IIpery-
MIPeXIAOIIero HaCUJIVs M TIOJIOKeHMs ero cyOb-
ekTa. OgHako B ominune oT Vnbnua dpaHk oT-
Ka3bIBAeTCS OT BCAKOV €0 pOMaHTM3alNM, YeTKO
OITpeziesIsisl HacuyIve KaK Ipex, KOTOPBIV «00peMe-
HsieT JIyLIy» 1 HeM30eXHO VMeeT «HeyMBbIIIIeH-
Hble BpeHble cyiefacTBs» (Tam xe, c. 237).

6. Mopanbhbmn nypusMm y OpaHka HallpabjieH
BOOOIIIe He Ha fevicTBie (Kak y TosicToro) u He Ha
coctosiHMe obmlectBa (kak y VibuHa), oTHOCH-
TEJIPHO KOTOPBIX OH, HAIIPOTWB, IPUAEPKIBaeT-
CSI TOUKM 3pEeHMSI «MOPaJIbHOTO KOMITPOMVICCa», a
Ha COCTOSHWe cCaMOro MOPaJIbHOIO CyObeKTa, 11
KOTOPOTO 3aBeT O JIIOOBY K OJIVDKHEMY «OCTaeTcs
TPV BCeX KM3HEHHBIX ITOJIOKEHVISIX. .. A0COAI0MHO
HeHAPYUUMbIM» — B IIPOTUBOIIOJIOKHOCTD VIIbn-
HY, TOCBSTUBILIEMY IeJIyIO IJIaBy PacCy>kKIeHWIO
0 «rpaHmIiax 100> (Tam e, c. 247; cp.: VnpuH,
1925, c. 127-135). Y ®dpaHKa, HaIIpOTMB, JIIOOOBB
CTaBUT BHYTPEHHIOIO T'PaHMUILy BHEIIHeN Oopb-
Oe co 3710M, He pa3MBIKaeT, a U3HYTPU B3pPbIBaeT
3aMKHYTBIVI KPyT HacMJIUsS M MeCTH, OIlpefesisgeT
He TOJIBKO JIMYHOe OTHOIIIeHVe K OJIVDKHeMY, HO 1
«TIOJTUTVIKY».

7. Ho, MOXeT OBbITh, I7IaBHBIM OTJINYVIEM [IBYX
TTOIIXO/IOB sIBJIsieTCsl TO, uTo PpaHK BooOIIIe He Te-
MaTu3upyeT «Oopb0y cO 3J7I0M» B KauecTBe IIeH-
TPaJIbHOTO ITpeIMeTa CVCTEMBI ITWYECKOV MBIC-

2 O HeoOXOIVIMOCTH «4eJIOBEYHOrO OTHOIIIEHVIS VI YBaKe-
HWMS K JIMYHOCTY IIPECTYIIHVIKa» CO CTOPOHBI FOCYIapCTBa,
O «IIOYMTaHWMI CBSTHIHV YeI0BeKa» KaK OIpeIeIIIionieM
MOTVIBE «IIOJINTVIKM JIF0OBI» cM.: (PpaHK, 20114, c. 248, 273).
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4. Both authors share the idea of “collective
responsibility” of human beings in good and
evil, but for Frank it does not entail the demand
for uncompromising struggle against any man-
ifestation of “evil but, on the contrary, makes
it impossible to unambiguously determine the
roles of “hero” and “villain,” a sin Ilyin was
frequently accused of, making one see evil in
oneself as the prime object of analysis.

5. Both authors (as well as Berdyaev) stress
the tragic character of forced pre-emptive vio-
lence and the situation of its subject. Howev-
er, unlike Ilyin, Frank refuses to romanticise it,
clearly defining violence as a sin which “bur-
dens the soul” and inevitably has “unintended
harmful consequences” (ibid., p. 132).

6. In general, Frank’s purism is not directed
at action (as with Tolstoy) or at the state of so-
ciety (as with Ilyin) where he, on the contrary,
advocates “moral compromise”, but at the
state of the moral subject for whom “the com-
mandment ‘love thy neighbor as thyself’ is ab-
solutely inviolable for all situations of life” (ibid.,
p- 138) — as opposed to Ilyin who devotes a
whole chapter to discussing “the limits of love”
(cf. Ilyin, 2018, pp. 121-127). With Frank, on the
contrary, love marks an internal boundary of
struggle against evil, it does not disconnect, but
blows up the vicious circle of violence and re-
venge from within and determines not only the
personal attitude to one’s neighbour, but also to
“politics”.

