
philosophical discussions
[image: image1.jpg]



L.E. Balashov
How we think, so we live.
Better thinking – better living.

PRACTICAL 

PHILOSOPHY
or
SOPHOLOGY
2010

philosophical discussions

L.E. Balashov

How we think, so we live.

Better thinking – better living.

PRACTICAL 

PHILOSOPHY

 OR

SOPHOLOGY
2nd edition 

improved and augmented
МОСКВА ( 2007
Philosophic discussions 

The discussion group is a small library of philosophic litterature concerning wide range of questions. It has been ment to a reader who is interested in philososphing alone. Such a reader may be also a professional philosopher and man of science, culture, learner, student, young faculty member.

The books of this circle are related to a range of developing litterature and may serve as learning material for completing knowlwdge of philosophy. 

Balashov L.E.

Practical philosophy or sophology -2nd ed.

edited, changed, augmented 530 p

To the attention of readers is offered a book dedicated to practical philosophy (sophology).

Practical philosophy is that part of philosophy, which renders immediate influence to the life of people, through philosophic texts and discussion, through living contact between philosophers and people.
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In the conlcluding part of the book the author settles down and elaborates the idea of introduction of an institution of practical philosophers, sophologs. According to his opinion, philosophers can and must work with people in the manner of psychologists, doctors, priests…
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what is practical philosophy
(sophology)?

Our life is, what we think of it

Marcus Aurelius

The meaning of practical philosophy emerges from the funcamental fact that thought may directly affect action: either awaken man to action or, on the contrary, deter, hinder him from action, turn him from it. The Purpose of practical philosophy is: through thinking entice man to correct, good action and turn away from erroneous, bad action.
We must take into account that practical philosophy is not the same thing as the practical role of philosophy. Philosophy as a whole has a certain practical influence on the life of people. And to an great extent it materializes through science, inventiveness, politics, economics, arts, litterature. Practical philosophy is that part of philosophy which endeavours to influence directly to people’s life, through philosophic text and speech, through live intercourse of philosophers and people, through philosophical discussions of person to person.
With practical philosophy in strict sense of the word were professionally engaged some sophists in Ancient Greece and some philosophers, who used philosophical argumentation in their individual and collective discussions for some practical purposes.
In the broad sense of the word to the practical philosophy pertain texts and speeches of different authors, which contain philosophical argumentation, ideas of life, people, relations to the world, in their intercourse with all people and arousing activity or deterring them from it. These texts and speeches, in general, do not carry the character of research, but contain considerations, different thoughts and recommendations… In this second meaning practical philosophy has a rich history and tradition. Many earlier philosophers left behind texts that have practical philosophic ideas. And not only philosophers, but also other writers, poets, prosaists, scientists, historians, psycholgists, politicians etc.
Unfortunately practical philosophy (in its basic sense as sophology) is still in its embryonic stage. The society is only now realizing that philosophy can directly (without various kind of intermediaries) work with people, that philosophers may influence matters and destinies of people, that philosopers may work with people, as do psychologists, psychoanlysts, doctors, priests.
By practical philosophy is often understood that part of philosophy which is dedicated to human matters, that aim to achieving some good. So it was understood by many philosophers, among others Hegel (look below the paragraph ’Practical philosophy in the history of human thinking). From my point of view, it is not correct to name practical philosophy as thinking of attainment of good, of practical action. By and large practical philosophy is distinguished from general philosophy not only by its contents and aim but also its ability of immediately influencing the thinking and matters of people.
This kind of philosophy may better be denominated by a special term. I suggest that it be denominated as sophology, and practical philosopher as sophologist.

Of course people (non-philosophers) above all turn to those parts of philosophy, that they are interested in in their narrowly utilitarian practical everyday life. But this does not mean that they are completely uninterested in other parts of philosophy. For example, would they not be interested in questions concerning the vision of the world, and would not these questions, or better, the answers to those questions influence the behavior of the people? Certainly yes, and how much! And would it be them without difference, how they are thinking? Of course not. Whatever, even the most abstract (farthest away of some everyday issues) philosphic question may be interesting to a non-philosopher. As I already mentioned, in the exact meaning the practical philosophy is the philosophy which materializes the immediate link of philosophy with the life, the non-philosophy. And the sophologist, practical philosopher is a philosopher who is able and understands to establish a link with a non-philosopher, who by an understanding discussion may influence his thinking and matters. In the role of sophology, practical philosopher may be any philosopher, if he only once productively just as a philosopher discusses with the non-philosopher. Practical philosophy may become the profession of a practical philosopher, if the latter establishes constant living intercourse with non-philosophers and gains from it his living…
In the light of all that is said above it becomes clear that practical and everyday philosophy are not the same thing. The latter is just a part of the former. Everyday philosophy is philosophy of everyday, usual life of people. And in this are its limitations.
Sometimes instead of the word ’everyday’ the philosophers use the word ’living’. Living philosophy is the philosophy of the life as such. It may be very deep, concerning of fundamental questions of the vision of the world and of the human behavior.
(Always more often recently the expression ’applied philosophy’ is used. In 1980’s in England the British Society of Applied Philosophy and its printed organ "The Journal of Applied Philosophy" were founded. The applied philosophy is usually confronted by basic problems of metaphysics as the speculation about problems of real life, as philosophy that has immediate linkage to solutions in life, above all in the fields of moral and political matters
. To the themes of applied philosophy are related such as: animal rights, lie and secret in social and private lives, euthanasy, sex problems, abort, feminism, what is decent and what is not etc.
As to what is appropriate use of the expression ’applied philosophy’? Are we not to try to tie philosophy to certain divisions of science to theoretical-pure and applied-technical-experimental or to division of arts into pure and applied? Because philosophy as a special type of culture, that is not to be considered as science nor arts. I leave this question open. It is clear: the themes of so called applied philosophy are totally stacked in the channel of practical philosophy as its part).
Thus, practical philosophy (sophology) is philosophy that has as its Purpose to influence people by the power of thinking, through words, persuasion in the process of living communication (consultation, discussion, negotiation, analysis of a conrete situation).
I. questions of world view


In front of everybody, sooner or later, emeerge questions, which can be described as pertainign world outlook, general ideology, in German Weltanschauung. What is world? What does it present in itself? How is it? Why is it this way and not something else? Does it exist for ever or is it created by god or gods?

Of our relation to the world depends, how we see it, how we find ourselves. ’World is pitiful only for pitiful people, world is empty only for empty people’ said L. Feuerbach.
The behavior of people is influenced by who or what determines their lives: god (gods), fate, destiny, something else, and to what extent.
The conception that world has been created by god (gods) and is managed by him (them) has had and still has serious influence on many people’s behavior.
Materialism and idealism, teism and ateism, fatalism and voluntarism, determinism and indeterminism, rationalism and irrationalism and mysticism, all these are standpoints that play an essential role in people’s lives.
People always presented the question, what is world, and what can wwe expect of it? One of the earliest views of world is that of the Bible. In the first book of the Bible (Old Testament to be exact) Genesis a picture is given of how the world emerged. According to this picture the world was created by God, an almighty being, who however is thinking, speaking and acting like human. God according to Bible existed already before the emerging of the world. He created world in 6 days: at the beginning he created heaven and land, then light, then dry land and waters, then vegetative and animal worlds. In the sixth day he created man. This is how schematically the creation of the world is imagined. From the point of view of the modern science this picture of the emerging of the world does not stand any criticism. Creation of the manifoldness of the surrounding world is not possible. Some believers of god have suggested that 6 days b enot considered as calendary days, but very long historical periods. This proposition was not supported, because then it would be necessary to review the whole concept of bible. As a matter of fact, in the Bible they speak of six days of creation. God as some child or sculptor formed man by the name Adam from clay, and woman by the name Eve from the rib of Adam. It is announced also that in the seventh day God rested. It is clear that we are talking not of some long periods but of just days. This biblical picture of world is conserved to our days, and believers, willing or not must accept it. There was a time when believers completely seriously considered, that women must have one rib more than men. Their supposition was not confirmed, so in this respect it is not possible to pretend that woman be created from the rib of man.
The biblic picture of the world is not the only religious picture of the world. A developed picture of the world exists also for instance in the hinduism.
During the past centuries a scientific picture of the world was developed. It is based on observations of astronomy, physics, chemistry, biology, and is presented usually as an antithesis of the religious picture of the world.
Scientists as a result of their research work have explained the surrounding world. They have particularly determined that our Earth exists 4 billion years and our part of the universum has existed no less than 15-18 billion years, that the limits of the Metagalactics are distanced from us 15-18 billion light years. A light year is a distance gone by light in one year with the speed of 300 thousand kilometres per second. Physicians have established that on the basis of all processes, mutual functioning in our part of universum lay 4 basic interrelations of electromagnetic, gravitational, strong (nuclear) and weak forces. They have also established that the universum consists of molecules and atoms, atoms of the elementary particles of electrons, protons and neutrons, and they, in their turn, consist of quarks, sub elementary particles with minimal electric charges.
The scientific picture of the world operates with the complete observations, experiments, calculations, which the scientists have performed during the past 2000-2500 years. It is based also on the knowledge of laws of nature: physical, chmical, biological. The totality of all these scientific knowledge gives in great general the scientific picture of the world.
Science does not, however, give a complete, exhausting conception of the world. There are no scientists who would handle the world as a whole. Various sciences give only mosaical, fragmentary picture of the world. In reality, only philosophers can speak of the world as a whole. But philosophers, not scientists, they do not research the nature, but only are thinking what other people produce as knowledge, that is through the prism of scientific knowledge and philosophic conception of the world. 
If research workers think with the help of exploration, that is, with the help of kn owledge of laws of nature and phenomemons, so philosophers are thinking through the totality of scientific knowledge, through all historic and personal experience. All this knowledge they draw through their wit. The main instrument of philosophic scrutiny of the world is the philosophic concepts of categories. With other words, philosophers draw the picture of the world with the help of categories. Philosophic picture of the world is categorial picture of the world, and categories as like brush and colors for philosophers. We are speaking of such concepts as being, matter, motion, space, time, quality, quantity, possibility, reality, cause, effect, necessity, randomness, equality, controversy, contradiction… More than hundred philophical categories are counted.
All people on the earth have got some kind of picture of the world, but some do recognize it, some do not. And those who recognize, have some concept of the world, particularly they consider themselves as materialists, idealists or in some other way they characterize their views.
Varioius philosophers draw various categorial pictures of the world.
Only philosophers take some one category as a basis. They understand the world as some monarchic state, conducted by one category monarch, or as a particular matryoshka, who contains inside many small matryoshkas, or one big category consequently contains in itself smaller categories.
This way, Spinoza took as the basis of his picture of the world the category of substance and through a consequent division of this category to many constituing (attributes and moduses) draw the picture of the world. Spinoza’s substance had two attributes: thinking and expansion, and they, in turn, had different modes (changes in view). In Spinoza’s expansion such modes as motion in space, time, necessity, randomness, lawfulness, are presupposed…
Russian philosopher V.S. Soloview originated as the main category explaining the world the category of general unity.

These philosophers are denominated as monists, from the word monism.

Other philosophers imagine the world as some totality, a republic of categories. They did not determine any one category as one main category. They are called pluralists.
What is such a category? The most comprehensive definition is the following: category is a series, a class of something. If we speak of philosophic categories, it is a series, a class of a certain kind of concepts. In the real action there exist also certain categorial side phenomena that are considered as categorial definitions of the world. In other words there are certain side classes of some realities. For instance, when the world is seen in space and time, it is defined in two categorial facets: from the point of view of space and of time. When we define something as real or possible, then we scrutiny the world as facets of reality and of possibility. If we now take it with the help oif these concepts order and chaos, we think of the world either as orderly or as chaotic, or both together. Of which of these exists more in the world: order or chaos, is a fundamental problem of philosophy. According to some mythological conceptions, at the beginning there was chaos, of which then emerges order, that is, as if the world moves from chaos to order.
The conception that ’order from chaos’ is of rather old origin. Many people have had a legend of original chaos, from which then later higher powers constructed a harmonious world. So, in one of the hymns of the oldest written monument the ’Rigweda’ they say that god ’developed an excellent world from a formless chaos, which was all that existed at that time.’
. Hesiodot in Theogony also writes: ’Before everything else there was chaos’. This notion of original chaos, writes A.N. Averyanov, ’is conserved to our days. Many cosmogonic hypotheses construct on the supposition of original chaotic existence of the universum.’ ’And their most vulnerable spot, he rightly concludes, is the explanation of transition from chaotic existence of the matter to the ordered.’
.

The most fundamental level of categorial picture of the world is the natural system of objective categorial definitions of the world (categorial structure of the world). It is possible to construct different versions of existence of this natural system. Categorial definitions are not only some totalities, manifold of definitions, they are situated in a defined order. For instance, space we see as a binded bloc of time and movement. Categorial structure of the world conditions, gives birth to categorial structure of thinking (categorial structure, categorial logics of thinking). Categorial structure of thinking is a result of 1) emerging of living nature, living organism, highest living creatures, and 2) historic development of human beings, his cognition and practice. He describes the categorial structure of the world and describes to the extend, in which human being is able to solve practical problems. Not more, not less. This means that we cannot speak of a full correspondence of categorial structure of thinking and of categorial structure of the world. 
Categorial structure of thinking emerges in the human brain in a very complicated way: and on the basis of biological development and making, and on the basis of historic and of individual development and making.
Our categorial thinking expresses itself above all in the form of questions, pronouns and pronominal parts of speaking. Questions of who?, what?, denominate object, thing, piece, organism, living being. Who denominates a living being, what a nonliving. This is the first categorial difference between living and nonliving. The question which? means of what quality, how much? expresses quantity, where? expresses space, when moment of time, whereto These questions show, that human being is thinking categorially. This kind of thinking gets its form already in chilhood. Categorial concepts is thought in later phase of the development and making of the human. Then also gets its form the categorial thinking. 
This way, we cannot think anything else than with the help of categories.
Categorial thinking, which is recognized in the form of questions and concepts, is secondary categorial definition. Philosophic concepts and categories, developed in the process of historic development of philosophy, this is already a third order categorial definition. 
II. life, death, immortality
Life, death, immortality are magic words that mean infinitely much for each of us. People have thought about them as long as they appeared. Particularly philosophers try to work out them. And this is only natural. Philosophers are specialists in general poroblems of being an existence. For them life, death, immortality have not only personal, but also universally general meaning.
1. about life, idea and Purpose of life

Emptiness of life, absence of meaningful matters in life, open dullness – here something that sometimes leads to criminal deeds, narcotics. Young person may be simply in confusion: what to do, why he is on this Earth. Spiritual confusion is an excellent source for all kinds of behavioral extravagancies, anomal deeds.

In this situation it is very important to get into clear: in oneself, in life, what it is, of what moments this situation arises, what is the idea of life, is it necessary to put forward a Purpose for life etc.

Below I present my view of these problems.

what is life?

Life is the means of existence of living creatures (organisms, animals, man), being expressed as a minimum of metabolism, process in which food is converted to provide energy and to produce and maintain cells and tissues, with surrounding environment and reproduction (recreation of race).
In life there are its minima and maxima. Minimal life means presence of two phases of life cycle: metabolism (that of monocellular organisms) and reproduction (their simple division).
Its maximum life reaches in the appearance of human being. In two phases of life cycle psyche is being built (in the one that is inherited from animals) and culture.
In living organisms and creatures life is biologic form of action, in human beings it is biosocial form.
For man life is activity in general, integral action, lifework in the deepest sense of this word. In the background of life human being actualizes special or specialized forms of activity, such as conversation, cognition, practical activity, work, rest etc. These forms of activity exist and develop only in general context of life, lifework of the subject.
Three levels of human life or three lives of man exist:

1. Plant life is nutrition, division, growth, reproduction, adaptation.

2. Animal life is gathering, hunting, defence, sexual and other behavior, nursing and educating of children, orientative activity, playing activity.
3. Cultural life or life in culture is recognition, management, inventive finding, handicraft, sport, art, philosophy.
This kind of division of life was already outlined by Aristotle (see ‘On soul’, 423a 21 and further 414а30-415а10 and further).
These three lives are comparatively independent, equally important for man, they function mutually, influence each other and enable each other. As a result we have a rather versatile, rich, contradictory human life.
The presence of the third level of life in human makes the life principially different of plants or animals and this difference increases by each step of the progress of culture.

On the basis of what has been said the following definition may be given: human life is his life as living creature and life in culture.

The purpose of life

Fill every movement with reason

Hours and days are in an immutable run
R.Kipling. The condamned

The problem of the sense of life is above all a question of whether human life has any sense, that is whether it is illuminated by reason, or whether it is without any sense, nonsense, that man is not managed by sense.
The question of the sensibleness of life is also a question about its value, meaning for the man himself. Has life an idea, is it worth while?

This question has still such a nuance: we speak of the sense of life, when life is considered as a whole, when such questions as “what is life?”, “for what purpose man lives?”, “why do I live?”, “what do I do in this world?”, when our life is thought of in context of all people, life in general on the Earth, the existence of worlda as a whole.
It is necessary to distinguish clearly 2the sense of life” and ”the goal of life”. When a Purpose is in front of a man, for instance in front of a doctor, engineer, scientist, then in this is not yet an answer to the question that bothers him about the sensibility of life (in any case the answer exists only intuitively, in a purely emotionalonal sense). Man in his reasonings goes further: why he must become doctor, engineer, scientist? This way, if the Purpose is showing to what the man aims, so the sense of life tells, why he does this.
Some people, among others some philosophers, assume that the sense of life is in seeking of this reason of existence. N.A. Berdyayev, for instance, wrote: “Be it that I do not know the sense of life, but the mere seeking of it gives already the sense of life, and I devote my life to this search for the sense of life” (‘Self confessions’, 3rd chapter). This kind of view on the sense of life is just a play of words, wiseckacking... Searching continuously, all life long is some kind of infantilism. Grown-up, mature man in one way or other finds the sense of life and puts it into effect, lives corresponding to it. Man searching for the sense of life, trying to find it, has not yet determined, is a man in formation, has not yet soved the tasks of life. Sense of life is like the goal of life. Before reaching the Purpose, moving from Purpose to result, man must set determine for himself the Purpose, set it. But setting the Purpose is only the first etap. Man fulfils function not for setting, defining the Purpose, but for reaching it. So with the sense of life. Looking for sense of life is only the first part of the problem. The second part is putting the sense of life into reality, to sensible rational life.
Further, very important, on one hand, to search and find the sense of life, but on the other, not to overestimate the significance of this question, not to get into the circular track in looking for the sense of life. Life has partly sense, and partly not.
Life has sense in the extent to which it is reasonable, reasonably limited, humanly significant.
Life has no sense, that is, its sense is not well-placed in the extent that it is automatic and plantlike, in which case it is managed by instincts, regulated by organic needs. French expression ‘c’est la vie’ better than anything else defines its automatism, plantlikeness. Presence of this second side of life allows man not to jump too heavily to search ot the sense of life, not to hurry with the significant to life answers and decisions, that is, to some extent relax, let the stream of life convey, swim along the flow of it.
In what is concretely the sense of life? Clearly everybody answers this question in his or her own way. On the other hand, there are common moments in it. This is love and creativity. In the overwhelming majority of cases people think and appreciate their life in the sphere of these two categories. Love supports, multiplies life, makes it harmonious, harmonizes. Creativity makes possible the progress in life.
goal of life
Blessed who chose the aim and way

And sees in this the essence of life

Schelling

Man lives most that time
when he searches something
F.M. Dostoyevsky 

Life is a process of continuous choice. Every moment man has a choice: to get farther or toapproach the Purpose. Either movement to greater fear, horror, defence or choice of Purpose and increase of spiritual powers. To choose development in stead of fear ten times a day means ten times approach to self-fulfilment.
A. Macloud

Purpose ”gives” integrity to action. If this is the goal of life, so it determines the integrity of life. With man who has no goal of life, and life does not get fulfilled as an organic whole in biosocial, that is human sense. “Life without Purpose is man without head” sounds the popular piece of wisdom.
Still in the adolescent years I defined for myself life guidelines expressed in following words:

People often spend their lives in masses of small enjoyment, joys, not in the sense without thinking of life as a whole, the main goal of life. They are led by rules: “Live as long as you live”, “take of the present all that is to be taken and do not look for future” and so on. Although in mass your small joys make life comfortable, joyfunl, nevertheless they cannot really satisfy man. Either a man is not only a sum of situations, experiences. Man is a whole, collection of all his situations. He cannot be satisfied by small momentary pleasures. He needs joy that is all embracing. It does not appear as a simple sum of small joys. This big joy emerges in a stubborn fight that continues throughout the life.