7. But perhaps the main difference of the
two approaches is that Frank does not regard
the “struggle against evil” as being central to
ethical thought, as does Ilyin in his book, but
considers it in a broader, positive context of do-
ing good, active help for those who are close to
oneself as a manifestation of the light of Christ
shining in the darkness of the world.



JIVL, KaK 3TO caertast VIJIbiH B cBOeVl KHUTe, HO pac-
cMaTpvBaeT ee Kak JIVIITb OVH 13 TOIIOCOB B 0O-
jlee IIVPOKOM TO3UTVMBHOM KOHTEKCTe OJ1aroTso-
peHmsl, aKTYBHOV ITOMOIIIV OJIVDKHMM KaK IIPOsIB-
JIeHMs cBeTa XPUCTOBa, CBETSIIETO BO ThMe MIpa.

ITosryuaet j1u1 30eCch OTBET BOIIPOC O BO3MOYKHO-
CTV YCTAHOBJIEHMSI TPAaHMUIIBI IIpaBeHOrO Hacu-
mmsA? Oteer PpaHKa B TOM, UTO HacwIvie HU IIpU
KaKMX 0OCTOSTeNIbCTBaX He MOXET CTaTh IIpaBesl-
HBIM (1 3Ty HeIlpaBeJHOCTb OH aKIeHTUpyeT B
3HauYMUTeJIbHO OosIbIlIent cTereHy, yeM VibnH mim
CoroBreB, mpubivkasice K ToJIcToMY), HO MOXeT,
ocmabBascy HenpaBedHsiM, OKa3aTbCs BbiHYKOEHHBIM
(v 3meck OH, HANIPOTMB, YXOIUT OT TosicToro 1 oT-
yvactu ripubimokaercs K CostoseeBy). Byaydn Tpe-
OoBaHMeM [0JIra, JIEVICTBYE B TAKOW CUTyalmm He
JIOITyCKaeT BO3MOXKHOCTV pallyiOHaJIbHOV (POpMy-
JIMPOBKM o0111ero npaswia. BMecto atoro ®dpank
IleJIaeT OCHOBHOVI aKIIeHT Ha BHY TPEeHHEM COCTOSI-
HUW JINYHOCTY VI BBOOUT HOBOE IIOHSATIE — T'OBO-
PUT O «UeA0CHTHOM peuieHUul MOPaLbH020 AaKma»,
IIOMOTAIOITEM «B JAHHBIX KOHKPETHBIX YCIIOBUSIX
HAVITV VICXOfI, HAuMeHee 00peMeHeHHblil epexoBHo-
cmoio» (Tam xe, c. 234).

Taxm obpasom, B 1940-e rr. dpaHK Hpenia-
raeT IOIXOI, BO MHOrOM OJIV3KMV K €r0 PaHHVM
uaesM: OyKBaJIbHOe TIOHMMaHMe IIPUHIINIIA He-
IIPOTWMBJIEHNS, OCHOBAHHOE Ha MOPaJIbHOVI OIleH-
Ke KOHKPEeTHOIO TIOCTYIIKA, ¥ 37eCh 3aMeHseTCs
OLIEHKOVI «BHYTPEHHEero CTPOsl AyIIV» (KOTOPBIV,
KOHEUHO, y>Ke He CBOIVTCS TOJIBKO K «MOPaJIbHBIM
4yBCTBaM»), HO IIPVHINII «HacWIVie Iy pHO» OCTa-
etrcd B cwie. OnHako, B oTimume ot crareit 1908 r,
OH, BO-TIEpPBBIX, SKCIUINIINTHO onmpaetcs Ha Kan-
Ta ¥ YCWIVBaeT KPUTWYECKUI aclleKT B BBbICKa-
3pIBaHMAX O TOJICTOM; BO-BTOPBIX, ITOIIEP’KMBa-
eT KPUTMKY MOpaIbHOrO pUropmsMa Kak Mepujia
BHEIITHMX MOCTYIIKOB, HO Of0OpsieT ero Kak Tpe-
GoBaHMe K COOCTBEHHOVI BHY TpeHHeVI XXV3HW XPU-
CTMAHWHA; VI, B-TPETbHIX, BIIVICHIBAET 3TOT IIOIXO/], B
PaMKM SKCIIMIIMTHO XPUCTMAHCKON 3TUKMU U, TIO-
nobHo beprsieBy, pefrionaraeT BO3MOXKHOCTB pea-
JIV3AIMV 3aTI0BEIV JIIO0BY (B TOM YVICTIE V1 B TIOJIV-
TUKe) OJ1aromaps VCIeJIIonIeMy HeVICTBIIO Xpu-
CTa v IpuCyTCcTBUIO bora 110081 B my1ile UesioBeKa.
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Does this answer the question of the possi-
bility of establishing the limits of rightful vio-
lence? Frank’s answer is that violence cannot be
rightful under any circumstances (he empha-
sises wrongfulness far more than Ilyin or Solo-
vyov, approaching Tolstoy’s stance) but may,
while remaining wrong, turn out to be forced (and
there he, on the contrary, moves away from
Tolstoy and partly approaches Solovyov). Be-
ing a demand of duty, the act in such a situa-
tion defies a rational formulation of a general
rule. Instead, Frank lays emphasis on the inter-
nal state of the individual and derives a new
concept of “integral solution of moral tact” and
helps to find “in the given concrete conditions,
a way out that is least burdened by sin” (Frank,
1989, p. 130).

Thus, in the 1940s Frank proposes an ap-
proach that is in many ways similar to his own
early ideas: he replaces the literal interpreta-
tion of the principle of nonresistance based on
a moral assessment of a concrete act with an as-
sessment of the “inner state of the soul” (which
of course is no longer reduced to “moral senti-
ments”), but the principle that “violence is bad
remains valid. However, unlike his 1908 arti-
cles, he 1) explicitly proceeds from Kant and
strengthens the critical element in his utter-
ances about Tolstoy; 2) supports the critique of
moral rigour as a measure of external acts but
approves it as a requirement to the Christian’s
inner life; 3) explicitly writes this approach
into the framework of Christian ethics and, like
Berdyaev, believes that compliance with the
commandment of love (including in politics) is
possible, thanks to the healing effect of Christ
and the presence of the God of love in the hu-
man soul.
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6. 3akJIroueHme

Pycckaa penmruosnas stnka XIX — mepson
nostoBHBI XX B. popMUpyeTcs Ha CTBIKE 3K3U-
CTeHIIMaJIBHOrO IpouTeHNs EBaHresns n ocMbIc-
neHMs MopasibHoM dputococpum Kanra. KanTos-
CKasl TepMMHOJIOrMsl, Oa3oBble CXeMBl, 3aJI0XKeH-
Hasl B HVIX JIOTMKa MOPaJIbHOTO [IVICKypca BOCIIPU-
HMMAIOTCs pyccKkumm prstocodamut, HO IIpy 3TOM
oHM HaumHas ¢ ToJjIcToro mbITAalOTCS BJIOXKUTH B
5T POPMBI COBEPIIIEHHO HOBOE, 00yCIIOBIIEHHOE
VIHOVI MOPAJIbHOV KYJIBTYPOVI M MHBIM TTOHVIMa-
HVeM JeJIoBeKa HpaBCTBeHHOe cofiepKaHue, 1 3TO
corlepkaHie B3jlaMblBaeT KaHTMAaHCKYIO dopmy,
CYIIIeCTBEHHO MeHseT cojieprKaTeIbHOe HarloJIHe-
HVe KaHTUMaHCKVX TEPMITHOB.