Setting a general goal of life, is strifing to this purpose with all powers of soul and finally to reach it, alas, there is the highest joy of life!

Everybody does not set for himself a goal in life, but if he  or she does, so this man supposes life as a purposeful activity.
In general in real life a whole tree of goals exist. In addition to it subsidiary, temporary, or secondary goals exist. Subsidiary, temporary goals are goals the existence of which opens the road to main goal of life, approaches it. Subsidiary and temporary goals are goals that which give form to the whole “kitchen” of life, condition the fulvalued harmonious development of man. In its totality they are not less important, than the main goal of life (for instance, goal fortifies health by means of physical culture, constructs the house, different pastimes, hobbies). In some situations a conflict emerges between the main goal and the secondary goals. This conflict can be finished either by the prevalence of the main goal or by the prevalence of the subsidiary goals.
Main goal of life is that goal the existence of which justifies the life of man as a whole, as subject, standing somewhere comparable to the society, being aware of his goals as goals of man in general or as goals of this or that community of people. In the main goal of life as a logical consequence of things, a unity of goals of the endeavors of man as individual with those of the society are joined.
The problem of determination of goals of life in the same descendancy is the problem of choice of profession. In the formation of the goal of life “participate” as well a random occurrence as necessity or outer circumstances and inner incentives and motives.
Usually under the goal of life is understood the goal that man sets in the framework of professional, creative activity, which guides him to the direction of creating new, earlier non-existent, new material or spiritual goods or values.
As a matter of fact, if we start from the idea that the goal of life consists not only in creative activity, but also in love, the creation of life, man must set in front of himself at least two goals of life. One is the goal that considers the materialization of love, creation of life. It is unavoidable, that is, everybody independing of anything must set the goal of founding a family, the house of love, give birth to children and educate them. Without this there is no continuation of species, continuation of the human life. The other goal of life is professional, creative activity of man.
Yes and in the creative activity it is usual that man does not stay in the choice of some one goal of life. Clear example: two lifes of A.P. Borodin as composer and scientist in chemistry.
If goal is set, it becomes the law of activity, categoric imperative, necessity, under which man subordinates his will.
In this way we see two sides of living activity: setting of goal (searching of goal, choice of goal) and orientation towards goal (consciousness of goal, movement to goal, better: from goal to result). Both sides are equally important for man.
Understanding the importance of goal and the setting of goal and oritentation towards goal linked with it must not, however, be absolutized. Life in some sense is a totality of goal and being without goal, that is a unity of being organized and not being it, of work and leisure, tension and relaxation. Being without goal is realized above all in the fact that besides the main goal of life there is a multitude of subsidiary goals. Searching and realization of subsidiary goal (and along with it relaxation from the main goal) may be interpreted as being without goal. It is said that one must not work all time, think only one thing, that it is necessary to relax, step out, rest, leave tension aside, go over to different activity. It is not by chance that modern man gives ever more attention to subsidiary activities, hobbies, being intuitively conscious that the tension of work, main goal of life, may simply destroy him.
Attention must also be paid to the fact that human life is not always running on the level of setting goal and realizing it. Man can fulfil rational action, without attention to goalsetting, just intuitively, impusively. For instance, necessity to rest, sleep may be ‘realized’ in the spirit of the goal (looking for place where to stay overnight etc.) or immediately – man falling asleep in metro. Or such an example: when man happens to touch a hot thing without noticing, he withdraws it quickly – here a completely rational action, but no goalsetting and without consciously striving to the goal.
When does a necessity to set goal emerge? Most probably when between the necessity and satisfying it there is some obstacle (not very big, but alos not quite small) or for the satisfaction of the need complicated orientative action is needed. 
Does the lifetime increase or diminish by aging?
Life goes on as long as you are not satisfied with it.

L.B. Lebedinskaya
Life in certain sense may be compared with a glass of water. Different people appreciate it in different ways the fullness of the glass. Optimist says: the glass is half full, while pessimist constates: the glass is half empty. So is life. Does the life time increase or diminish along with years? Some people feel that along with aging life time increases, widens. And really, the word age (in Russian «возраст» means increase) shows that the life time increases. Some people are of the opinion that the life time decreases, as the magic skin of Chagrin (peau de Chagrin [in Balzac’s novel]). Because the farther we are of the birth, the closer is the death: the more we live, the less is left to live.
Some people say: he is not old who is far from cradle, but he who is near the tomb. (from broadcast play).
Some people think as A.S. Pushkin in a moment of grievance said: 

The days fly one after the other,

and every hour takes away a piece of being.

On one hand, every hour, really takes away a piece of being, if we think that every hour brings us closer to death, shortens our life like the magic skin. But from the other point of view every hour also adds a piece of life, increases life time, if we calculate beginning from the birth. Every hour of life enjoyed with pleasure, not only physically increases the life time, but also defeats death, is a step towards immortality.

In the light of what has been said becomes understandable the saying of Biant, one of the seven wise of Greece: “Life must be measured so that both little and much of it remained” (Diogenes Laertius, p. 81). As a matter of fact, on one hand, we must hurry on to live, do things, remembering that there is a limit for life (and all things included). On the other, one must set and reach big, long lasting goals, and also do everything comprehensively, with feeling, rationally, orderly, as it is said, hurry without rushing.
Ancient – are they young or old?

Are we younger or older than the ancient ones? Are the ancient ones older or younger than we? Old world – was it younger or older as compared to ours?
This question enlightens the problem: does there happen progress in life or degradation? If we look ancient as young and mature, and us as old and growing decrepit, it is clear that we are degrading and moving towards the end. If ancient are considered as young and us as grown-ups, matured, it means that we are stronger than the ancient.
This question has such side of rationality: are ancient wiser than we or we wiser than ancient, know more than they? Believers, who consider Bible as a holy writing, willing, not willing occupy the position that ancient are wiser than se, know more than we etc.
2. on the problem of death and immortality
Human life is expressed in its relation to ending and unending.
I.A. Bunin
In the living nature and in the human society the link between the ending and unending acquires the character of mutual enabling. This is seen plainly in the example of mutual relationships of mortality and immortality.

Originally living creatures appeared rather coincidentally, in a transitional form of ending and unending than in their mutually enabling form. In the division of the simplest one cell organisms we see some inseparability, immediate transition from ending into the endless (ending not being yet differentiated clearly enough from the unending, and unending not from the ending, individual and family not being yet separated from each other sufficiently. Division of monocellular organism is simply its multiplication, copying, repeating). But already in the division certain features of proliferation appear, great conquer of life. We shall look for comparison chrystal pieces and monocellular organism. The former conserves itself only thanks to the strength of the chemical links between the ’parts’ of its body and the ’parts’ (atoms) themselves. Disturbing action of environment at once or gradually demolishes the chrystallic body, finishes, brings to the end its existence. The finality of chrystallic body, thus is not under the control of itself, outside it. If there is no disturbing action of environment, then such a body may exist infinitely long time, almost eternally. On the other side, it is completely defenceless in front of outside environment and its existence may stop at any moment. In the chrystallic body itself there is no program for its termination, self-destruction, transition to other body. Chemical link, thanks to which it exists, is ’directed’ only to conserving, to ’chemical immortality’. Ending and unending happen for being of the chrystallic body, although the parts are depending on each other, they are sufficiently indifferent as to each other as counterparts.
Quite different things we see in living organisms. The program of termination is established in themselves. If the chemical link within the chrystallic body is only ’directed’ to not only conserving, but also to biochemical processes, which take place in the living organism and even in the death, that is destruction, disintegration in the case of multicellular organisms. The termination timepoint of life of living organism is programmed in itself: ending thus is present in the endless as its equipment. This is one side of mutual corresondence between ending and unending as applied to living existence. Another side consists of the fact that even if the living organism terminates itself, it however conserves all, immortalizes itself, makes itself immortal – thanks to its reproducing itself in form of alike. According to the expression of an American citologist D. Maezia ’thanks to multiplication of cells life succeeds in going around the finger of time and at the same time being a double winner: in stead of one cell it becomes two’
. A good expression: ’get around the finger of time’! With its multiplication the organism in a way anticipates the destroying action of time, effectuates a breakthrough to immortality. Chrystallic body is a toy in the ’hands’ of natural elements, its lifetime completely depends of the whims of the environment. Living organism, containing in itself ending, changeability, has obtained the possibility to accomodate itself to changing conditions of environment and in this way secure itself against them. It laid its own limits of existence, but so that its end coincides with the beginning of an organism alike it, being its daughter. The latter continues the ’business’ of adapting to the changing conditions of environment and thus until eternity. Living organism, this way, enjoys plasticity, which is completely inexistent with chrystallic body.
Chrystallic body does not know how to reproduce itself and therefore it is inappropriate to speak of the immortality of the kind with it. Its ’life’ is completely limited by the ’individual’ existence. Life of the organism is indivisible of the life of the kind. Its caducity is in a way neutralized, taken away in the immortality of the kind. On the other hand the latter is possible only at the presence of separate organisms.
Further, if the differences inside the living, it is possible to see that for monocellular organisms which multiply by biotic division, the conflict of finality and continuity of existence is not as clearly expressed as in case of multicellular organisms, which multiply by sexual way. (Above I already have spoken of the fact that originally living appeared in transitional form of ending and unending, which their mutual enabling which supposes a distinct expression of the one and the other as conflicting properties). One must never speak of the finality of existence of monocellular organisms as their mortality. In a corresponding way must not be spoken of their immortality in the wtrict sense of the word. Because immortality is the counterpart of mortality. One without the other does not exist. If there is no mortality, so there is no immortality either. We are not speaking of the destruction of chrystallic body as its death and not of an indetermined length of existence of the body as its immortality. Of course also monocellular organisms are demolished, if the environmental conditions are for them extremely inappropriate. But their demolition is not death in the exact meaning of the word. In themselves they have no ’mechanism’, no program for dying, for death, as it may be seen in the case of multicellular organisms. The latter are in any conditions of environment programmed for death. Monocellular organisms are programmed only for division, multiplication, and if they are demolished, it only happens at the inappropriate changes of environmental conditions. K. Lamont writes: ’Death is not necessary or general phenomenon; it appeared after the phase that the living creatures reached some progress in the process of evolution. There have existed and still exist various monocellular organisms, amaebas, mushrooms, searoses, who do not show any signs of aging or death; they are destroyed only as a consequence of outer occurrences, attacs by enemies or particularly inappropriate outer environment. These utterly small organisms multiply by division of body: one individual becomes two and after this process there is nothing that would correspond a dead body. Such a division may continue eternally’
. About this is writing V.M. Dilman: ’Theoretically some of the simplest monocellular organisms are immortal, because after ezch division of such organism emege two completely similar daughter siblings, that posess all properties of the original organism. In appropriate conditions the division may continue without limit… If this property is observed only at a certain simple or even at one branch, so also then this would be the basis of conviction that theoretically life exists without inner reason of death at the presence of certain favourable outer environment conditions’
. V.M. Dilman reminds about experimentally verified division with the extension of 8400 generations as testimony of unlimited process of subsequent divisions. But the life itself shows us at each step. At the present time on the Earth exist and florish numerous monocellular organisms, which started division, multiplying themselves billions of years ago. They practically do not know of death! They are divided prctically unlimited number of times, until the appropriate environmental conditions exist.
In the light of what has been said I would like to pay specia attention to the necessity of strict definitons of the concepts of ’demolition’ and ’death’. Not everything that is demolished deserves the denomination of death, and vice versa, not everything that dies is demolished. Strictly speaking, death means termination of the living activities of multicellular organism as a result of united action of inner and outer factors of life (natural development of organism and inappropriate conditions of environment). Monocellular organisms dividing mitotially, do not die, because their natural development leads to division but not to death. If their living action is terminated, it is not a result of natural deveolopment, but a consequence of infavorable outer conditions. Therefore it is appropriate to denominate the termination of their living action as demolition. Demolition is the termination of something living (or connected to it) as a consequence of outer unfavorable action. Not only separate living organisms but also everything associated with them (suborganismic formations, populations, human civilzations, nations, states), also cultural phenomenons and so on, are demolished.
This way the phenomenon of mortality appears only on the state of multicellular organisms, which are multiplied by sexual way. These organisms not only are demolished, but die. Their death is determined by outer accidental causes, so also by inner conditions of existence that give reason to look them as necessary moment of ending the life of multicellular organisms. ’Does it really deserve to show, writes V.M. Dilman, that the elimination of outer reasons of diseases does not save the higher organisms from death. For each kind of organisms there is a characteristically determined limit of the length of life. Rat does not live more than four years, elephant not more than 80, and nobody has ever observed that rat had lived longer than what is norm for elephant. The eliminationof the outer disfavourable conditions can only lead to the case that the length of life of an individual coincides with the specific limit of the kind. Thus, as the average human length of life is now 70 years, so the specific limit … is considered to be equal of 120 years. Up till now only some representatives of the majority of organisms reach the specific limits of life.’
.

The programmed nature of death with the higher organisms intermittently shows this fact. Specific organisms with the power of some inherited anomalies go through the life cycle in an accelerated manner and die much earlier than those born at the same point of time. The Hungarina king Lájos II at the age of 14 years had such a mighty beard, and at 18 years it became gray. In 30 years of age Lájos died with all signs of deep old age. Medical annales know cases, where newly born have appeared as old persons. Individual development of multicellular organism leads him as a rule to death. 
Death as a programmed end is a result of evolution of life and it is not excluded that man changing in a corresponding way his genetic program, might abolish death. It undeniably brings in itself an embryo of change, reformulation, not only of death, but even more of demolition.
. 

The appearance of death as a phenomenon of terminating the life brought greater differentiation (greater contradictions) of ending and unending. Mortality of separate biologic individuals and immortality of kind are in a known sense striking contradictions. On one hand, a great differentiation of ending and unending of existence has been followed by deepening of their mutual enabling, enabling ties between them. Sexual multiplication plays a role in this enabling. It, on one hand, brings in contradiction the organism and the kind (ending and unending), and on the other, appears as a binding link between them.
The contradictory role of the sexual multiplication consists of the fact that, firstly, it renders unnecessay the individual ’immortality’ of the organism, and secondly, with the sexual multiplication the organism does not completely replicate itself in the following generation, does not become exactly the same, consequently does not conserve itself completely. The finality, particularity, individuality of a certain organism appears in this case more distinctly, more sharply, more naked.
The role of multiplication as uniting link consists of the fact that it makes then organism generally more apt to immortality and to a much greater extent than was the case with dividing organisms. Continuation of the kind is real biological immortality of higher organisms. In it we see a continuous transition of ending to unending, and unending to ending, and in such a way that neither ending nor unending does perish, but conserve as moments of this transition. In a purely ending existence there is no continuation of the kind, not more than there is no purely unending existence.
————————

In a human society a further deepening of mutual enabling of ending and unending proceeds. The problem of mortality and immortality is recognized and solved as one of the most difficult problems of human existence. K. Lamont writes about this as follows: 
’’All people are mortal’ with these words begins the most famous syllogism, and continues as follows: ’Socrates is human’ and ’consequently Socrates is mortal’. A branch of philosophy, known by the name logics presented this syllogism as an example of complete reasoning, nonetheless philosophy, as a whole, waisted very much time and a mass of energy on researching what is the real and full meaning of this syllogism… The essence of the question is the following: how seriously we must relate to the saying that Socrates and people are mortal? For there exists a contrary saying that people and Socrates are immortal or at least immortal that what we call their personality or souls. As a matter of fact Socrates himself, if we believe in Plato’s Dialogue, was one of the first philosophers to present the hypothesis of immortality of the soul.
We will present the question differently: when people die, which, as everybody must consent, really happens with us, do they really die, that is do they remain dead? Or, as it is formulated by Job: ’If a man dies, will he be again living?’ There can be no doubt that this problem of death or secret of death has been one of the first and main stimuli of philosophic research. Again particularly Socrates, according to Plato’s dialogue ’Phaedon’, called philosophy the speculation of death, that, more simply expressed, means thinking whether man is mortal or immortal’
. 

Many philosophers connect the problem of mortality and immortality to the problem of the idea of life. And this is justified, because the given problem puts people, willing or unwilling, to think life as a whole.

Life, death, immortality are one continuity. And if life is the opposite of death, and death as that of immortality, then, consequently, life and immortality are the same essence. From this conclusion we can see, that immortality is not a category of other world beyond the life, but inherent to it. On the other hand, death (as we explained earlier) is not quite outside the life, although it is contrary to it. It is justified to say so: life constitues and allows the contradiction between mortality and immortality. In this formula there is a general solution of the problem of mortality and immortality.
The point of view that puts mortality and immortality as opposites of each other, considers them as insubstitutable, impossible to be united, in the final account paralyzes the will and sense of people or leaves them in the stalemate. As a matter of fact, one who denies the mortality and believes in personal immortality (immortality of soul), at the same time denies teh value of real life, as if saying, the coexistence of soul and body. But one who considers that man is only mortal, endeavors to live one day, not considering of future, not considering of improving the life in general, because for him only the concept of his concrete, given life exists.
I have taken extreme cases, but they barely show, to what may lead the contrapositioning of mortality and immortality, absolution of one of sides of this contradiction of life.
3. life versus death
Free man thinks nothing as little as of death, his bravery consists of thinking not of death, but of life.

B. Spinoza Ethics
death as absolute

If we accept the position that man is only mortal, then this leads to different kind of absurd conclusions and dangerous decisions. It leads direct to double kind of egoism and selfisolation. But this is not yet the utmost consequence of thinking mortality.
The logics of manslaughter 
(mental absolutization of death)

If one thinks continuously of death (the brain is ticking in the thought of this), then one can at the beginning come to the idea of futility of life, and then to the idea of suicide and as a matter of fact one can kill himself. (So, by the way, also happens in some cases, when a man consciously takes the position of dying, accepts the idea of the unavoidability of death, does nothing to sustain his living. Man can even convince himself that he is dying and this conviction becomes with time so strong that the death really arrives. Cases have been descrived when in the USA a criminal sentenced to death died. At the time whe the criminal sat to the stool, the electric current was not connected because of a failure in the net, but the death came however!
)

One may say that the thought of death is only a thought. Yes, of course, the idea of death and death are not the same thing. Notwithstanding it may, if the man concentrates on it, may turn out fatal for him.