Pycckue MbiciuTenu 1) BBOAAT B MoOpasibHOe
MBIIIUIEHVE CBOVI MICTOPMYECKNI OIIBIT, a TaKXe
JIVNYHBIV OMBIT He TOJIBKO MOPaJIbHOTO, HO 3K3U-
CTEeHIIVAJIBHOIO pellleHVs U uTeHUs EpanHresis;
2) OTKPpBIBAIOT IPVHIINII HEIIPOTUBIIEHNS 3JI0MY,
VIHTePIIPeTUpPYys ero IlepBoHavaIbHO B pycile 3TU-
ku nonra (Toscron); 3) fernas oTciofa paayKalib-
Hble BBIBOJIbI, ITPOXOASAT CJIOXKHBIVI IIYyTh OT IIOJI-
HOTO OTBep)KeHMs HOBOBPEMEHHOW KYJIBTYPhI U
CTaHJAPTHOVI 1IePKOBHOVI IIPAKTVIKV VI JIOTMaTVKM
Ha OCHOBaHMM IpuHIMIa HerpoTusiieHus (Tor-
CTOVI) Uuepe3 KPUTUUYECKUV TIepeCMOTpP TOJICTOBCKO-
ro Oyksaimm3mMa (paHHUM PpaHK), ariojIormo ro-
cynapcrsa 1 Hacvwms (ViieuH, otgact CortoBbeB
U ero rocjiefioBaresIv) K HOBOVI, XPUCTOLIEHTPUY-
HOVI B3aMMOCBS3M 3TVKM U gorMatuku (beprses),
K XPUCTMAHCKOMY HPUSATUIO MUpa, 0OyCIIOBJIeH-
HOMY YyBCTBOM BMHBI 1 OTBETCTBEHHOCTY 3a MUP
(mosnHMM PpaHK); 4) DONOIHAIOT Y KOPPEKTUPY-
10T geoHTosiormio KaHTa, ameiumpyst K Opyrum
3TUYECKVM KOHIIEMIIVSM (IJIAaBHBIM 00pa3oM 3MO-
TUBUCTCKOI'O VIV 3K3VCTEHIIMAJIVICTCKOTO IJIaHa),
VI Ha 3TOVI OCHOBE OCYILECTBIIAIOT VIHTePVIOPW3U-
PYIOIIYIO perHTepIpeTaliio IIPpUHIINIA Hellpo-
TUBJIEHVS; 5) HeM3MEeHHO JIeMOHCTPUPYIOT U3BeCT-
HBIVI YPOBEHb KPUTVMYHOCTVI B OTHOILIEHUN VIEN
TosicToro, oHako CTONIBL XKe HeM3MeHHO IIpeBpa-
IIAIOT IIPUHIIAI HEePOTUBJIeHNs, IIyCTh U He B
CTOJIb KeCTKOV, OCHOBAaHHOW Ha KaHTVMAHCKOI JIe-
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6. Conclusion

Russian religious ethics of the nineteenth
and the first half of the twentieth centuries
emerges at the juncture of the existential read-
ing of the Gospel and assimilation of Kant’s
moral philosophy. Russian philosophers adopt
Kant’s terminology, basic schemes, and the in-
herent logic of moral discourse but, beginning
with Tolstoy, they try to invest these forms
with an entirely new moral content stemming
from a different moral culture and a differ-
ent concept of the human being, and this con-
tent breaks the Kantian form and substantially
changes the content of Kantian terms.

Russian thinkers 1) introduce into moral
thinking their historical experience and their
personal experience not only of moral but also
existential solutions and reading of the Gospel;
2) discover the principle of nonresistance to
evil, interpreting it initially in the framework
of the ethics of duty (Tolstoy); 3) they draw
radical conclusions therefrom and traverse a
complicated path from total rejection of mod-
ern culture and standard church practices
and dogma on grounds of nonresistance (Tol-
stoy) via a critical revision of Tolstoyan liter-
alism (early Frank), apologia for the state and
violence (Ilyin, partly Solovyov and his fol-
lowers) to new Christ-centric ethics and dog-
mas (Berdyaev) and to Christian acceptance
of the world, conditioned by a sense of guilt
and responsibility for the world (later Frank);
4) complement and correct Kant’s deontology,
appealing to other ethical concepts (mainly of
an emotive and existential kind) and on this ba-
sis reinterpret and internalisze the principle of
nonresistance; 5) invariably show a partly criti-
cal attitude to Tolstoy’s ideas while at the same
time turning the principle of nonresistance, if
not in Tolstoy’s hard interpretation based on



OHTOJIOTMN WHTeplpeTarny, Kak y Toscroro, B
VICTOUYHUK T'YMaHVCTYECKOTO BIOXHOBEHMS IIpU
CTOJIKHOBEHUM C JIOKTPWHaMM, OTKPOBEHHO Jle-
JIaBIIVIMM CTaBKy Ha MCIOJIb30BaHMe HacUJIVS B
60pboe co «3710M».