C.P. Korolenko and G.V. Frolova are writing: ”German psychiatrist, professor Wolf, for instance, has introduced the idea of ’psychogenic suicide’, when we speak of completely inexplainable death of physically healthy, but mentally depressed person, tired to fight with complicated psychologic situations…
With a grown-up person, too concentrated to own misery and misfortune, can possess a chronically hard mood and chronical depression that some researchers describe as chronical suicide: thinking constantly of death, wishing it to come as a liberation of difficulties, man loses his appetite, taste of life, ceases to follow his condition of health. A condition emerges a woodoo like death, man suffers hunger, gets bored, suffers insomnia, is vomiting without reason, continuously all functions of body are oppressed, body organs one after the other get in malfunction… Man is striving towards death - and dies.’
. 

As a matter of fact the thought of mortality, of death does not lead to anything else but to real death

Introduction to the rank of philosophic concepts the idea of mortality, frailty, finality of the human existence leads to the conception of irrationalism of life, to the vanity of all human effort. Characteristic in this respect is the biblical prophesy called Eclesiast: ’

For that which befalleth the sons of men befalleth beasts;

 even one thing befalleth them: as the one dieth, so dieth the

 other; yea, they have all one breath; so that a man hath no

 preeminence above a beast: for all is vanity.

All go unto one place; all are of the dust, and all turn to

 dust again.

Who knoweth the spirit of man that goeth upward, and the

 spirit of the beast that goeth downward to the earth?

(Екклесиаст 3, 19-20). 
This quote of Ecclesiast some preachers of christian religion accepted and interpreted it in the sense that the rapidly flowing human life on the Earth has no value in it and he must therefore aim to an eternal life beyond the grave. Rather illustrative is the teaching of orthodox actor V. Guryev, who has included in his book ’Teachings for the guidance of life of the blessed hermit Serafim’ (M. 1904). He writes: ’Contemplation of death is redeeming and useful’. Particularly important, according to him, are the four ’usefulnesses’:
1) ’Contemplation of death takes the human off the sins’.
2) ’This way man worships god’.

3) It teaches the man to look his earthen life as a life of temporary and rapidly vanishing, teaches to look at its blessing, as perishable and vain, body as a dungeon of soul.

4) ’He who all time prepares to death, learns the means to die successfully’...

Further this theologian teaches: ’You will learn to live on the Earth, councels father to son. You will learn to die well, must counceled a Christian’. 

These teachings could be qualified as a primer to unequalled alienation of life, but above all in them there is more self deception and hypocricy, than honest hostility towards the life on earth.

The orthodox theologian is not original. More than two thousand years before him Socrates according to Plato expressed similar thoughts. ’But to you, my judges, he said, I want now explain, why, according to my opinion, man who really dedicated life to philosophy, in front of death full of courage and hope to find beyond the tomb the greatest blessings. (…) Those who have authetically devoted themselves to philosphy, have occupied themselves with only one thing, dying and death. People, as a rule, do not pay notice on this, but if it were this way, it would be absurd to devote the whole life only to this, and then when it happens, not be able to it after so long waiting and training!’ (Faidon, 63e-64a). Elsewhere he explains: ’…honest philosophers abandon all wishes of body, restrain themselves and under no condition accept it, not fearing devastation and poverty differing from the majority which love themselves’ (82c). ’He who takes care of ones soul and does not groom the body, grows with all these desires’ (82d). ’To those who strive to knowledge, is well known this: when philosophy takes care of their soul, the soul is tightly connected to body and is sticking to it, being obliged to look at and penetrate vitally to oneself, and through the body, literally through the prison bars and get stained with the deepest barbarism…’ (82е)

And all people often, concentrating their thoughts to the unavoidableness of death, come to the unpromising conclusion about the vanity of their efforts, various pessimistic solutions. Even such a strong person and profound thinker as Lev Tolstoy, have experienced minutes of pessimism and weakmindedness attracted by these ideas. Here is what I.I. Mechnikow writes: ’When Tolstoy pursued by the fear of death asked himself, whether family love calms his soul, he at once saw, that this is a vain hope. Why, he asked himself, grow children, who soon find oneselves in the same position as their father?’ Further Mechnikow quotes Tolstoy: ’Why to live?’ Why should I love them, grow them and guard them? Why despair, which is in me or dullness? Loving them I cannot hide from them the truth, every step leads them to the knowledge of this truth. But the truth is death’. Mechnikow comments: ’It is understandable that some people having come to such pessimistic view, refrain from producing posterity’
. 

You see, how Tolstoy turned the question: ’death is truth’. A truly killing phrase! But this is exactly the issue, that death is not the whole truth, and consequently a half-lie.
Bitter reasoning of Tolstoy and Mechnikow’s comments reveal still one important side of the question: pure thoughts of death, mortality of man are not incompatible with family love, producing of children, the first do not correspond reality. And still: production of posterity, continuation of the kind is, as I already said, a breakthrogh in immortality, this is real, factual unification of finality and enlessness of existence. Naturally, the idea of pure mortality (’only mortality’) of man resists that unification and in separate cases, as I.I. Mechnikow points out, actually interferes it. Therefore it is necessary to expell this idea away as harmful and dangerous for man.
I.I. Mechnikow brings also the opinion of some actors about the vanity of scientific research and discoveries, because they do not find ’other final solution as offers of burial destruction’. He writes:
’When in a dispute about its (of science – L.B.) bankruptcy Sh. Roshe presents well-doing medication for diphteria for specific whey for showing the power of scientific discoveries, Brunettier answers to him: ’Seroterapy does not prevent us dying, and furthermore, does not teach us why we die’. Always we will return to the question of death. Does it pay to medicate against diphteritis a child, doomed to become adult, in order to learn of unavoidaleness of death, which must fill him with fear?’ 
Further Mechnikow comments:

’If science is powerless to solve the most important tasks, which torment humanity, if it refuses from it because of the lack of knowledge, if it does not findother final solution than proposing burial destruction, then it is easy to understand, that many even the most distinct brains turn away from it. Desire to find some consolation to the sufferings of our existence without defined Purposes redirects them to the embracing of religion and metaphysics. That is why for the modern humanity, undoubtedly, it is characteristic a strive back to religion. People sink to mysticism, thinking that it gives an answer less dismal than destruction, inexistence’
.

As we will see, here there is the same motive as in the judgment of Tolstoy. Only this time we speak not of family love and production of posterity, but of scientific creativity. Why create, break one’s brain, experiment, if anyway us awaits burial destruction?! An idea of pure mortality also here is directed to unification of finality and endlessness of existence. For scientific research, just as family love, allows contradiction between mortality and immortality, makes man immortal. 
The last comment of Mechnikow is interestin because in it is clearly shown whereto may lead the contraposition of death and immortality. Either a full destruction and then everything is absurd or faith in otherworld immortality – here is nothing but a barter of extremeness against extremeness. From the beginning we bring to the absurd the idea of death, compare it to complete destruction, and then throw it aside, refusing from all rational explanation and throw ourselves to the embracing of religion and mysticism, which promise us an otherworld immortality.
Thus in ideas of death, mortality is its own, peoplekilling logics, poisoning the consciousness of man, preventing him live, love and create. These ideas are poisonous not only in their logics, but alson in their emotional strength. They lie as the fundament of such emontional conditions as fear of death and despair. In these conditions, true, there is no direct striving to death. Nonetheless they kill, rapidly or slowly, depending on their strength.
Fear of death and despair
(emotional absolution of death)

Fear of death is worse than death
proverb
At once we reserve a moderate dosis of fear of death as ecessary for man. That kind of fear would better be called anxiety, aversion of death. Anxiety, aversion of death emerges from our natural instinct of self-defence. But fear of death is exaggerated, hypertrophic oversensitivity of the danger of death. It is also harmful, pernicious, as also passive acceptance or strive towards the death. This is the case where they say: extremes meet. One who is experiencing a strong fear of death exposes almost being in similar danger as one desiring it. ’Utmost horror, writes K. Lamont, may paralyze a person, deprive his ability to speak or cause strong heartbeat; after earthquakes men and women are found without any kind of injuries’
. It is said: big eyes out of fear. Really, on the basis of fear lies an exaggerated conception of the almightiness of death, about the fact that life is something rather frail, pitiful, powerless in comparison with His Majesty of Death. 
Still more profound emotional state, suppressing all will, all resistance is despair (feeling of complete hopelessness). In scientific literature not seldomly are described cases being mentioned as ‘Woodoo deaths’.
‘In this phenomenon, write T.P. Korolenko and G.V. Frolov, are interested many research workers; the reason of death had only psychological colouring. Researchers have noticed that Australian aborigins, having found out that on them a course or sorcery because they violated some important taboo, reacted with strong symptoms of panics, going over to despair, denying all action, turning to apathy. This state brought afore death.
(…) Richter assumed that reason to them (woodoo deaths / L.B.) was not fear but hopelessness (precisely hopelessness, some researchers confirm, become also reasons of death of many people who suffer scarceness of water etc. Latin saying ‘as long as I breath, I have hope’, corresponds to truth and it can also be said ‘as long as I have got hope, I breath’).
(…) Death, as a result of expecting death is no rarity even today… It is possible that people living on the fringe of superstitious environment, mechanism of expecting death can be considerably strong. It is possible that the process of ‘autosuggestion’ (self-hypnosis) changes vitally important philosophic mechanisms, as a result happens violation of the centre of vegetative nerve systems. It is characteristic that the results in pathologic anatomistic research in such cases indicate symptoms of possible paralysis… It is understood that not the supertitiousness does serve starting shock, but strengthened emotions of fear, are long time feeling of uneasiness, threat. And even the fear itself immediately in front of some reasons, but frustrations, such situations, in which emerge strong conviction that all is vain, no rescue exists’
.

About the harmfulness of psychologic attitude which is the ground of despair, wrote the French doctor Alain Bombard. He introduced special research of causes of demolition of those who have suffered shipwreck. This is what we read in his book ‘Outside the border of one’s will’:
‘Every year fifty thousand people perish, when already in saving boats. Could not anything be done for their rescue? If yes, what? I started counting legendary tales of those experienced shipwreck, but judging on him, all fighting seemed to be hopeless, and all hope absurd. 
(...) 19180414 ocean steamer Titanic collided with iceberg. After some hours Titanic sank. First vessels arrived to the spot of catastrophy in three hours after the moment the steamer sank below the surface, but in saving boats there were already many dead and gone mad. It is to be noted that among those gone mad out of their panic kind of fear, was not an only child less than ten years of age. These children were still in a state of reasonable age.
Similar examples fortified my intuitive persuasion that moral factor plays a decisive role. Statistical data that corroborate that 90 % of the victims perish within three first days that follow the shipwreck, stayed remarkably reasonable. For in order to die of hunger or thirst much longer time!
When the ship goes down, it seems to man that with the ship goes to the bottom the whole world, when two floor boards go away from him, at the same time with them all his manhood and all his reasonableness. And even if he finds a rescue boat, he is not yet saved. Because he perishes in it without movement, frightened by his misfortune. Because he no more lives. Surrounded by the night time dust, frightened by the currents of water and wind, shivering on the bottomless, fearing both the noise and the silence, he in some three days perishes to death. 
The victims of legendary shipwrecks, perished prematurely, I know: you were killed not by sea, not by hunger, not thirst! Rocking on the waves under the shrill squeaking of gulls you were killed by fear. 
So, it became completely obvious to me that multitude of those who have suffered shipwreck die long before physical and physiologic conditions, in which they occur, become really perilous.
How to fight despair, which kills more certainly and rapidly than any physical lacks?’
.

Having sailed on a sailing boat over the Atlantic Ocean without food and water supplies, A. Bombard showed that even in the most desperate conditions it is possible to fight successfully for life.
His experience was repeated in four expeditions bulgarina mariners Doncho and Julie Papazov. In the book ’With ’Dju’ over the Pacific Ocean’ Doncho Papazov more than once remarked that a fight with frightening, fear, despair was a precondition of survival in extreme conditions. He wrote for example:
I was many times asked: ‘But were you not afraid?’ And I had always difficulty in answering. I cannot confirm that fear was unknown to me. I cannot either explain, how it can be overcome with the strength of will. Supress. Kill it, distinctly and clearly recognizing that creeping into mind the fear, it began betray Purpose, efforts, friends. And however some people are born cowards or with years their souls are charged by fear. Others do not at all feel fear. Third group overcomes it. With us on Dju even startling was taboo. We leave it on the shore, connected with preparations to expedition and reasoning about possible bad luck and shipwrecks.’
.

In one book a bold parable is presented about the hope. It was told by Alxandre Zhebrovsky, one of hero mariners, surviving the 82 day obligatory seafare on a small cutter on the ocean. Here is how author L. Naumov gives the story:

‘- And who of you, children, knows old mariner Ivan Aurov? Asked Zhebrowsky…
He is my ancestor. A brave old man he was. He told to his son, that is my grandfather and he to me. This is a fairy tale, how to say to you, a kind of emblem of our family… Arrived a mariner to a sage and says: ‘I shall perish, probably. Last time Iwas in such a storm that God save us! However alive remained. Advise me, you know everything: what shal I do in order to remain alive until old age? What, answered the sage, this is possible. Here you are, says, a pitcher, with it you do not perish.’
The mariner went to sea another year. Endures storms worse than before. And nothing, remains alive. ‘What is it, he thinks, the pitcher that saves me from danger?’ Once opened the lock and saw inside, there was nothing there, empty. ‘What is that, wondered the mariner. The sage fools my head?’
They arrived to port, where this sage lived, and the mariner went to the sage. ‘What, you sage, gave me an empty pitcher? There was nothing in it.’ ‘How not?’ asks the sage. ‘Empty, look you yourself.’ Looked the sage to the pitcher and says: ‘Ay, badly you look, young man. There is one thing. Hope sips out of it. Hope! With it a mariner never perishes. A mariner may get lost of everything, but he must not get lost of hope. With it a mariner comes out from any storm, from any plight and whatever storm breaks out, whatever storm rages, a mariner must always have hope that everything will turn out well. It will rescue him off any misfortune. This is the way how!’
This pleased my ancestor Ivan Aurov, this tale and he decided then: be it that in our mariner family live this same hope. And what! In our family nobody perished on sea, all lived to old age, and all were mariners, ancestor as well as grandfather, as my father. See, how it is, children. So, hope must never be lost’
.

It is not just by chance that here are accounts of people, having been in extreme conditions and being saved with honor the trial. These are competent utterances. In them it is said a firm conviction that fear of death and despair, these emotional absolutions of death, are harmful, dangerous, pernicious to people.

In the 20th century absolution of death like an infection has haunted culture. It became one of phenomenons of anticulture. Look about this later on page 298. 
*     *     *

And so, man is not purely mortal being. Although he knows that he will some time die, he continuously pushes this thought of death to the background of the consciousness and thinks, basically, of life, of what he is doing and of what he will be doing.

Pushing to the background the thought of death, man, naturally, draws to the foreground of the nconsciousness the thought of endless existence, that is, factually, of immortality. And this is reasonable. For many things in the life man does considering long time, indefinitely long time existence of oneself and even more the fruits of one’s doings, of what he gave the birth, what he created, continues to produce (children, material and spiritual values). S.Ja. Marshak has a poem, which wonderfully gives the remarkable property of man, his unquenchable living optimism:
All die on earth and on sea

But man is doomed to remain dismal

He must know of death warrant,

Signed, when he was born.

But recognizing rapidness of lifeflow,

He lives so, however,

As if he would live for ever,

And this world belongs to him. 

Все умирает на земле и на море

Но человек суровей осужден:

Он должен знать о смертном приговоре,

Подписанном, когда он был рожден.

Но, сознавая жизни быстротечность,

Он так живет — наперекор всему,

Как будто жить рассчитывает вечность

И этот мир принадлежит ему.

We are considering this question. From the point of view of pure mortality, it should be him all the same, when he dies; in the age of 20, 50 or 80 years. Also such expressions exist as ’premature death’, ’early death’ etc. They express just that death is not completely powered over life, that its occurrence, as a rule, is undesired, that in certain period of life it must not ’appear’. It means that from this point of view man is not simply mortal.
Still expressions exist: ‘exists on the limit of life and death, between life and death’, this of a person who is in mortal danger or, as it is also said, on the fringe of tomb. These expressions show that between life and death there is a temporary, transitional state, when man is not yet dead and practically also not more alive. To this transitional state refers, for instance, the state of clinical death, it is, death from which it is possible to return, turn back (death itself has irreversible character; irreversibility is its essential feature). Thus, thanks to the fact that a transitional state between life and death exists, doctors have the chance of saving the moribund, return him to life. By the way, doctors often use the phrase ‘will be alive’. It also point out that there is a transitional state between life and death.
Other type of transitional state we meet in Jack London’s story ‘Love of life’. As a result of chronic undernourishment and deep physical exhaustion the hero of the story was so helpless that an unavoidable death awaited him, if people would not come to rescue in time. 
Presence of temporary, transitional state between life and death testifies that different and even controversial one to another and not only in the sense of outer, but also of inner (divided in time) contrary features.
To live means to die?

In then preparing materials to ‘Dialectics of nature’ it is possible to find such phrase of F. Engels: ‘to live means to die’. Some philosophers and scientists accepted it, started consider it as a primer of dialectic wisdom. Along with this, if reasoning objectively, one must recognize, that this saying of Engels appears unsuccessful, essentially pseudodialectic. Because death (dying) in exact sense of the word is end, termination of life of multicellular organism. But in no dying of organism during the life, that is dying of separate tissues, organs, cells, albumens in this organism cannot be spoken. These ‘parts’ are not independent living organisms. Of the dying of cells is spoken. But dying is not dying away, death. Furthermore one cannot speak of the dissolution of albumins, as their death, dying away. Because albumins do not relate to the series of living systems; they are just organic unions, belonging to the constituence of a living system.
Dying, death is total, all comprising process of demolition of multicellular organism, which relates to the conclusion of its lifetime period. It happens only in conditions of total demolition of multicellular cells, dissolution of albumins. As the totality cannot be divided into parts, so also the death of multicellular organisms cannot be lead to separate dissolutions, destructions of cells, albumins. In order that these dissolutions, would bring death of whole organisms, it is needed that they reached in quantitative and qualitative relations some critical significance. But this way the dissolution, destruction of albumins, cells happens from the very beginning in the forming of multicellular organism. They appear as a constituing part in the process of dissimilation. Engels had in mind just these dissolutions, destructions, when he said ‘to live is to die’. In its essence he used the word ‘to die’, not in the scientific sense, but in metaphoric, meaning with it any dissoluteon, destruction processes, connected with living function of organisms. And all using the word ‘to die’ in metaphoric sense, |Engels had no right to compare life to death. Independent from his subjective intentions, from what he had in mind to do, the phrase ‘to live means to die’ contains, frankly expressed, a poisoned, destructive idea. From his point of view we are living dead bodies and all our fighting against death is absurd, because the life itself is death. What this, in essence, mockery on living nature, living people, who time to time use heroic efforts to gain victory in the fight with death! (By the way, the expression ‘fight with life’, ‘fight with death’ clearly refer to the controversy, contrarity of life and death. The formula ‘to live means to die’ lubricates this contrariety of life and death, as if destroys the obstacle that life arouses against death).
The Gallians had a going paraphrase: ‘do not die until you live’. In this phrase is expressed the demand of living, healthy people who are opposed to death to the last breath. But what are we seeing in the formula ‘to live means to die’? It essentially morally disarms man. Chirugian who does an operation in order to save the life of the sick person, remembering the formula, can think: Why, actually, I fight for the life of this patient? For he is dying anyway, if not today, then tomorrow. You cannot avoid death, how much ever you try. To live means to die. So, let be, he (the patient) dies. Why will I prevent him in this? This kind of thoughts could be blown by the Engels’s thesis.
If the hero of the story of Jack London’s ‘Love to life’ would have been orienting according to this phrase, it would probably in the mortally dangerous conditions have weakened his will to live, and he would have completely lost his desire to fight against death.
All suicides would have been close to the formula ‘to live means to die’. In it they, truly, would find justification for his striving to show exit from life.
In the referred formula I see only pseudodialectic play in the identification of contradictions. This kind of pseudodialectics can testify and justify whatever.
If we look in what context was invented the Engels phrase ‘to live means to die’, we will see that it appeared in connection with Hegel’s thesis that death is the moment of life, that the last contains in it ‘the embryo of death’. The point of view of Hegel, as we see, is rather cautious. And so is the linear phrase of Engels ‘to live means to die’.
Furthermore why actually we are emphasizing attention to the mutual connection of life and death?! Because for life as such the birth has in a smaller extent similar meaning with the death. Life as a balance; birth is one scale and death is another. Birth means beginning of individual life, death its end. From this we can see that dialectics of life, as a matter of fact, does not lead to dialectics of existence and transition to inexistence (but just this ‘dialectics’ exists in the formula ‘to live means to die’). Dialectics of life, as a matter of fact, is dialectics of birth, development, existence and death. With similar success as we speak of ‘to live means to die’ we can say ‘to live means to be born’. But from the point of view of the perspective of life (as planetary or even cosmic phenomenon) the former dialectics is more important than the latter.
I in so detailed way lingered in the formula ‘to live means to die’ because on its fundament lies the idea, which often teaches philosophers and literary authors in various alternatives. Some with dramatic pathos, others as if with cocketery. Above I presented a well-known expression ‘existence in front of the face of death’. Quite recently the author Victor Jerofejev in a program NTV ‘Recently’ (19941015) throwed the phrase: ‘The most important is really, not to live, survive, but to age, to die’. What is this? Stupid saying by a writer or desire to astound the conventional taste with one’s nonconformism?
death is not justified (critics of claim that death has positive value)

One of the heroes of the short story ‘Three years’ of A.P. Chekhov said: ‘No philosophy can reconcile me with death, I see it simply as perishing’. He is thousand times right and on the contrary, and wrong those philosophers who search justification for death and reason even on its positive value for life. Abstract reasoning of the kind ‘life manifests itself through death’
, is completely inacceptable for humanistically thinking philosophers. These reasonings are only due to lead astray people, to disarm them morally.
All living is striving to immortality and if dying, perishes, then that not because of thirst of it, but from the power of genetic programming or concrete unfavorable conditions of life, which are very different, versatile. Philosophers and literary authors who speak of positive meaning of death, jam through, in essence, the idea of finding that man must see in death something desirable, to which one must be striving. What a nonsense! For positive for us has everything that turns out blessing. So what emerges is that death is a blessing? Reasoning so, we in the end come to preachers of the desirability of death, necessity of it and lack of necessity of efforts of fighting for life. Life and death exclude each other. If life is for us blessing then we must see its opposite as bad. (Look, by the way, how K. Lamont was mistaken in his trial to unite inconsistent things: ‘When we reach the understanding, he writes, that everything ends so we know the worst, but this worst is factually not very bad (??? – L.B.). It is so far from bad’ etc. (my italics – L.B.)
. As a matter of fact, how to substitute the statement of death as ‘the worst’ and how ‘factually not very bad’?!)
In attempts to show the naturality, necessity, usefulness and, in general, positive value of death, the most different arguments are used, arguments which by careful reasoning turn out as having been built on sand.
Is thus death natural and necessary?

For example, the naturality and necessarity of death of man is shown by references to the naturality and necessity of death animals and plants. This is what K. Lamont writes:

‘Usually it is assumed that death, as such, is very big bad thing, the worst enemy of man… But death in itself, as phenomenon of nature is not bad… death is completely natural phenomenon, it has played a useful and necessary role in a long time biologic evolution. In reality, without death, this so suitable function of organic species, to which the most complete and serious meaning has been given and which enables the emergence of organic species, the phenomenon called man would never have been born.
Man, writes further K. Lamont, could not exist also in the case that he was not helped by the hand of death, which presents to his disposal the most fundamental methods of human existence. Fuel, nutrition, clothing, dwelling, possibility and material for reading, all those to a remarkable extent are dependent on it whether death does its part. Coal, gas and turf are obtained from decomposed organic particles; tree for heating and construction, for making of furniture and paper are obtaine at the price of living trees, destroying plants, man enables to itself nutrition in vegetables, bread and fruit, but also clothing in cotton, linen and artificially produced fabrics. Death of animals gives people not only fish, fowl and meat to eat, but also fur and wool for clothing and leather for footwear’
.

In these reasonings Lamont twice confusion of concepts, messes them. For the first, speaking of finality of existence of man he jumped over to another subject: finality of existence of living organisms. Here is violated the principle of concreteness of truth: what is justified for living nature, cannot be automatically applied to man. If for establishing of living nature essentially important moment is eating of some living by others (vegetables by animals, some animals by others), so for man, for man himself this moment long ago ceased to be essentially important and generally some meaning: cannibalism dropped away and higher beings, who would eat people, do not exist on Earth. Lamont as a matter of fact does not see principial difference between man and other living organisms, when he tries to show the naturality and necessity of death for man referring to naturality and necessity of death of living nature. This is distinctly seen also from his other reasoning: ‘for me, he writes, one of the best counterpoison against the idea of personal perish is included in full understanding of natural death and its unavoidable place in great living process of evolution’
. Reference to the evolution of living nature of the past does not prove anything. The idea of making in it signifies that old ceases, firmly confirmed, having seemed immutable  and new hitherto inexistent emerges. What was good in one phase of making, may turn out to be bad, impossible to be adopted in another. Historical progress appears, of course, as the continuation of biological evolution, but at the same time it brings in itself new, hitherto inexistent, something that was not possible in the framework of biological evolution. The point of view of Lamont is essentially naturalistic reductionism.
Secondly, Lamont speaks everywhere about death, even if he as a matter of fact speaks not only of death as a result of fulfillment of biological cycle of development, but also of violent perishing of organisms as a result of killing, eating. He for instance writes: ‘death of animals gives people not only fish, fowl, game and meat…’ In reality, for the animals this is not death, but perishing, destruction. For themselves such perishing is not natural, neither necessary, neither useful.
Presenting all perishing of living organisms as death, Lamont at the same time widens the concept of death and this way absolutisizes death, poses it on the same board with life. This in final account also was apparent in his thesis: ‘life manifests itself through death’. This way, even as such futile replacement of concepts (death instead of perish) leads to sag in understanding mutual relations of life and death.
Death is a factor of progress?

In reasoning about necessity and utility of death often appears thesis about the importance of change of generation as an obstacle of progress. Marcus Aurelius, for instance, wrote: ‘All what you see here, will be changed by natural power; it makes of the same nature something else, and of that again still something else, so that the world would be young for ever’
. You see, what is the motive: ‘that the world would be young for ever’. Superficially thinking people would see here the dialectics: here you have the eternity and the youth. If, however, you more carefully scrutinized the thesis of eternal youth of the world, so we will see in it an absolution of change, flow, convertibility of ont to another. Emphasis of attention on change of generation leads to such absolution.
It is well/known that in the society also the given moment of time coexist and mutually act different generations: children, adult, old aged. This enables a balance of dymamism and stability of life. Young people give life the necessary dynamism. Old people show a stabilizing effect on it
. 
Coexistence of different generations is a fact and shows that there is no such thing as a pure change of generations.

Now this question: why the temporal link, succession of generations is always seen only from the negative point of view, that is: change of generations as a result of death of old people (their giving way to younger)? Wouldn’t it be better to appreciate this change of generations not from negative point of view (death of old people), but from positive side (birth of new generations). For if new generations will again and again be born, so how long ever people lived, then how long would the balance of different generations be saved. Versatile generations, their balance, proportional relations are determined not so much by the exit of old generations as by the birth of new. Death of old people is not at all necessary for the maintenance of equilibrium between various generations. The main thing is that the level of birthrate be maintained. 
The longer people live, the broader becomes, other conditions remaining unchanged, the representation of various generations at any given moment of time in the life of society, the deeper will be the counterpositioning of old and young members of society. But this allows a better continuity, better link of generations, their greater variety, their deeper intercourse and mutual enrichment. In stead of presently observed three coexisting generations (children, parents, grandparents) there would be four, five, six etc. generations. Now people enjoy that alive are their parents, grandparents, they see in this existence of stability in life, guarantee of their own long life. But how good it would be, if also great grandparents etc. woud be alive. Experience of previous generations would be transferred to generations to come with better foundation, without losses, connected with the exit of these generations from life. For it is no secret that people again and again repeat the errors of earlier generations and above all because these earlier generations did not succeed in transferring their life experiences. But how much creative findings, discoveries, inventions are lost for this reason?! How many people must refind already once found, reinvent already invented! (It is possible to say that the link betseen generations is enabled through the objects of material and spiritual culture (books, for instance). On this it is easy to answer: no objects of material and spiritual culture can substitute the living intercourse between generations, living transfer of experience from one generation to another.)
This way it would be excellent, if at the same time lived not only two or three generations, but many generations. In front of us would be a living history, pressed in one moment of time.
It would then be better to speak of multiplication of generations. In multiplication, but not in change, the generations are really a source of progress. Correspondingly also progress must be understood not as continuous change, renewal, but living dialectic union of dynamism and stability, change and steadiness of life.
Change of generations in a pure way is characteristic to only the most primitive forms of life. The progress of life aside from all others consist also in it that gradually increases period of time, during which various generations (preceding and subsequent) are living together. The more primitive animal, the shorter this period of present time would be. The most primitive animals transfer their experience only through breeding cells, through genes. Higher animals, instead, transfer to new generation not only genes, but also their life experience, teaching and educating the young, showing them example. The more generations would be on one slice of time, the more functional, effective would be the living transfer of experience from generation to generation, consequently the steeper the curve of progress.
*  *  *

It is confirmed also that if there is no change of generations as result of death, a threat of overpopulation and exhaustion of resources emerges. K. Lamont, for instance, writes: ‘How romantic and enticing this possibility (endless existence – L.B.) at first glance would seem, it does not loose its limitations. If practically nobody would leave this earth as a result of death, a problem of population arises, much more serious than any other problem, with which the world encountered up to now.”
. The argument risen by Lamont does not stand criticism, because it emanates from the assumption of principial limitation of living space and resources. Really, at any moment of time both the living space and the resources are limited. But who said that with the solution of the problem of continuity of the human life time also the problem of increase of living space and resources would be solved?! Of course, if going from the assumption that human race will live only on Earth, then it is not difficult to foresee the arrival of the moment when as a result of multiplication and increase of life span it becomes dense for people and resources are exhausted. Of it is the question that this assumption is based on past experience of evolution of live and does not take into account the possibility of man exploiting cosmic space. That is why most often it is tried to show the natural course, necessity of death and change of generations referring to the living nature, in which perishing of organisms and change of generations are determined by the struggle for existence and limitation of eathly resources. But what is true for living nature, must not be applied mechanistically to human society. People, differing from animals, are finding all new and new sources of resources and for this process there is no end. With the construction of thermonuclear reaction and exploration (population) of cosmic space people practically supply themselves unlimited resources and can multiply and increase the continuation of their lives to any limits.
*  *  *

Still this argument is presented: old people must give way to young, else there is no movement ahead. In this case it is clear or not clear they do not assume cooperation of generations, but their contraposition, mutual exclusion (young must displace old, and old people, correspondingly, must step aside and give them way). Lamont gives this argument in such an insulting from the point of view of old people form: ‘Already in present conditions wisecrafts observing old and obstinate people who have high position have invented the device: ‘As long as there is death, there is hope!’
. As a matter of fact, the situations are possible, when old person, having lost necessary properties for management and creativity, stubbornly aims to manager’s chair. But whether these situations may be generalized to the measures of mutual relations between older and younger generations? And whether it can be generalized that the hand of death must work here? Is it so necessary? The above described situations can be handled in several other ways. The simplest is to stick on principles of appointment on election and removability of management. Another way is not only lengthen life (add years to the lifetime), but obtain conservation and development of creative potential at the end of life (add life to years). It is completely possible to reach such conditions that aged people are creative people, capable of receive new things and self create new things. Such a way exists: go a different way, not that which already was used. As a  matter of fact, why must aged people necessarily go the same way as young? Whether there is only one way in the world? And why not the young people, in certain cases, should not seek other ways? In real life can be observed just many cases, when young people abandon the used seats, go out to unpopulated places in order to open new ways, new avenues of life. 
In the light of what has been said, completely inapplicable must be considered the reasoning of the writer Enn Perrish and comment to him by Lamont. ‘Everyone of us, quotes Lamont of Enn Perrish, must die for life, for the flow of river, too big, in order to it could be dammed to some pond, because of the growth of seed, too strong to remain always in the same form. As far as these corpses must perish, we are greater than it seems to us. The most egoistic must be glad to give their lives to others. The most timid must be bold enough to exit’. Further Lamont comments: ‘This way, death opens way to greatest possible number of individuals, including our own posterity, in it that they could experience joy of life, and in this sense death is a partner of generations of people not yet born, right up to infinite centuries of future’
. Lamont would have been right, if really the resources were limited and not to be renewable. As far as it is not so, death does not open way to greatest possible number of individuals and birth. Death thus is not partner of coming unborn generations.
Is death needed for life?

In reasonings about utility of death often is used the following thesis: death is needed in order that the meaning of life would really be appreciated.
This thesis sounds different with different authors.
Lamont, for instance, writes: ’I am convinced that honest recognition of the mortality of man not only breaks morality and does not stop progress, but other conditions remaining unchanged, works exactly to the opposite direction. People then understand what is right here and now, if they at all are going to sometime do this, they must develop their chaces to conquer happiness for themselves and others, participate and lay their part to the enterprises that according to them have the highest value. They will learn, as never before, reality of rapidly running time and recognize their serious obligation to exploit it in the best way.’
. Elsewhere he writes about unifying (!) significance of death: ’Social meaning of death has also its positive sides. For death brings near us general worries and general destiny of all people everywhere. It unifies us with deeply felt cordial emotions and dramatically underlines then equality of our final destinies. The generality of death reminds us about the essential human brotherhood, which exists in spite of severe disharmony and conflicts registered in history and existing also in present matters’
. Founders of the concept of ‘humanistic psychology’ have led to the psychology of the subject death. ‘From those points of view – declares M.A. Petrovskaya, then recognition by man of the perspectives of inexistence arouses in him a special relation to the present. The significance of the present arisest, it turns out as that organic time existing in personality for the realization of its potentiality. The problem is not to live in constant fear of death or consideration of death, but to appreciate to full extent the importance of the present moment, the value of what we are doing right now. ‘In order to completely understand oneself man must collide with death, recognize personal death’ (Corey G. Theory and practice of counseling and psychotherapy. Monterey, Calif., 1977, p. 49)”
. 

Some philosophers see the positive meaning of death in that emanating the positive ‘Zeitnote’ it teaches people appreciate time, not waste it in futilities. ‘Death, writes U.V. Sogomow, is apt to fulfil a useful role. It is a powerful catalysator of life. For if eternity awaited man, would it pay hurry up, it would be necessary to span ones powers and will, consequently struggle for earthly happiness? Man would in this case be inclined to ossification… A clear consciousness of the finity of life does not at all terrorize morally stable people. Consiousness of the Zeitnote teaches man appreciate time, not waste it in vain, in futile things, but strive to live life so that then ‘there would not be years painfully sourly lived.’ A man recognizing that the death comes anyway, and life must be hastened and felt hurrying’
. Or: ‘… consciousness of the inevitability of the end of life, writes L.N. Kogan, causes people to appreciate specially ‘biographically necessary time’, feel with reason all moments of their life’
. 
All these opinions are based on the assumption that without death man would not recognize in full the value of life. We now are thingking whether this is right. If as one should (well) think, one may see that there are thousand ways of feeling, recognizing, experiencing value of life without the ‘perspective of inexistence’, ‘colliding with death’. When man loves and is loved, doesn’t he feel the greatest value of life? When man burns with creative fire and he succeeds, doesn’t he recognize the value of life? When man sees sun, sees the smiles of people, when he is well, happy, does he need still something else, in order to be able to appreciate life? Value of life is in life itself and to look it aside, in death, in other world immortality is an empty business, useless work. Recognition the life’s intrinsic value arises in all normal people, not gone out of mind by pessimism or consolation philosophy, a thirst of how to get more, thirst not to die
.

In the mentioned quotations sounds this motive: death is needed, because it picks out life, allows to feel its fascination etc. It is a well-known motive. It sounds still as parallel of good and bad, health and sickness, richness and poverty. For example, when it is tried to show the necessity of moral bad (more detailly look about this below, p. 181).

In connection with health and sickness it is also possible to hear discussions about how man in reality feels health then when he suffers in sickness, when in times of sickness he appreciates how bad it is non-healthy and how good it is to be healthy. Again lie. In order to appreciate health it is not necessary to be sick. There are people who very little experienced sickness in their life, were well practically always. So whether tey were unhappy people, because they did not experience serious sickness? What a nonsense! The positive power of health is enough to express itself in effervescent, fullblood life of man, in sorrows and joys, in enjoyments and commotion, in struggle, in victories and connections. Of course, it is possible to understand people who really do not experience, do not exploit their health. When they start to suffer, they also start to feel all enjoyment of health. You can only feel pity for them. 
The same motive sounds in the quotantions about the positive valuation of poverty, needed for creativity. ‘Some authors, testifies Jan Parandovsky, openly justify material blessing’. According to them ’need does not allow falling asleep, give up. Keeping the artist in constant excitement it gives him energy, hardens his character, prevents to become too proud.’ Parandovsky justly opposes to this: ‘But whatever is said in defense of poverty, whatever is told about the victories of the genial singlers in their struggle with need, it does not follow that in the plight of hunger is the best means to develop talent. As a rule, poveerty kills, and in its merciless jaws thousands of excellent brains perished in humiliation and despair’
.

In broader sense it is said about necessity of suffering. This is what U.V. Sogomonow writes at this occasion: 

‘It is said, for instance, that suffering awakens powers of people. But if carefully scrutinized, it turns out, that here simply takes place a substitution of concepts: ‘obstacles’ are considered as ‘sufferings’. Life consists of overcoming difficulties, the presence of which undoubtedly stimulates the action of people. Suffering gives no stimulating effect, sooner they push to passivity, diminish but not add powers of man, although the threat of suffering, obviously, activates people. Not so much the hunger itself gives an impulse to action as the danger of hunger, not so much the sickness as the possibility of it. Whether people hate gossip only because it succeeded to hurt them personally, or they start to fight with vandalism only after it was their turn to be hurt by knife? And whether only fear of expected suffering awakens people to action and other stimuli do not exist, for instance desire of joy or necessity to create?
Sometimes it is stated that suffering purifies character. This is possible in separate cases. But often the suffering people are gloomy, egoistic and annoyed.
Perhaps the suffering does people compassionate? Undoubtedly, a creature experiencing no suffering, does not at all understand the pains of others. But the great part of suffering does not at all depend on the size of the suffering. Do not the sick people turn out to be lesser egoists than the healthy ones? But perhaps the suffering does people more reasonable and modest? Scarcely so! Kant has said that suffering without cause makes furious, but suffering with cause oppresses.
Erroneus is also the idea that suffering is necessary as a supplement to joy. Although it is true, in general, that we may experience joy without precedent suffering, specially this concerns higher and firmer joys, given by creative action. As to it has spoken Mirza Shafi, the Afghani poet of 19th century
Only stupid or villain thinks,

That sorrow improves people,

Such idea comes out of error,
That old knife of rust sharpens,

That of rain the autumn day is fair,

Water clearer and lighter in the stream.