be3 comnenms1, KaHT cTouT y Havasia 3Tom Iie-
IIOYKV, VI OYEBVIIHO, UYTO Oe3 Hero Bce 3TO IBVIKe-
HVie MBICJIV OBIJIO OBl HEBO3MOXKHO VUIVI VIMeJIO Obl
COBepIIIEHHO IpyTovi By, [ Tpu aToM OH ompererts-
eT CKOpee KaTerOpMasIbHBIVI CTPOV OOCYXIeHMs,
yeM cofiepXKaTeIbHYIO IIpo0sieMaTnKy. Toiraok xe
K 0OCY)XXIIEHWIO 3TOVI TOCJIeIIHeNl JaeT CBOVM OT-
kpeITrieM Tosicton. TlepBbit HaOpoCoK ITpriemMIie-
MOro pellleHusi MpoOieMbl HeIPOTMBIIEHWS Mbl
suanM y ConosbeBa. PanHnui @paHK mpeApyHn-
MaeT yCVIIVs [IJIs1 peVHTepIIpeTalii TOJICTOBCKO
MzIeV B KOHTEKCTe ITOJIEMVIKV BEXOBIIEB IIPOTVB pe-
BOJIIOIIVIOHHOT'O KpbUTa MHTeUIMreHumy, VImsuH
00oCTpsieT MOCTaHOBKY IIpo0JIeMbl, JOBOMS «CO-
JIOBBEBCKYIO» JIMHWIO MBICJIVI IO MOpPaIbHO MaJlo-
IIpVIeMJIEMOVI TepOVI3allNV VICIIONTb30BaAHVIS CVJIBL B
Goprbe co 3110M. beprses mmpobremarmsupyer pe-
meHvie VapyHa. 3aBepiiaeT oOcCyXkeHUe ITO3/I-
Hu1 PpaHK, IpejyIaras pellieHne, KOTOpoe B Haul-
GorIbIIielt Mepe yUMThIBaeT Bee JaHHbIe MOPasIbHO-
rO ¥ 3K3MCTEHIIMAIBHOrO omnbITa. OH IOTHOCTHIO
IIPU3HAET ¥ HEeCTepHIVMMOCTb COy4acTus B HacCu-
sy, v 0ecrioyie3HOCTh HaCWJIVSL C TOUKM 3peHUs
oOepl Ha 3JI0M, U TPEXOBHOCTb CyObekTa Mo-
PaJIBHOTO ¥ TIOJIUTIYECKOTO AEVICTBYISL, HO IIPOTV-
BOITOCTABJIET VM IlepeXVBaHVe 3TOV I'PeXOBHO-
CTM KaK BMHBI 3a COBepIIIaroIeecs 3710 ¥ HecTep-
IVIMOCTb Hey4YacTusl B Jiejle OrpakieHWUs Mupa
OT 371a, — HEey4acTus, BBICTYTIAIOIero OOJIBIIM
37I0M IO CPaBHEHWUIO C BBIHYK/IEHHBIM ITpUMeHe-
HueM cwiIbl. IIpyu 3ToM, ofHaKo, BO3HMKAaIOIIas
371eck HOBas IpobiieMa — BOIIPOC O IPaHMUIIAX BbI-
HYKJIEHHOTO ITPVIMEHEHVSI CVJIBI — OKa3bIBaeTCs
He VIMeIOITIell pallyiOHaIbHOTO pa3peleHs.

baazodapnocms: cmamovsa nodeomobiena npu
nodoepxke epanma @Ponda pasbumus Hayxu, o00-
paszoBanus u cemvu «Kubasa mpaduyus», npoexm
«C.J1. @pank mexoy onmosoeuet Beeedurncmba u oc-
MuicaeHuem Ovimus uesoBexa u odujecmba».
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Kantian deontology, into a source of humanis-
tic inspiration when confronting doctrines that
are openly committed to the use of violence in
the struggle against “evil”.

Kant is undoubtedly at the top of this chain
and obviously without him this movement of
thought would have been impossible or would
have had a totally different shape. But he de-
termines the categorical system of discourse
rather than the substantive problems. Tol-
stoy’s discovery gives an impetus to the study
of these problems. The first sketch of an accept-
able solution to the problem of nonresistance
was offered by Solovyov. Early Frank attempts
to reinterpret Tolstoy’s idea in the context of
the Vekhi authors” polemic with the revolution-
ary intelligentsia, Ilyin dramatises the problem
by carrying the Solovyovian line of thought to
an unacceptable extreme of heroisation of the
use of violence in the struggle against evil. The
debate concludes with later Frank who offers
a solution that takes into account all available
data of moral and existential experience. He is
fully aware that complicity in violence is intol-
erable, that violence is useless in terms of de-
feating evil, and that the subject of moral and
political action is sinful; but he juxtaposes to
all this a sense of sinfulness as being respon-
sible for the evil being done and the intolera-
bility of not taking part in protecting the world
from evil, which turns out to be a greater evil
by comparison with forced use of force. How-
ever, the new problem that arises — the ques-
tion of the limits of forced use of force — does
not lend itself to a rational solution.
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