Считает лишь дурак или злодей,

Что горе совершенствует людей.

Такое мненье сходно с заблужденьем,

Что старый нож от ржавчины острей,

Что от дождей в ненастный день осенний

Вода в потоке чище и светлей.

It is believed that sufferings push afore talants, that without them creativity and enthusiasm, which are nothing else but ‘intoxication out of misfortune’. In this statement it is tacitly assumed that joy and happiness unavoidably lead to spiritual paralysis. In fact the joy and happiness contain a moment of insatisfaction as a source of new Purposes and desires, increase of powers and enthusiasm. If suffering of hunger and poverty come over people then they have no time to occupy with science and inventiveness, they have to use their power to subsistence.

In all but one one could agree with U.V. Sogomonow: that life consists of overcoming difficulties and that difficulties and obstacles unequivocally stimulate the activity of people. Firstly, life does not lead to the overcoming of difficulties, and secondly, not all difficulties and obstacles are useful for people. There are such difficulties which would better not be there. The art of living consists just of overcoming difficulties which help to grow, and avoid those that disturb.
4. From that same statement: ’we are not observing the excellent, until we miss it’ (к/ф «Русский сувенир», 1960). 

In all these statements an effort is made to compare positive and negative in life, to put them on the same scale. This is a futile effort. Death is not needed for people, neither sickness, nor poverty, nor bad.

Moreover, all these statements have one logical defect: in them the positive factually is defined by the negative (good by bad, life by death, healthe by sick, well-being by poverty, excellent by its nonexistence). In logics already long ago it has been established: negative definition of concept is not enough, that is, it is not a genuine definition of a concept. Negative definition of positive concept is a logical error.
All referred statements in their strange form, paradoxically hit the outer effect and nothing else.
——————

Of course, recognized mortality in a defined way has its effect on the state of mind of man. This consciousness of separate cases, in fact, allows clearer to feel the value of life. But, in the first place, consciousness of mortality may not only cast a shadow on the value of life, but also diminish, blacken it out and even snuff out the light of life. It is a double-edged sword. Secondly, it is completely obvious that life in the shadow of death is not needed. It, as I already mentioned, is a value as such. It as such does not lack its shadows even without such a horrific shadow as is death. Life is struggle and in it losses and failures, defeats are inevitable.
Above I presented the opinion of U.V. Sofomonow ablout the consciousness of ‘zeitnote’ teaching people to appreciate time, not to waist it. This is the case. But it is allowed to ask: why is there death? Is it perhaps needed in order to help people value the time, not waist it? Life consists of small and big things. If man undertakes a thing, he tries to bring it to finish and not because death gives him a limit, but simply because the logics of the matter requires it. We are setting time limits to be observed, place ourselves zeitnotes, time deficits and by doing this do absolutely not think of death. Big things, big Purposes require as their time limit the whole lifetime of man and even overcome this limitation.
The life of man must not be considered as some pure continuity, which discontinues only once, when death occurs. Within itself it consists of discontinuities: one ends, another starts. Life is a developed process and naturally it consists of separate, relatively finished etaps, consisting a dicrete series of life cycle. In addition to it, life, as I already mentioned, represents in itself some discrete totality of big and small things, which have their beginning and end. All this testifies of the fact that in itself life continuously finishes itself. This way, death must not obtain an absolute meaning of finality. Mortality, having a partial meaning, must not be equaled with finality having a universal and general significance. Yes, all really existing contains in it a moment of finishing, such is the dialectics of finality and endlessness. But from this does not follow that living finishes only through death. The latter is only one of the ‘means’ of finishing living creatures. Unicellular organisms, dividing themselves billions of years, are living an ending period (from one partition to another). But they do not know death. Death as a full demolition of polycellular organism – onto original organic and nonorganic molecules – has emerged in a definite phase of emergence of living nature. It is completely possible that man along time finds other means of finishing of his life, not as destructive as death (about this in further detail later).
With Sogomonow still the following argument is found: ’Man recognizing that death is inevident, hurries to live and feel’. In the first place, why here must be seen only the positive side of this dependence? With the same success may be imagined the situation, when consciousness of the inevitability of death, rapidity of the flow of life pushes man to excessive hurrying of action that leads to lamentable results. Not in vain is said: ‘hurrying makes laughing’. But car drivers have a still sharper saying: ‘rapid driving – quiet carrying’. Excessive hurrying and impatience are also harmful, dangerous, as are excessive slowness and patience.
Secondly, why we must obligatorily whip ourselves with ideas about the inevitableness of death?! Man hurries to live and feel certainly not because he thinks of the looming of the old with scythe, but because he wants to live effervescent fullblooded life, in order that all his movements were excellent and meaningful. Paraphrasing the well-known saying one could say: man does not stand emptiness, strives originally to fullness of life. This is the law of life. Death has absolutely nothing to do with this. 
Above I quoted the words of K. Lamont about the uniting significance of death. As it seems to me, this is an invented thesis. In itself death does not unite, but separates people. If people unite in front of the face of death, so only because to defend life. Not death, but life unites people.
Immortality bad, means death good?
Lamont speaks also of positive moral significance of open recognition of mortality of man. The tip of this his thesis is directed against the believing of other-world immortality, weakening the will of man to lead real earthly life. Lamont here actually uses the means of proof of opposite of ‘either – or’ (immortality bad, means death good). From our point of view this theme is too simple for evaluation of relationships between mortality and immortality. Particularly also immortality is bad, and mortality is bad. More often than not ‘open recognition of the mortality of man’ has a negative moral significance, just as belief in life after death. Above I already several times have spoken of this. A person founding his life on this open recognition either tries to live one day, or in general passively waits death and does nothing serious. In separate cases he may even finish himself, that is, commit suicide. ‘Existence in front of the face of death’ is psychologically disarming situation.
In general the argument ’immortality bad, means death good’ is often used for recognition of the positive value of death. Lamont, for instance, quotes in accepting sense the statement of ‘professor K.J. Kaiser in his extraordinarily eloquent survey ‘Meaning of death’ writes: ‘if there were no death, if life did not cease, if it were a process of infinite continuity, it would be without those valuable things, which make us strive to immortality… All sacred values, which make life an invaluable gift, gently push to allintrusive existence of temporary ending. Death is not a tragedy of life, it is a limit of life, essentially important for its goodness; tragedy would exist if there were no death, life would be deprived of its value’
. Lamont himself writes: ‘And no doubt can exist that decisive recognition by them (people – L.B.) of the fact that immortality is an illusion, would have only favorable consequences. The best is not only to believe in immortality, but also believe in mortality’
. Above I presented an analog opinion of U.V. Sogomonow.

We agree that individual immortality in its pure form leads to ossification, stagnation and that it is in general impossible. But from this does not follow that deathis good, desirable, appears as source of progress etc. Who said that only two versions are possible: death or immortality? Proof of the opposite has sense only in case of alternative situations: either – or. If one is wrong, bad, then the other is right, good. In relation to mortality and immortality this proof does not work, because in the present case a third possibility exists and is realized: transition from mortality to immortality, synthesis of mutual enabling of mortality and immortality. Real immortality and real death appear, so to say, moving, it is transiting one to another, as moments of universe as a whole, by name of life. It is not possible simply to divide them using the principle of ‘either, or’. Who does this, simply cannot or will not get rid of partition of counterparts expressed in the formula: ‘yes-yes, no-no, that above it is something vily’. For the sake of justice we pay observe that also a union of mortality and immortality according to the principle of ‘and-and’ is also not completely right. For it cannot be firmly proven that they also peacefully are used in life. More correct would really be to say: life fights against death, with death for immortality. Life unites and divides them. The arrow of life is directed from mortality to immortality.
eutanasy is ’good’ death

In death as social problem there are two sides: 1) death, exit from life of one of us and 2) burial, parting of the dead. If the second part of death has from immemorial times been surrounded by rituals, ceremonies that is reasoned, cultivated, so the first part has only in the recent years become object of close attention of community. This is connected above all with the acchievements of medicine and of the fact that medical became to play important role in people’s lives. The process of dying has changed from strictly private matter to serious social problem. People have thought a special term for this problem: eutanasy.
The word eutanasy (from greek eu – good, and thanasos – dead) literally means ’good death’. This is rather broad significance of the concept. In the practice, however, the use of the word during the recent decades in correspondence with the rise of social status of eutanasy it is no more understood as good death, but easy death with the help of doctor, the doctor’s help eases the death for the dying or hastens the death in order to relieve the pains of the dying
.

We consider it so that eutanasy must be understood in as wide a sense of the word as possible, just as ‘good’ death, that is death, which brings minimal suffering to the dying and to all people concerned. 
In practice eutanasy is a means of dying well. This is a rather complicated and comprehensive problem.
Above all good death is dying as late as possible. This is the opposite side of the medal, where it is written: good and long life. 
Then good death is dying without special pains (own and other’s).
The second concept of ’good death’ is closely related with the first, is based on the first.
As a matter of fact death is always followed by pains, sufferings, sad feelings, if not own (in cases of momentary or easy death), then other’s (close people, friends or just people who have heard of the death). This situation means that dying without special pains is the best in the tilting age when the limit of life is near and therefore death is not unexpected to the surrounding people. When a young person dies or person in full powers, it is always a tragedy independent of how the dying person experienced it.
We will be shorthanded and shortsighted, if we will see in eutanasy only the second meaning: dying without special pains. Culture of dying is depending on how we are living in general. One must think of living and not of dying. The cycle on the theme of death is dangerous just therefore that people stop thinking about life, psychologically gets ready to exit of it.
From our point of view, the exit from life of deadly ill person with the help of doctors must be seen as a limiting case, when all means of maintenance of life have been exhausted. Here are possible two versions: 1) exit from life on will of the patient himself and 2) termination of life of the patient on the decision of doctors, the closest, other people in general, and not on the decision of the patient himself. In that case and the other, arises the problem of defining the concept of ‘mortal disease’, ‘dying’, ‘unmedicable disease’, ‘hopelessly ill’. Errors may occur in both directions. A heavy (nonmortal) illness may be taken as mortal, leading to death, and vice versa. In order to minimize these errors, certain conditions must be observed.
1. Exit from life on will of the patient is justified at the minimum of observing four conditions: 
— availability of psychoterapic and other help for depression, overcoming harmful condition;

— the patient must be in full powers of mind (psychiatric expertise) and able to formulate his/her desire in written form with the help of notaries, in the presence of two nonmedical witnesses;
— written statement of doctors about the progressive mortality of the disease, that is impossibility to support conscious and painless life of the patient without using complicated technical equipment;
— existence of corresponding juridic foundation in form of special law on eutanasy.

Fulfilment of the first condition must precede juridic procedure of the patient’s formulation of desire. It is not excluded that the patient having overcome the depressive condition denies the desire to die prematurely.
2. Terminating the mortally sick patient’s life without his willing is justified observing the following conditions:
— the patient is not himself capable of decide (psychiatric expertise);

— written statement of doctors about progressive mortal illness;
— written permission of the closest persons;

— presence of consulting legal basis in view of special law about eutanasy.

Above I have spoken about the possibility of exiting life of the fatally ill with the help of doctors must be considered as extreme, exceptional case. As a matter of fact, human life is sacred. Therefore also some hours, days, months of conscious life of the patient before death are valuable both for himself and for the closest to him, and for people in general. If this creative person, if he has something to say to people, then the last moments of life can be doubly valuable.
4. immortality as absolute

about the attractiveness of the idea of personal immortality
Now we reason the notion founding on the idea of absolute immortality, that is recognition of the reality of individual immortality denying at the same time the reality of death, ignorance of it, declaring it nonreal, impossible. These ideas are from the height of present knowledge naiv, absurd. Notwithstanding, they bewildered the heads of people for thousands of years. People have sometimes completely seriously assumed, believed that real death does not exist, that they will live for ever. I.I. Mechnikow presents such astonishing facts:
‘Many original people literally understand religious teachings about immortality and look at promise of other-world life as an undeniable truth. So aborigines of Fidji are convinced ‘that they will be reborn in the other world in exactly the same outlook that they died on earth; therefore they want to die before getting somehow ill’. And as it is very difficult to reach old age without illness or some other state of weakness, so ‘as soon as people feels the old age being near, they warn their children that it is time to die. If they do not themselves say this, their children do it. They summon the family council, decide the day and dig the tomb. The old one chooses between suffocation and being buried alive’.
The following example shows, to which extent may go the belief in the future life. A young Fidjian once came to the British traveler Gent in order to invite him to the burial of his mother. Gent accepted the invitation and joined the burial procession.
Astonished about the nonexistence of the dead body he asked the young person about it. The latter ‘showed his mother who was going among them as merry and calm as all the others. Gent said to the young man about his astonishment and asked him, how he could cheat him saying that mother died at the same time as she was living and healthy. The answer was that only the procession to the tomb is now going on, and that she will be now buried and that she has lived enough and that it is time that she died, to which she agreed with pleasure’ (Lubbock, 1, p. 372).

The presented example is not an exception. Complete towns are known with some hundreds of inhabitants none of whom is older than 40 years, because all old people were buried. It is easy to understand that at such dreamful belief people may not be afraid of death.

According to Sculcraft Indians of South America are very little afraid of death. ‘They are not afraid to go to land, full of continuous enjoyments, in which, as they have always heard there are no sorrow, nor sadness’. (same, p. 374).

To me myself is known an example of an orthodox girl who was so convinced about the blessing of paradise that in time of serious illness she waited death with impatience. Before death she believed that she already sees wonderful flowers and hears the singing of the paradise birds.’
.

In th idea of personal, individual immortality there is an enormous attracting power, which again and again makes people construct different teachings, theories, concepts. Man as being is active, creative and cannot accept the idea of the inevitability of his finality, whatever speak the philosophers and comforters
. Also, when a close person dies, it really is an uncomforted grief and nobody can substitute the deceased, or only the blind belief of other-world immortality, the belief that real death does not exist.

Originally the idea of immortality also was born as and idea of not accepting the existence, not accepting death. To this hints the word ‘immortality’ itself, being constructed of ‘mort (death)’ and the prefix ‘im (not-)’. Completely logical that immortality originally was understood only in its negative meaning, that is as a counterposition of death. If there is immortality, then there is no death. Either – or. From this counterposition and of the fact that people have not completely been able to liberate themselves from the fact of death was also born the belief in other-world immortality, in life after death (or as it is still said, life beyond the coffin).
People are characteristically realists. Why would they obstinately comfort, pacify themselves with fairytales about other-world immortality? This is understandable, because in the first place, they desperately wanted to live, live and live, but who something hopes wery hard, also sees it. Thirst of eternal life gave birth to illusoric beliefs about the reality of immortality. A trivial example of how a desired thing seems to be reality. Secondly, psychic life of people at undeveloped thinking has given a mass of kvasifacts, as if testifying of the life after death (pictures, monuments, dreaming, imagination, hallucinations, convincing tales of swindlers, fantasts, psychically nonhealthy people). Thirdly, certain therapeutic meaning of belief in other-world immortality. It dulled, weakened the instinctive feeling of fear of death, instinct of self-preservation and this allowed people to act more humbly, bravely, confidently. (True, big rations of belief in other-world immortality made people defenceless in front of all kinds of unfavorable influence). Fourthly, social political meaning of belief in other-world immortality. To the power of the owners it was advantageous according to various reasons to support this belief of the common people. For instance, for the war commander it is easier to lead the troups, easier to send people to death, intoxicated by the belief of the other-world life. By the way, until our time, among the religious fanatics exist terrorists and kamikadze who go to death in full confidence that in the other world a paradise blessing awaits them.
Plato and Seneca: proof in favor of immortality

Spontaneous belief of people in immortality some philosophers tried to reason, explain, confirm by logical proof. Seneca, for instance, has written:
‘(10) But if in you exists so firmly the desire to live longer, think of this: nothing visible to our eyes is not destructed – all hidden in nature, from where it appeared and and appears again. There are interruptions, but not destruction. And death, which we abhor with fear, makes pause, but does not finish life. Again comes a day, when we reappear in world, although many would like to refuse returning, if not forget it all. (11) After me having explained to you more in detail that all, seemingly abolishing, only changes. But to whom it is ment to return, must exit peacefully. Look at the circular flow of things, hurrying to earlier: you will see that in this world nothing is destroyed, but only shortly disappears and again reappears. Summer goes, but next year brings it back, winter goes, but day brings it back. And different kind of currents are here, that they repeat the used road, and when part of heaven goes up, the other descends down’
.

As we see, Seneca tries to show that genuine destruction, death not, that death does not end life, but only pauses it. It is to be remarked that he uses the analogy of heavenly bodies. The result is that immortality reminds infinite circular movement. Seneca understands death as return process, as a moment of circular flow of things. Argumentation of the philosopher allows to expect something better. As to its form it is similar to inductive conclusion. Seneca counts the facts of circular flow (summer – winter, night – day, movement of stars) and places on one line with them the facts of death and birth. He took examples which prove as if in favor of the contrariety of death. We know, however, that inductive conclusion is not complete enough to be logical proof. Seneca did not pay attention or ignored facts of opposite order: when processes run in a nonreturning way, in one direction. Death belongs to the series of processes without return.
Seneca is excused only, because in his time (antiquity) people did not quite well imagine that such death and its nonrecursiveness were not so undisputed, as it is imagined now, from the point of view of the modern scientific knowledge.
In similar manner argumented Platon already earlier than Seneca. However, first of all, he gave an inverse argumentation, rather interesting from the point of view of logics. In ‘Faedon’ he shows the immortality of soul with the help of the idea of mutual transition of opposite counterparts. Excluding factual sides of his reasoning one cannot agree with him that mutual transition of opposite counterparts is the basis of long time existence, conservation, immortality. Plato guessed the logical link, the correspondence between mutual transition of oppositen counterparts and infinity, immortality. He can be reproached only in it that he in clear manner absolutized then mutual transition of opposite counterparts, that is, he did not see (or did not want to see) that in nature at the side ot mutual transition unidirectional change of one counterpart to another.
This is how Plato arguments.

Firstly, he stubbornly thinks that if counterpositions exist, between them must exist mutual transition. In confirming this idea he presents different examples of mutual transition of opposite counterparts (bigger and smaller, weaker and stronger, rapid and slow, worse and better, just and unjust, dissipation and union, cooling and heating, dream and awakening). In given case Plato as also Seneca, uses induction. And like Seneca he clearly overvalues the possibility of inductive proof. Even if three times as many examples are presented of the mutual transition of opposite counterparts, by the help of them cannot be proved that all natural processes would be mutually returnable, that in nature there would not be unidirectional, nonreturning transition of one opposite counterpart to another.
Secondly, for the foundation of the idea of dual transition of opposite counterparts Plato unclearly goes from the idea of general symmetry of nature. In one place he says that return transition of opposing counterparts (not only of living to dead, but also dead to living) is necessary for equilibrium, otherwise must be assumed that ‘nature has a lame leg’. You cannot say, the comparison is strong. Asymmetry according to Plato, is such an absurd as a limping man. It is easy, however, to retort to the philosopher: every comparison is limping and comparison of nature with man in the matter of symmetry and asymmetry is clearly limping. Plato sees in man only symmetry, two legs, and does not pay attention to the fact that in man there is much asymmetry (for instance, sight in fron – sight back, down two legs – up one head). So also in nature, along with the symmetry there is all kinds of asymmetry. Philosopher, essentially, uses unqualified method: he tries to prove the counterposition of asymmetry in nature by referring to asymmetry (limping leg) where it (symmetry) must be, where it is natural.
Thirdly, Plato uses proof of the opposite: he tries to discredit the idea of irreversible transition of opposite counterparts and at the same time to confirm the mutual transition of opposite counterparts. He introduces the idea of unilateral transition to the logical end and shows its absurdity. Plato in the present case changes the essence of dialectics: he considers the problem of transitions of opposite counterparts only in two versions: either as mutual transitions, or as irreversible transition – there is no third possibility, because the irreversible transition is impossible as a general phenomenon, because it is in general impossible, and exists only the mutual transition of opposite counterparts. Plato does not see that also the mutual transition of opposite counterparts is impossible as a general phenomenon. If all opposite counterparts continuously transform to each other and there is no unilateral transitions, we are looking at an eternal circular movement, eternal repeating of one and the same. But this means a complete stagnation, inexistence of genuine emergence, birth. With other words, we are coming to the same as in the case of assumption of unilateral transition.
The error of Plato is that in relation to nature as a whole he allows himself thinking within the limited principle of ‘either –or’ (elects mutual transition of opposite counterparts and rejects the irreversible transition). If living transits to dead, it means that there is an opposite transition of dead to living, a revival. With Plato appeared the idea of other ways of birth of living out of dead, but he throwed it away, because he acted along the idea of a general character of the mutual transition of opposite counterparts. 
Fourthly, in his effort of founding the mutual transition of living and dead Plato uses analogy with mutual transition of wake and dream. From the point of view of the modern science this analogy seems naiv, but in olden times it was one of the strongest arguments in use of ideas of immortality of soul. Plato can be reproached only that he went to refer ancient authors of this analogy, without critics accepted it. Here Plato was lead to prefer generality, similarity, equality and lack of love to unitary, particular, detailed, details. If he carefully would have puzzled out in all similarities and differencies between two pairs of contrarieties (living-dead and wake-dream) he would have seen that between them there was more difference than unity and he would have abandoned the analogy.
From Plato the thread reaches to christian notion of immortality and mortality of body. ‘From all the mentioned, he writes in ‘Phaidon’, follows the conclusion: to divine, immortal, rational, unitarian, indissoluble, constant and unchaged in itself in high degree similar to our soul, but human, mortal, not comprised by reason, polyformal, dissoluble and perishable, impermanent and nonsimilar to itself like, is also in the highest degree, our body’. In this Plato’s statement we see the rather developed notion of immortality by ancient thinkers. The sources of the idea of immortality disappear to the depth of thousands of years. On some etap of becoming (closer to the beginning) this idea completely seized the man, became dominant in his consciousness. Man long time stayed its prisoner, earlier than he understood that in its absolute version this idea does not correspond reality. He started to search a compromise solution of the problem of immortality and mortality. Eastern idea of the transition of soul and Platonian-christian notion of immortality of soul and mortality of body are the clearest examples of such compromise solution. Each of these versions is in its own way logical and convincing. Not accidentally during the flow of many centuries these compromise solutions lived in the consciousness of people, and still are living to this day. Why do we turn them down? Because they do not in reality solve the problem of the mutual connection of immortality and mortality. In them are united eclectically the idea of pure, absolute (always equal to itself) immortality and acceptance of de facto mortality of body. Such union from the beginning to the end is artificial, and based on dualistic notion of parallel existence of soul and body.
So we return to critics of the idea of pure, absolute immortality.
Why absolute personal immortality is impossible?

According to my opinion the idea of pure, absolute immortality is as erroneous as is the idea of pure mortality. Firstly, a pure immortality is impossible already because that all that is born must also die. If man some time was born, so he also some time must die. The fact of physical death of man nobody denies any more. All discussion about immortality of soul, beyond coffin, eternal life in the other world, life after death are doomed to remain purely speculative, fruitless, just as from the beginning they are based on the counterpositioning of soul and body, immortality mortality, the other world this world, potential actual.
As only different immortalists (supporters of immortality) try to pretend the existence of the personality of man after demolition of the body at once counter invincible difficulties from the point of view of elementary human logics. And, in the end, them remains nothing else than waving hands to logics and simply believing in other-world immortality. But this is already religion. No philosophy, and even less science, does not smell here. 
About absurdities to which leads the idea of immortality of soul, off the body, has well written K. Lamont. Here is one characteristic example from his book which serves as tumbling stone for all immortalists:
’But even spirits are not completely consequential. For instance, although also the other-world life exist sexual differences, the relations of men and women there must remain purely intellectual and spiritual. And although there exist marriages between genuinely close souls of different sexes, children never will be born. This way, the sexual differences exist also in that world, but without usual emotions and consequences connected with them. The question about sex in that world has always caused confusion with immortalists of any religious persuasion. We remember that skeptic Sadducees presented to Jesus this question: ‘We had seven brothers, they said, first of them after being married, died, and not havin had children left his wife to his brother, the same did the second brother, and the third, even up to the seventh; after all of them and also the wife had died, whom of the seven will she be wife? Because all of them had her. Jesus said them as answer… at the resurrection there is no marriage, but people stay angels of god in the heaven’ Matth. 22:25-30).
Independent of what Jesus had in mind when giving this answer, the orthodox Christian church, along with the spirits, has not jerked from supporting the idea of sexual differences in the future life. And it is understood, resurrection of the previous natural body makes this unavoidable. Saint Thomas Acquinian and catholicians, however particularly announce that exactly as in the other world there is no eating, drinking or sleeping, there is no conception. Although this way the sexual organs remain useless, they will not ‘be without aim, because they will serve for the unity of the human body’. That circumstance that in fact no immortalist in the Christian West never left in the great other world realm place for enjoyment of full and unlimited sexual love, it seems a sad commentary not only for their logics but also for their norms in relation to what is good and excellent’
.

The idea of absolute immortality is contrary to categorial logics, all categorial structure of thinking. Dialectics of immortality and mortality are akin to the dialectics of conservation and change, stability and changeability, generala and specific, typical and individual. Unendign, the subcategory of which is immortality, stands in the same row with such categories as equality, conservation, calmness, stability. As impossible absolute conservation, absolute calmness, absolute stability, so is also impossible absolute immortality. Think only: what is this individual personal immortality in its pure form? It is infinitely long conservation of the sameness of the individual itself. Even if we allow that the individual changes inside itself, becomes different, its infinitely long existence is contrary to the facts of general change, appearance and vanishing of transitions of one to another.
Philosophers and scientists already long ago wiped off the idea that immortality in its absolute version is equally strong as the recognition of conception, eternal repeating of one and the same. Above already U.V. Sogomonow’s opinion was presented about that ‘if the man waited eternity’, he would have in this case the ability of ossification’. According to the words of V. Pekelis on the main question with cybernetic authorities there has already long time been the ready answer: ‘Maximal standfast, immortality, leads to stagnation and poses end to evolution’
. Historian A. Gorbovsky writes: ‘In the world where all find immortality…, immortality of every man in particular comes to contradiction with evolution of man as a whole.’
.

Really, a connection of individual immortality in its pure form and stagnation is obvious, with eternal circulation in analogy of albumin in cycle (we remember, by the way, that the cycle is the model of the infinity).
Individual immortality in its absolute version is as impossible as hot snow or round square. The adjective ‘individual’ excludes the substantive ‘immortality’, in the same way as the adjective ‘hot’ excludes the substantive ‘snow’. Correspondingly also the concept confirming uncompromising immortality of man (in its ever more often called immortalism), does not contain any reasonable critics and may be evaluated only as religious. In the individual immortality may only be believed. In reality nothing corresponds and cannot correspond to it.
5. living connection between mortality and immortality

Philosophers and writers have a long time discussed in general form of thought about living connection of mortality and immortality.
Here above all should be mentioned Plato. Almost two and a half thousand years ago in the dialogue of ‘Pir’ he with astonishing clarity and profoundness showed how the connecion of mortality and immortality is realized. It was he who originated and founded the thesis that love and creativity are the origin of immortality in a mortal being. Almost all that is said by him in this question I may include in my argumentation. This is what he has written:
Здесь прежде всего следует упомянуть Платона. Почти две с половиной тысячи лет назад в диалоге “Пир” он с удивительной ясностью и глубиной показал, как осуществляется связь смертности и бессмертия. Именно он выдвинул и обосновал тезис о том, что любовь и творчество — проявления бессмертного начала в смертном существе. Почти все сказанное им по этому вопросу я могу включить в свою аргументацию. Вот что он писал:

‘Cannot it therefore not be said simply that people love all that is good?

— Yes, it can, I answered (Socrates – L.B.)
But cannot we add, she continued (Diotima – L.B.), that people love all that is good?

— We can, I answered.

— But don’t we add, she continued, that people love and possess all that is good?

— We add that.
— And not only possess it, but not possess for ever?

— We add this.

— Does not, in one word, love be something different than love to possess forever all that is good?

— You speak essential truth, I said.

— Now, if love is something that is always good, she said, so say me, how must behave those who always are trying to it, in order that their ardour could be mentioned as love? What should they do, can you say? (…)
— Now, I answer you so, she said. They must be born in excellency, both in body and soul… It is so that all people are pregnant so physically as spiritually, and when they reach a certain age, our nature requires liberation of pregnancy. Liberation may only happen in excellency, not in monstruousness. Hundreds of men and women have that liberation. And this matter is divine, thus the conception and birth are the essence of the appearance of immortal origin in the essence of mortality. Not one or the other cannot proceed unsuitably, but unsuitable for all divine is monstruous, then when excellent is suitable. This way, Moïra and Ilfrida
 of all biths are Graciousness. Therefore, having approached the excellency, the pregnant being is thoroughly overcome by love and joy, gives birth and delivers into the world, and approaching to the monstruous, turns dark, gets bitter, huddles together, turns away, gets locked and instead of giving birth, withholds in womb the fruit. That is why the pregnant and those who are already in pains, so much desire exceleency, it liberates them from big brth pains. But love, she concluded, is not at all striving to excellency, as it seems to you, Socrates. 
— But what is it then?

— Aspiration to give birth and deliver into the world in excellency (…)

— But why just give birth? And because birth is that part of immortality and eternity that is allowed to the mortal being. But if love, as we agreed, is striving to eternal possession of all that is good, then along with all that is good must not be desired also immortality. But it means: love is striving also to immortality.
А почему именно родить? Да потому, что рождение — это та доля бессмертия и вечности, которая отпущена смертному существу. Но если любовь, как мы согласились, есть стремление к вечному обладанию благом, то наряду с благом нельзя не желать и бессмертия. А значит, любовь — это стремление и к бессмертию. 
All this she teached me every time, when she spoke to me of love. And once she asked me:

— In what, in your opinion, Socrates, is the reason of this love and this passion? Did not you pay attention to how unusual conditions the animals have, and terrestrial and fowl, when they are liberated from the pain of childbirth? They become to loving passion at the beginning of the time of mating, and then when they feed their babies, for which they are ready to fight with the most powerful ones, as if they would not be weak themselves and die, and suffer hunger, only in order to feed them, and in general suffer everything that is needed. About people can still be reasoned, she continued, that they do this commanded by reason, but what is the reason of such outbursts of the animals, can you say this? (…)
— This is how, she said, if you were convinced that love, out of its own nature, is this striving to what we already have often spoken of, then also there is nothing to astonish you. Because animals, quite as people, mortal nature tend to be as far as possible be immortal and eternal. But to reach this it can only one way – by birth, becoming ezch time new instead of old, for even for that time, of which they speak about any living being, that it lives and remains the same – man, for instance, from youth to old age, is considered the same person, it never was the same, although is considered the same, but always renews loosing something of the previous, be it hair, skin, bones, blood or in genral all bodily, and not only bodily, but also that what belongs to soul: nobody stays without changes, neither his habits and pleasures, nor opinions, nor aspirations, nor joys, nor sorrows, or fears, always something appears and something disappears. Still more astonishing is, however, what happens with our knowledge: not only that some knowledge is added, but some is lost and consequently we never remain the same and as to knowledge such part of all knowledge especially. What is called exercise, not conditioned by anything else than overflow knowledge or knowledge to be forgotten – this overflow of some knowledge, but exercise makes us again remember what is forgotten, saves for us knowledge so that it seems to be completely restored. So, in this way is conserved also all that is dead: in separation of divine it does not stay like new. Just this way, Socrates, concludes she, is connected to immortality the mortal – and body and all the rest. There is no other way. Do not be astonished that every living creature out of its nature is concerned about its descendants. Because of immortality to everybody in the world enjoys of this assiduous love.
Listening her speech I was amazed and said:

— Yes certainly, wise Diotima, is this really that way?

And she answered; as answer true sages:

— You can be assured in this, Socrat. Take human ambition and you will be astonished of its thoughtlessness, if you remember what I said, and allow unseen, how arduously people announce their names, in order to save for ever immortal glory’
, for which they are ready to go to still greater difficulties, than for their children, use money, suffer any severity, die, at the end. You are thinking, she continued, Alcestide would like to die for Admeta, Achille in succession to Patrocle, but your Codr is because of future realm of his children, if they all wish to erect that immortal memory of their benefactor, which we also now conserve? I think, she said, that all do their best to conserve that immortal reputation of their benefactors, and the more dignified the people are, the more they also do. Immortality – that is what they want.
Those to whom pregnancy is allowed, she continued, turn themselves more to women and serve Eros just so that, hoping through childbirth gain immortality and happiness and to leave for themselves the memory for eternal times. Pregnancy spiritually, for also those exist, explained she, who are pregnant spiritually, and as such even in grater extent than bodily, pregnant through the fact that soul is suitable to nurture. But what is suitable to nurture? Reason and other goods. Their parents it is suitable all creatures and those of the massters, who may be called explorers. The very most important and excellent is to reason, how to manage the state and the home, and this wisdom is called ressoning and justice. This way who from the youth nurture these qualities, saving purity and at the beginning of maturity, but also experience vehement desire to give birth, he also, I think, seeks all over excellent, in which he could allow pregnancy or in monsterity does not on any condition give birth. Pregnant he enjoys of excellent body more than of monstruous, but particularly glad he is, if such a body meets him in combination with excellent, noble and precious soul: for such a person he at once finds words about virtues, about what must be and for whom dedicate himself as a respectable husband, and start for his education. Using time with that kind of person he touches excellency and gives birth to what has already long time been pregnant. Always remembering his friend, wherever this only were, far away or near, he consulting him grows his child, thanks to whom they are closer to each other than mother and father, and friendship between them is stronger, because children binding them together are more excellent and immortal. And everybody, be it, prefers to have such children rather than normal, if they think of Homer, Hesiodot and other excellent poets, whose posteeriority is deserves jealousy, because it brings to him immortal reputation and conserves the memory of him, because also they themselves have immortal fame. Or take, if you like, she continued, children left by Lycurgo (his laws – L.B.) in Lakedaimon and, it may be said, in all Greece. In honour with you is also Solon, parent of your laws, and in different other places, be it with Greeks or with barbars, enjoy honour many other people, having omitted many excellent deeds and given birth to many kind of virtues. Not one sanctuary is erected for such children by these people, but for common children no sanctuaries were started’
 (Al italics is mine – L.B.).
Humanist of Renaissance time Pico della Mirandola in ’Speeches about the dignity of man’ put into the mouth of god these words addressed to Adam: ‘I did not make you neither heavenly nor earthly, neither mortal nor immortal, in order that you yourself being a free and famous master, formulated of you to model that you imagin for yourself. You may be reborn as lower, irreasonable beings, but may also be reborn according to the desire of your heart as higher divine’
. Pico della Mirandola stated a very important idea about that the action of man (as ‘free and famous master’) makes him mortal and/or immortal (cfr. Seneca: ‘Some people die already living, some continue to live also after death’).

Heere remarkable lines from the ode ’God’ by the poet G.R. Derzhavin:
I with body rotten to decay,

With brain am I king of thunder,

I czar – I slave – I worm – I god!

Я телом в прахе истлеваю,

Умом громам повелеваю,

Я царь — я раб — я червь — я бог!      

L.N. Tolstoy in ’Confessions’ tried to overcome the gap and counterpositioning between finality and infinity of existence. In connection with this problem him was given question about the meaning of life: ‘The question was this: why should I live, that is what real comes out not destructive of my ghostlike, destructive life, what kind of idea has my final existence in this unending world?’ (p. 33). From the beginning he went on the road of imaginative partition of ending and unending: ‘In my reasoning I constantly compared, and could not proceed otherwise, ending and unending with unending, but because I had as a result that result should also be: power is power…, nothing is nothing, and furthermore nothing could be as the result’ (p 34). ‘Understanding this, he writes further, I understood that one must not seek in reasoning knowledge (read: reasoning – L.B.) answer to my question and that the answer may be obtained only by setting the question in a different way, only when into resoning is drawn the question of the relation of ending to unending’ (p. 34)
.

Following L.N. Tolstoy I.A. Bunin formulates: ’Human life is expressed in the relation of ending and nonending’
. It seems better and nothing to say. This is, however, a general phrase and beyond it you can hide very different contents. What kind is the concrete mechanism of this relation of ending and nonending – just this is the question. L.N. Tolstoy has separate ideas and guesses in this respect, but no structural theory.

It is a pity that up till now no realistic philophic concept exists to express the mechanism of living connection between mortality and immortality. It is time to finally go over from general reasoning and separate guesses to concrete explanation of dialectics of mortality and immortality. In the present work an effort is made to perform this transition.
Up till now I have explained and reasoned the history of the question. Now I will try to give the theory of the question.
Above I have spoken of how the life constitues and solves the counterposition between ending and nonending exixtence. This is a general solution of the problem. How, in concrete terms, ‘works’ the expressed counterposition? Our opinion is that there are three ‘mechanisms’ of connection (forms of mutual enabling) of ending and nonending as applied to man: love, creativity, strive to active old age (continuation of life). As it is mentioned, in living nature the mutual enabling of ending and nonending of existence are effectuated thanks to multiplication of organisms and, particularly, sexual reproduction. It is clear that also in human society in an invisible way (on a higher level of occurrence) this biologic mutual enabling is conserved. Familiar and brotherly relations and love lying on their fundament remain as natural continuation of sexual reproduction. Reproduction of the kind stays as the main obligation of people as living beings. Together with it the contradiction between finality and infinity of existence gains new, specifically human features. The limits of mutual enabling of these contradictory are moving because of creative activity of people. Creativity as also love, serves as a real ‘representative’ of immortality (endless existency) in the ending life of people. Children and creativity are real consequences of ending by nonending. They in their particular way finalize (announce the completion) of the evident nonending (infinite) life of individual.
The third form of connection ending and unending existence is the strive to active old age, continuation of life, consequent solution of problems of infinite existence.
So, on the one hand it is necessary that people know and grasp that they are mortal, not eternal. On the other, man eagerly wants to be immortal, strives to it, desires it. And this is understandable. The idea of life in many respects consists of making it immortal. I do not state, of course, that man can reach a full immortality (personal, individual immortality, as it is also said). But to strive to immortality he can and is obliged to. Such a position, in order not to confuse it with the concept in order not to confuse it with the concept of immortalism, it can be called, in analogy with philosophy, filoimmortalism. As there is no absolute wise and philosophers humbly denominate themselves as lovers of wisdom (literally wisdomlovers), so also there is no absolute immortality, and people can denominate themselves only as filomortalists, that is, striving to immortality, hunting immortalism, loving immortality, making it.
Striving to immortality is not simply striving, in the way of eternal hunting of apparition running away (as sometimes happens in a mardream: we are reaching after something or trying to escape and it does not succeed; result being a sensation of painful unsatisfaction, feeling of powerlessness). Striving to immortality effectuates in form of making it. making immortality just is expressing process of moving, approaching it. This movement, approaching materializes thanks to our conscious efforts, action of love, taking care of posterity, creation, struggle for lengthening life.
Dialectics of mortality and immortality is akin of dialectics of relative and absolute truth. Absolute truth is a full, exhausting knowledge of object, in other words, full equality of our conception with the object of cognition. We never reach absolute truth (object interminable and cognition of it interminable), but strive to it must be, otherwise there is no progress in cognition. We will never reach a full immortality, but to strive to it is our duty, otherwise there is no progress in life. (Comparison of striving to immortality with that of absolute truth is ever more justified as cognition is understood as creative action and in that action ‘making’ of immortality is one part).
In correspondence of relative and absolute truth there is still one moment, which helps us understand correspondence of mortality and immortality. Absolute truth is not only the aim of cognition, ideal to which strives the cognitive subject, but also something presently existing in our knowledge. For philosophers that in relative truth, limited, approaching knowledge there is a grain of absolute truth. Absolute truth is not separated from relative by Chinese Wall. And our knowledge actually is a union of relative and absolute and relative truth. So is human life. Yes, it is finite, limited in space and time. But on the other side, in individual human life there is a grain of infinity, eternity, immortality. This grain I denominate as actual immortality. Making of after death, potential immortality, but also making of today, present in life, actual immortality.
Usually we speak of only potential immortality (of the remaining ‘footprints’ after physical death). In reality man can be immortal not only potentially, not only in what remains after him children and grandchildren, what his creative action lives after his physical death, but also and actually (in present moment, in real life). Actual immortality of man is in deeds of creation, love, that is just in what constitutes the potential immortality. Vice versa, the finality, frailty, emptiness and insignificance of existence in a particularly clear way exists in moments, when love, creative impulse is lacking. 
In creative action and in love producing children, human potential and actual immortality are combined, that is, the dilemma: to live for the future, in the name of future or actually live, ‘collect flowers of pleasure’ now, at present.
This will be discussed more in detail somewhat later.
*  *  *

So, real immortality of man is a biosocial expression of infinity. Immortality of life really as well as the infinity of world, and as means of overcoming finality of individual existence are love and creative action.
6. How do we make immortality?

reproduction of human race, love

Because of immortality all is

accompanied by this assiduous love

Plato, Pir 208b 

... love never ends...

New Testament, 1 Cor. 13: 8



As the personal immortality is impossible, as in front of people always has stood and always shall stand the problem of reproduction of mankind, reproduction of akin. As Plato spoke, mortal, differently from divine, does not always stay the same, but becoming old and going away, leaves behind new alike.
Up till now people did not invent other means of reproduction of akin, they must give birth and raise children and solve the problems of love, marriage and family arising from this.
Above all of the problem of nativity. Sociologists and demographs already long ago have arosen alarm: the nativity is falling, ever more threatened are the factors affecting the depopulation, that is the dying of population. Demographers mention the threshold of 2,15 children per one woman, below which there is the diminishion of the population. Already in whole countries the birthrate is clearly below this level. Thus, in Germany it is 1,4 children per on woman. The situation in Russia is not better, particularly in recent years.
The whip of the modern cultural society is family with few children (one child and two children family). Demographers have caldulated that if all families would have two children, the population of that country would diminish to half in 350 years. But if all families would have one child, the population would be halved in 53 years. It is a matter of fact that the dominant family has one child. In addition to that, the family itself as social institution is dissolving. And this is understandable. A situation of vicious circle has come out. Small number of children leads to the situation that the following generations of people, grown in families of few children in the family, as a consequence of smaller number of marriages become less and less firm.
Facts being that modern civized society is under the threat of slow death
, if no serious measures are taken in order to increase nativity, fortification of family or its converting to other social institution, favourable for reproduction of man.
As we see, the problem of ’making’ immortality in a most dense way connected with the problem of nativity and, correspondingly, the problems of love, marriage and family. All our progress in the field of science and technology, all our cultural achievements are not worth of a halfpenny, if the problem of reproduction of man will not be solved. As a result of depopulation, nobody will be enjoying the fruits of science and technology, culture. Modern society develops in an onesided manner and runs the risk of obligatory suicide. A balanced approach is needed. The logics of ‘making’ immortality requires in order to attract to problems of reproduction of man at least no less attention than to economics, science, technology, culture. At present this is not the case. Take for instance love. It is in the focus of the problem of reproduction of man. And what about it? Can society ‘boast’ with sufficient attention to the needs and requirements of love? No, of course not. When the loving young decide to constitute a family, then far from always they have the possibility of building their nest, that is to live together in normal living conditions. Further obvious is the fact that the childbirth lowers the wellbeing of the family. Having children loose in the economic relation to those not having. The society does not value to the work of parents. You can directly say that the modern socity pursues an antichild politics. Such politics is shortsighted and carries in it the slow death of society.
This is how, for example, the UN understands the quality of life. In 20071020 I read in internet the following note:
“Norway is considered as paradise of the quality of life
The Journal The Economist published the annual Pocket World in Figures. The Daily Telegraph makes a basic rating of the book: the first twenty or so countries according the quality of life. Norway occupied the leading position in the rating, after it go Iceland and Australia. The list is closed by New Zealand. Included in the twenty were also Sweden and Denmark, traditionally famed for their quality of living. Outside the list was not United States either, they occupied the eight position in the list. The Daily Mail points out that rating is based on the index of development of human potential, (Human Development Index, HDI), developed by UN. It is calculated on three basic indicators: life expectation at birth, level of education of the population and level of real income of population.’
Pay attention: UN defines the quality of life by three basic indicators: ’ life expectation at birth, level of education of the population and level of real income of population.’ Not one of these indicators says anything of the quality of family life of man. They only speak of the quality of individual life (life expectancy, education and level of income). Here is for you also the opinion of present ‘educated’ people! Quality of life they understand corresponding to the onesided education as the special quality of individual life. But that the quality of life is not possible without family constituents does not go to their heads. For life as a whole is not only the life of individual, but also family life! Life does not exist without (and outside) family life. We come to the world and grow thanks to parents! In their turn we also must bring to the world and educate children. Otherwise the life of humanity, life in general, terminates. And can the life of man be of quality, if after him follows emptiness, if it is going to nothingness? Not, of course. That is why the quality of life is not only the quality of an individual life, but quality of family life! Consequently, into the number of basic indicators of the quality of life must be included also such an indicator that number of children (minimum two, three). Yes, this indicator comes to a certain conflict at least with two out of three given indicators of the quality of life. What about it, the quality of life, as a matter of fact, is contradictory. And so the more, the more it is possible to minimize this contradiction, achieve a certain balance of different sides of life. Genuinely happy is he who achieves success in creative activity (profession), and in love (in family, reproduction of the family).
But up till now the civilized humanity in the person of UN experts defines the quality of life only as individual, up to now this civilized humanity will diminish like La Peau de chagrin (English: The Magic Skin or The Wild Ass's Skin) and simply degenerate. If the number of basic indicators of the quality of life would include the number of at least two, three children, the picture of rating of countries on the basis of quality of life would be quite different. 
Finally it is needed that the importance of protecting the man himself as a living creature, as the importance of environment has been recognized. Finally it is needed that pressing measures be taken for establishment of steady reproduction of man (not at the cost of ‘fruitfulness’ of countryside population, which become less and less, but at the cost of rationally organized, balanced labor, rest and city population’s way of living.)
Now about love. It may be asked: why do I connect continuation of human race with love. Firstly – nothing in life is more important, more necessary, secondly – being only feeling, nothing less permanent, nonbinding. Really, if love is only feeling, then truly, it is not right to connect it exclusively to sexual love, from which the children emanate. That is exactly the question that love is not only and even only feeling. In its main meaning it is action – action of reason, mind and body. Love must be considered as special kind of human activity. As a feeling, opposite of hate, it is expressed in all kinds of human activity and intercourse, but as special activity it is expressed only in sexual activity between man and woman. Sexual intercourse is needed not only and not so much for the intercourse itself as for the continuation mankind. This means that love in its main meaning is what lies as a fundament of the continuation of human race.
Love as action is not only emotional expression of strivint to harmony, unity, beauty, but exactly this making and production of harmony, unity, beauty. Exacty this is the relationship between man and woman.
Why do I stress the difference between love as feeling and love as action? Such limitation is necessary for clarification of the essence of love as one of the most important means, factors of ‘making’ immortality. As a quality of feeling love is just some psychological state of mind and its connection with the continuation of the human race, that is, with the real ‘making’ of immortality seems to be problematic or rather distant. As a quality of special activity it is immediately ‘participating’ in the ‘making’ of immortality.
Furthermore must be said, that love includes in itself not only feeling, not only sexual behavior. As activity it comprises in itself both sexual intercourse between man and woman, and in general their relationships, and their relationship to parents, children, to others, to surroundin world. With other words, love of man and woman is not limited in the framework of their sexual intercourse, but in a way is widened in circles comprising their other relationships, relationships to parents, children, relatives, close people etc. In an excellent way has said V.G. Belinsky: ‘Love is poetry and sunshine of life’. Yes, love is sunshine of life. Its rays are radiating in all sides of life, illuminate all, even the most distant corners of human life. And this is true above all the relations to parents and children. Love  towards parents prepares sexual love, love to children completes, crowns it.
Love as a great factor of continuation of human race is realizing in its full sense only in this trinity: as love to parents as loving connection and love to children do not carry the characteristics of the special activity. Notwithstanding, this is not only a feeling of sympathy, acceptation, opposite of hate. Together with loving connection they are situated on the same line with the continuation of race, are expression powerfull instinct of continuation of race. We remember that Plato has written on this subject: animals ‘are in the passion of love in the beginning of mating, and then when they feed their cubs, for which tey are ready to fight even the most powerful as if they would not be weak themselves, and to die, and suffer hunger, only in order to feed them, and in general stand anything’. This, of course, is true also of human love. As childbirth so also education of children is impossible without love. A fullvalued man can only grow in conditions of love, under its radiation.
Speaking of love as factor of continuation of race it is necessary to pay attention to the fact that in human society it has also other meaning – simply as factor of behavior, as the relationship of fortifying and cementing the link of man and woman, as first order social connection. At times this second meaning of love turns out to be the only one (for men and women, who do not have children).
In both its meanings love widens the framework of the limited life of man. As a factor of continuation of race it widens the framework of separate human life in time aspect, indicates the overcoming of limits of limited existence in timely sense. But as factor of intercourse (as pure love relationship) it widens the limits of separate human life in space aspect, indicates the overcoming of limited spatial existence. As a matter of fact, getting into sexual contact man and woman in literary sense exceed the limits of themselves, ‘intrude’ to another space. In general, when one loves and is loved, the ‘ego’ transforms to ‘alter’ and vice versa, he of she in a way dissolves to another, gives him- or herself to another and at the same time finds in another person him- or herself, a confirmation of him- or herself.
Significant is the fact that at all times writers, poets, artists have considered love as beginning, widening of limits of life, overcoming death. In a song they say:
We are loving – it means,

We are not dying...

In a philosophic fairy tale by Gorky ‘Girl and Death’ with romantic passion the theme of love winning the death is confirmed.
If Gorky presents the idea of love winning death, given in conditionally romantic connection, so another Russian writer – L.N. Tolstoy – has this idea being thought in social and moral connection. With Tolstoy the idea is relatively simple: love is the link between people. But where there is link, the life of separate, ‘this very’ person outgrows the limits of his own, finite, limited existence.
We shall stay more in detail at the concept of L.N. Tolstoy. We are using the talented interpretation of this concept by U.N. Davydov. This is what he is writing:
According to Tolstoy ’if man transforms his life to nothing, that he values as nonsense and bad, then to this is not guilty the life, but above all himself, having changed the blessing to bad. The source of this kind of transformation Tolstoy sees in all fulfilled non-true disunion of individual life of the life of people, wider – of humanity. The reason of this disunion is seen by the writer in distancing of the general process of ‘recovery’, that is constant renewal of this life, which in his conviction, is both challence and duty of män: active expression of gratitude for that talent, which he has received. Renewing life in his hard and noneasy work, which is ‘laborious’, as is laborious the participation to real process…, man learns ‘by heart’ comprehend the meaning of life, its rhytmics, its lawfulness, its necessity… (с. 53)
After having internally learned that life is something immeasurable, broader and deeper than what he experiences, lives through, lives out in quality of such loving person in all his existence feels: it does not end at his own ending. Those whom he loves, remain in life, but in them, and even more in himself, together with them, life remains existing also after his death…
Trying with one word to express what at the same time gives sense to life, and constitutes its inner idea, Tolstoy expressed always one and the same: love is as the source of the moral connection of man with the world and people, his surroundings. Love as ethic principle means according to the conviction of the Russian writer, above all careful and grateful connection of man to his existence, understood as a present of higher love… Such a connection, in turn, presupposes an immediate, emerging from profoundness of human existence comprehension of existence as absolute wholeness and unity, and, consequently, although also as experienced by every existing person as its present, as something presented just him, - in the sence of responsibility of him, however belonging to him together with others. For it is woth while to ‘think’ only from my existence the existence of all other people, as there flows also my own existence…
Thisa idea, which all deeper and deeper was conceived by Tolstoy, opening for him between 1880 and 1890, laid as the basis of his following literary and artistic creativity – here it gauged and précised on the material of living human destinies… (In a series of works, among them ‘The death of Ivan Ilyich’) Tolstoy showed unbearable suffering of human life, him oppressing, and overcoming of this fear in ways of breakthrough of man, of fences risen by this fear in other people, to these ‘other’. Breakthrough, which according to Tolstoy is possible only by love. From its helping man finds consciousness of actual idea of life, as also consciousness of his panic-driven, freezing soul and his paralyzing fear in front of death was only another expression of his immortality – ‘loveless’ – life, and that this same fear constructed the fence between him and other people, and vice versa, his isolation from them – his inability to love them – was actual reason of this alertness, condemning man to fullest ‘condemnation’, ‘hypnose’ of seeing his own death, to destructive processes of his body, pushing man to the embracing of inexistence (с. 59-61)”
.
In the quotation of U.N. Davydov, Tolstoy’s concept of love, widening the limits of life, overcoming death, seems incontestable. Really, moral and wider – social – the meaning of love is very wel opened by Tolstoy. The writer has also a defined understanding of love as activity, creating life. It is not by chance that in ‘Death of Ivan Ilyich’ by his concept of love he ‘plays’ with the example of love of the hero of the novel to wife and son, which does not by far lead to abstract feelings of sympathy and love. And otherwise it could not be. In the opposite case we would have still one weak theory and prophesy of love in general, abstract love to humanity as a whole. Tolstoy as writer and realist, is inclined to understand love just as love activity, reproducing, creative life.
Nevertheless Tolstoy’s concept of love has a series of serious insufficiences. In the first place, Tplstoy may be reprehended that in the foreground he proposed spiritual, moral, psychological side and does not value enough and even ignores physical side. In consequence of this he constantly ‘flounders’ with concepts of love as activity with its understanding as feeling. From this also Tolstoy’s preference of death over love seems to be ephemeric, purely psychic. For as a matter of fact, the overcoming of death over life is a gigantic process of life, it is the labor of reproduction of life, the continuation of life in the posteriority, but not only consciousness or feeling of the inexistence of death. In order of death not existing, work must be done, activity, loved actively. Some experiences, feelings, already changes of consiousness are little in order to really overcome death, overcome the limitation of separate, individual life.
A second reproach to Tolstoy: he in some way absolutizes love, widens its limits immoderately, putting it in the centre of life. As a matter of fact in addition of love to ‘others’ there is still the fight with ‘others’. This is not necessarily a war of destruction. It may be an honest competition, a sound concurrence. This may be a struggle of old and new, progressive with oldfashioned. This may finally be a wrestling against bad, bearers of bad. Such a fight with ‘others’ is not less significant for life than the fight against ‘others’. Love is just one pole of life. Another pole is the fight. As a special activity love appears in connection between man and woman. In all other connections it is present as the feeling of love, as emotional component of these relationships. Placing love to the centre of life, Tolstoy with this makes poorer, narrower the significance of the life itself as far as its significance of only as familybrotheerhood of life. For only in the latter love plays the central role. In all other forms of human life it is only one of centers.
Thirdly, Tolstoy may be reproached for treating love not only on the level of reproducing life. He tries to connect with love all kinds of activities, with which I cannot agree with him. Yes, love as a feeling is participating to all forms of human activity, aiming at reproduction (immortalizing) life. But this does not mean that it alone would be responsible for reproduction of life. There is the definition of the ‘divisionof labor’ between love activity and love creativity. Love is responsible for reproduction of living racial life. Creativity is responsible of ‘dead’ life – of material and spiritual blessings, material and spiritual culture. In this stage in which Tolstoy overvalued the significance of living racial life, he undervalued the significance of reproduction of cultural life. If he also valued the work and creativity, so that only in the aspect of problem solving of love activity, reproduction of living life. This , by the way, is the explanation of his endeavor to simplify, to put aside, undervalue the role of science in the society.
*  *  *

Love is not the only form of ’making’ immortality. Other form of immortalization of life, as already Plato stated, is creativity. There is a close connection between love and creativity. More than that, they enable each other mutually. It is possible to say: love is creativity of living, lifecreativity, but creativity is love to truth, good, beauty. Love and creativity make something together, but only in different ways. They mutually complete each other. Love without creativity leads to stagnation of life, to eternal repeating of one and the same. Creativity without love is absurd and simply impossible.
Love between man and woman nurtures and supports love to truth, good, beauty. On this account there are a whole mass of proof.
It happens, of course, when love and creativity disturb one another. But this is not the rule, but an exception of the rule, and caused most often by circumstancial conditions, anomal conditions of love and/or creativity.
creative immortality
In his own matters man is immortal

N.I. Pirogov
All joys of life are in creativity.

To create is to kill death.
Romain Rolland 

Creativity is a specific human form of ’making’ immortality. When we speak of social immortality, then most often is meant creative activity and its fruits, which immortalize man.
Creativity with invisible yarns unites man with other people, socity, moves the limits of his separate life to the scale of the life of society. Therefore we speak also of real immortality of man closely combined with his life in the society, with what his life is merged or fused with the life of society as a whole. Musa Jalil said very well:
Death is fearsome for you? You would like to be


Eternally immortal?

Live wholly: you will die wholly


All will live.
With these words of Musa Jalila coincides an aphorism of Berne:
’Humanity is where there is immortality of mortal man’.

Or the following statement of D.Mamin-Sibirjak: ’Separate man does not die, if he is animated by the general idea and serves general aims.
As management to be base of action the words of T- Penna: ’for me, who lives for life in centuries, death is not fearful.’ In the same source a polish writer Andrzejevskij is reasoning: ‘I do not want to say that life is worth of only big problems. But if there are ones, life gets big idea… To life you must give idea, value, such that grow outside my own measures and can olnly exist independent of whether I am live tomorrow or am dead, within an hour.’
.

What services man contributed to society, also determines the measure of his life, his death and immortality. Just this, probably had in mind Seneca, when he wrote: ‘Some people die with life, others continue living also after death.’
.

The connection with society of man is the guarantee of his immortality. But this connection is not only conection not only life in society, together with other people. It is expressed in doings of man, and above all, in his creative activity. Particularly the creative work expresses free human connection of man with society. Obligatory uncreative work does not make man immortal, but on the contrary, shortens his life, kills while living, alienating from it his human essence.
From these times, that people recognized the important role of creativity in their human existence, they have spoken andi written of creativity as real ‘making’ of immortality. Pushkin’s words ‘no, I do not die, soul is in sacred lira my dust survives and my remains run away’ was the undisputed expression for many of real human immortality. Become creative man and you will be immortal. This idea expressed in many different versions has been said many times. There is no variation:
Goethe: ’If somebody would show himself genial in science like Occam and Humboldt, or in military and governmental matters, as Friedrich, Peter the Great or Napoleon… then all this would be the same and connected only to it that matters and ideas do not die’
. 

Hegel: ‘The circle of life of farmer’s wife is about her cows – Lisa, Black, Brown etc., little son Marten and daughter Urshel etc. Philosopher has also his intime close things – infinity, cognition, movement, laws of feeling etc. And what to the farmer’s wife is the late brother and grandpapa, that for the philosopher is Plato, Spinoza, etc. One as real as the other, but the latter has something more, the eternity.’
.

Belinsky V.G.: ‘In whatever sphere of human activity geniality appeared, it always is an incarnation of creative power of soul, a message of life new elements and through this move it afore on a higher level of perfection. The apparition of geniality is an époque in the life of people. The genial person no more exists, but people still long time live in forms of life, that he conceived, long time until the new genius… He is not genius in history, whose creative work dies with him: geniuses in the way of history leave deep footprints of their existence long after their death.’
.

Jan Parandovsky: ‘The literature has its own time, it is not that which regulates trivial life, and also not that which moves afore the hands of the clock of history. The past, present and future in literature are not limited within themselves by simple succession, as a matter of fact, they have no restrictions, they flow in general and unified stream… Expression ‘Excellency does not get old’ is not only an empty phrase. Between the poems of Homer and ‘Pan Tadeusz’ by Mickiewics lie twenty six centuries. But whether this is a big cut of time, filled with so many changes, has any meaning for the assessment of the artistic value or even actuality of these poems?’ ‘Word is power’. Immortalization in writing, it finds power on thinking and dreams of people, and the limits of this power are not possible to measure or imagine. The word rules time and space… bad a writer, if he measures the duration of life of his creation in vanishing moments, bad, if he thinks that the moment does not charge him with the same obligations and the same responsibility as a century. Who does not work with creation seeing his “aere perennius” – ‘age longer than the duration of bronze’, who himself destructs conviction of in valuelessness of his own creation, should not take pen in his hand, because he is sower of darnel.’
.

Rather interesting is the reasoning of A. Schopenhauer about creative immortality. He writes:
‘Honor may be claimed by everybody, glory only exclusive people, because glory is reached only by exclusive merits, but these latter are expressed either in works or in creations, so there are two ways open to glory. In the way of work are oriented mainly great hearts; in the way of creation great brains. Both these ways have their special advantages and handicaps. The main difference between them is that works go by, but creations stay. The most successful works have only timely significance; genial performances remain living and show their beneficial and upraising effect for all times. Works leave behind them only memory, which remains ever weaker, mutilated and indifferent and is even doomed to gradual demolition, if they are not picked up and given by history in a fortified form to posterity. Creations themselves enjoy immortality and may, particularly embodied in writing, outlive all ages. Of Alexander the Great is save the name and memory; Plato and Aristotle, Hoimer and Horatio continue to exist themselves, live and act immediately. Veds with their Upanishads are before us, but about all their present works up to our days does not remain any news*. Another inexistence of advantages of works is their dependence of occasionality, which at the beginning must condition their possibility; to this is joined still that their glory is defined not only by their inner value, but also by circumstances, which inform about their importance and brilliance. In addition to this, this glory, if, as in war, the work has purely personal nature, depends on the statements of many eyewitnesses, and the latter are never found, and not always are in good faith and unbiased. Most works, in contrast, such that they are practically not available for judgment to any people… The opposite is true for creations: their existence does not depend on occasionality, but exclusively on their creator, and as long as they stay the same as they are. Instead with them is connected the difficulty of valuation, the greater, the higher is their order… But for it again about glory of creation decides not only an instance, but here may be an appellation. Because if of works saved for posterity, as I mentioned, remains only memory, and that in such a way, as it is given by the contemporaries, creations, on the contrary, survive themselves, in this as they are, scarcely loosing any part of themselves… Sooner even, often only time gradually leads to them really competent judges (…): they consequently give their powerful voice, and this way – sometimes, true, only during the centuries – a fully righteous valuation is obtained, remaining immutable for all future times. As solid as, even directly irreversible is the fame of the creation. (…) Usually even, the more continuous is remaining the glory, the later it stays, - for all temporary ripens only slowly. Glory which is judged to be transferred to posterity’.

Immortality is different of another immortality. Immortality of a genius is one. Immortality of a talent is another. Immortality of a competent in something (in the way of farmer’s wife at Hegel) is third. Different measures of immortality exist, although in all cases a man strives to immortality, makes it. Immortality must not be understood as something always equal to itself. Greater and smaller immortality exist. Man strives not to immortality alone, but to greater immortality. This is akin to how man strives to only knowledge, but to greater knowledge. If man strives only to immortality, he would restrain only to reproduce alike himself, to only biological immortality. But no, to him must be eternity. He strives to widen the limits of life further and further. If for instance, Horatio dreamed of his musa living to the time when there is Rome (‘I will again and again praise, until on the Capitolium a priest leads a speechless girl’), so A.S. Pushkin already living will be only piit (inhabitant of St. Peterburg)’. Some poet in ten centuries, conceives a poem on Horatio’s theme ‘Exegi monumentum’ (I arose a monument for myself. – Lat.), will say already not in Lunar light, but at least about world of Sun, but also even in Galactic world. Exactly creativeness in its proliferous forms (cognition, inventiveness, art) opens in front of man unlimited perspectives of ‘making’ ever greater immortality, ever greater learning and exploiting of time and space. ‘In man and his activity, writes M.A. Parnyuk, is presented the totality of nature, world in its infiniteness, universal mutual connections and totality. As far as it is so, as far as man is ‘measure of all existing things’, realizing at the same time his own immortality… Man is a mirror of Universe, but world of man is a world of infinity. Free creative work is in process of overcoming finality, as creating new, as conscious formation of infinity in response to aims and ideals of man. Freedom as a realization of existence of powers of man, his absoluteness and as creative conception of world along the laws of beauty also is infinity in its developed form’
.

7. potential immortality
It is worth while to cut to earth

A footprint deeper, more visible

In order that your work stayed
Like an oak thousand years old.
Стоит жить, чтоб в землю врезать

След поглубже, позаметней,

Чтоб твое осталось дело

Словно дуб тысячелетний.

Musa Jalil 
Up to now I have spoken of real immortality in different forms of activity (love and creativity). Now we will ‘turn’ 90° and scrutinize the problem of ’making’ immortality in form of limitation the activity itself and its results. Real immortality in such a case takes place in two forms: actual and potential.

Although the source of immortality is one – activity of man in broad sense, it (immortality) will split into two according to how the activity bifurcates to the process of activity and the fruits of activity. The latter, even if they are the result, consequences of the process of activity, live then their own independent life, not depending of the activity of the subject that created them. This kind of dialectics of activity serves as a basis for two forms of immortality, actual and potential.
People above all noticed, recognized the second form, potential immortality. And up till now above all is said and written of potential immortality (in a transformed form, religious and mystic stories about the other world, beyond the coffin so to say, so also in the realistic form, in notions of glory after death, memories of posterity, about footprints after death. Already two and half thousand years ago Heraclit stated: ‘Better people prefer one before all others: eternal glory before perishable things, but the great majority stuff up their stomachs like cattle’
. Somewhat rudely, sharply but truthfully expressed. Really, the better people consciously aim through their work to life for centuries. In past century Anatole France, speaking of real immortality, had in mind only ‘immortality of soul in the memory of people’: ‘We do not any more count on individual immortality; and in order to comfort the disappearance of this belief we have only a dream of different kind of immortality, intangible, disperse, which may be enjoyed only in anticipation and which also is judged only by very few of us: immortality of soul in the memory of people’
. Still in our century Thomas Mann has written: ‘Timespan, longer or shorter, when not wiping our traces is called immortality’
. 

People simply did not understand, recognize the possibility of potential immortality, but also made it the object of their conscious efforts. Poets, as nobody else are inclined to open their inner world, intime thoughts and experiences, are writing directly of their desire to find such kind of immortality. Above already winged word was presented – Exegi monumentum. By this expression starts one of the odes of the poet Horatio. In it is expressed the hope that even if he does not die his lot will be better, poetic creativity is ‘copper, bronze, dust’ he avoids death. In Russian two interpretations of Horatio’s ‘Exegi monumentum’ are known. They are poems by Derjavin and Pushkin. They are interesting not only talented expressions of basic themes of Horatio’s ode, but also the facts of their realization, because they again and again consider the idea of their creative work, their life in ’making’ the immortality.
Almost as a poet spoke K. Lamont: ‘From the birth to the death, we can live our life, work for what we consider valueble and enjoy it. We can assign our acts significance and fill our days on the earth with thought and fury, which cannot be destroyed even by the end, the death. We can invest our unique qualities in progressive development of nations and humanity; we can give our best strength to constant ratification of life for great glory of man.’
. The connection of potential immortality with action of man is well described by wise man, hero of the song ‘All remains to people’ (author S. Aleshin). In his quarrel with clergyman having pointed out that atheists who rejecting the belief in immortality, there is nothing sacred in the soul the scientist says: ‘Fight and create. That is why we are living. But otherwise, in vain we are born, for nothing existed and forever died. Man must know that after death he lives only in what he created… The other world does not exists, not even legendary… It is a sinister, defective legend, because it gives nothing as a reward for patience… Nonsense! Man needs not be patient. He must get justice for everything, means also for himself. We must say to him: ‘Those who speak to you: be patient, in the other world you will get full compensation’, cheat you. Remember: all that you managed to accomplish on the earth, is your life’. And this is the only brave and honest discussion with man. Man then starts thinking… How do I live? Don’t I pursue symbols?.. There is nothing. All remains with people. Bad things and good things. And in this we will stay my oblivion or immortality.’
Speaking of potential immortality as object of conscious endeavour of man one must not forget two extremes in approach, relations to immortality. One extreme is when some try to immortalize their name to any price, go to any kind of tricks and even criminal acts to achieve fame. Famous in history is the burning of the temple of Artemid in Efeso, one of the seven miracles of the world, by Herostrat in 356 b.C. Herostarat burned it exclusively for the purpose of his own fame. From this the expression ‘Herostratian glory’. In essence the Herostratian glory is enjoyed also by Hitler. Striving to glory for the sake of glory itself is a widespread vice among people. On the basis of this strive lies the hypertrophic conception of value, importance, meaning of potential immortality.
Another extreme is ignorance of the possibility of potential immortality or, in simple words, ‘devil may care’ attitude to what will be after death. The most clearly this is expressed in the famous statement of Louis XV: ‘Après nous le deluge’ – after us the deluge. As a matter of fact, slome are not charmed by the perspectives of life after death. Striving to immortality seems to them to be empty vanity or even expression of mystic state of mind. These people leave out ot sight that potential immortality is not only life after death. It would be more correct to understand in wider sense, as relay of life. Life was given to us, we were raized and educated, we are using the services of cultural activity of previous generations. Therefore we also must give life to others, bear our mite to the treasury of human culture. Life does not lock on us, it is just a link in the chain of the life of human race. In an excellent way it was said by G.B. Shaw: I support the view that my life belongs to the society… I want fully expend myself to the moment when I die, because the more I work, the more I live. Life itself delights me. Life is for me a melting candle. This is a kind of torch which is given to my hands, and I want that it burns as brightly as possible before I give it to other generations.’
. What G.B. Shaw said about himself, relates to all people. In the relay of the life of race man must strive to it that the torch of his life would not extinguish before he gives it to other people, other generationsl
. 
Life is a self-supporting process and, as we will see, not only in the sense of self-sustaining, but also in the sense of continuation of race, conserving and developing progress of culture. Life is truthful, wrote L.N. Tolstoy, exists only to continue what has been, helps to blessing the present and blessing the future life.’ How simply and at the same time powerfully expressed! Elsewhere Tolstoy explains, why he considers just this kind of life truthful: ‘Man can consider himself as animal among animals, living present day, he may consider himself as family member, and as member of society, nation, living centuries, may and even must unconditionally (because to this attracts his reason) consider himself as a part of the whole unending world, living unending time. And because a reasonable man had to do and always did in relation to infinitely small phenomenons of life, being able to influence its presence in the same manner as in mathematics is called integration, that is to establish, in addition to relation to the nearest phenomenons of life, his relation to all unending in relation to time and space of world, understanding it as a whole.’
. All is here correct except a small stroke: Tolstoy falsely counterpositions man to animal as if living this day. Animals, as I already mentioned, are thirsting immortality in their way, they are ‘making’ it. If they lived only one day, they would have already long ago vanished from the surface of the Earth. In the counterpositioning of man and animal, his enlargement in front of animals I consider some idealistic (unrealistic) tendency in the opinions of the great poet.
. 

Potential immortality is seen alike in future and in past. In the future, from the point of view of what man leaves behind himself. This is the problem of footprint. In the past, from the point of view of how life is continuing and other things in it. This is the problem of continuation of the race, mastering the culture, ‘implanting’ in the culture the growing human population.
In the first case the potential immortality is a matter of the subject’s own immortality. In the second case it survives and is mastered by those who received the relay of life from the going, leaving human generation.
Man, striving towards immortality, must consider himself, not only on the level of life for future, for others, for future generations, but as a link in the chain of immortality, that is alos in the sense that in him is continuing the life of the previoius generations. In order to have the right to his own immortality, man must experience in himself the immortality of other people living before him. If this is not the case, one may say that he is doomed to infertility and oblivion.
As the life of anteriority is continued in the life of posteriority, so also the life of genes of the past is continued in us ourselves, in the life of the genes of today. Newton said turning to Gook: ‘What Descartes did, is a step forward. You added to it new possibilities… If I saw further, it is because I stood on the shoulders of giants’
. You see, how Newton considers: he became a giant of thoughts, because he stood on the shoulders of giants. What a prosperous expression! Clear that sand on the shoulders of giants, it is not any more a simple task. There must be climbed, be responsible, congenial. In another époque and in different context R. Schumann said, that geniuses may be understood only by geniuses. And as a matter of fact, if you understood, reasoned, experienced the work and creative activity of others, so you deserved the right to carry the torch of immortality. Yes, the matter is not only that you deserved but that you had the ignition and whether you want or not you are carrying in yourself the torch of relay. In the example of musical creativity and enjoying music this is particularly clearly seen. When you listen the music of Beethoven, Chaikovsky, or Rachmaninov, so you experience their creative activity, their thoughts and feelings, truly, as they experienced it themselves. Through music they infuse to you the fire of their soul. In this way their life continues in you. Thus not only some general moments of life, but their unrepeatable, individual image, inprinted in their creative work. Could you ever be mistaken in the symphonies of Beethoven for somebody else? No, never! You listen, for instance, his Eroica symphony and such a feeling as if he were present, on your side. Forcefully his energy, power of soul is contamining and you want to be hero and compose yourself something similar, corresponding the genius of Beethoven. So continues the life, life of race and culture.
Above different examples were introduced of potential immortality. They show how potential immortality is versatile in its contents, appears in different guises and forms. Here is the time to speak of organizing, classifying the qualities and forms of this phenomenon of life.
We are seeing, at least two parametres of potential immortality: totality and profoundness (degree). 
Totality of potential immortality is immorality conditioned by totality of life, presence of basic moments in it: love, producing children, and creative activity. If one of these moments is missing, so also life is considered not total but even futile. In this case also potential immortality does not have necessary fullness. 

Profoundness (degree) of potential immortality is how far in depth the insight of the man reaches in the past and how long is conserved the footprint he leaves.
Truly, the shortest immortality is the immortality of love, the continuation of life in children. For it is limited by the limits of life of the children after the death of parents. Grandchildren partially continue the life of grandparents, but the offsprings born after the previous have with them a still more distant connection. But even this short potential immortality has a different profoundness, determined by how is related with it a man. If he not only gave birth to children, but also educated them so that they in their turn continue the life of the race, raise their children in the same spirit, so his potential immortality is deeper, more significant than that of those whose children do not have children. Man must be in his own way farsighted in lov and in the family life in general. It is necessary that he thinks not only children, but that he lies in them the respect to forefathers and a conscious strive to further continuation of race. For it is not a secret that parents often do not think of this side in the education of children. They either try to educate only good people (but this is utopia: only good people do not exist), or think only of professional or creative destiny of children. Children in above all other must continue the race. Their education in the spirit of respect to the childbirth, creation of life is not at all simple task. Life revenges those who forget this. How many already families whose genealogy dropped to flying out of contemptuous relation to childbirth! Degeneration, extinction threatens those human societies who lightheartedly relate to values of continuation of race.
Immortality of material things, creations may also have different depth. I have spoken about this above, in the previous paragraph. Immortality of creative activity may be not only a long time continuation in the life of children, but also, as said the poet, ‘bronze, stone hard’. All depends on man. Completely clear, for instance, that immortality of genius is immeasurably wider, more long in time than the immortality of talent. H. Balzac said: ‘Great geniuses have determined the centuries, some talants determine only years’. M. Montaigne said: ‘To dozen people it is allowed to see the fruits of their work; the seeds thrown by genial characters rise up slowly’. 
Of course, not everybody can be a genius. But to aim to creativity to ever more significant achievements is the duty of every creative person. In the moral sense all more significant achievements are nothing else than all more significant services to human society. Yes, and the man himself gets the greatest satisfaction in the highest results of his activity. ‘The happiest man is the one, said D. Diderot, who gives happiness to the greatest number of people’. Really, man must take care of blessing and happiness not only in limits of his personal ‘I’, but in the scale of the whole society. Only then he will be truly happy, and his name and work survive centuries.’
8. actual immortality
Immortality will not be and was not, it is.

L.N. Tolstoy

Life is eternity in miniature.

Emerson
Every nab literally carries the whole

Eternity in his own existence.
K. Lamont

Personsality is endless in itself
I.T.Frolov

There are a multitude of vitnesses of philosophers, scientists, cultural activists of love and creative activity widen the framework oif life in profoundness, open in it a most genuine bottomless, that what I call actual immortality.
In stead the phenomenon of actual immortality is up till now scarcely studied and thought. The term ‘actual immortality’ itself is first used, which speaks of the absense of the concept among people. If of potential immortality many and much, so of the existence of actual immortality only few understood. What is the matter here? Here three principles are stated.
In the first place, as I already mentioned, people noticed, recocnized above all pontential immortality. This is connected with how people pay more notice on end results, fruits of activity, but as to the activity itself, to how it occurs, he does not reason, and if also reasons, that only in the second order. Potential immortality, incarnated in the footprints left behind, seems to be more visible, more real than actual immortality, experienced in the process of activity itself.
Secondly, the religious concept of immortality oriented people’s consciousness only to the direction of the other world, life after death, beyond the coffin that is, what I call illusory potential immortality. Life on earth the religion usually considered as something rather unstable, rapidly passing, temporary, only in the aspect of its finality (smallness, nothingness).
Thirdly, unexplicability of problems of actual infiniteness in and disputes of mathematicians considering the existence/inexistence of actual infiniteness has affected negatively on the elaboration of actual immortality.
*  *  *

Understanding immortality only as potential is declining. For what is the result? My mortal life is here, in reality, but my immortal life is there, in the future, after my death. This division of real life and immortality after death only little differ from the Christian division of life on earth and immortal life of soul beyond the coffin. D. Diderot, having in mind just this kind of concept of immortality wrote: “posterity to philosophers - the other world to believers”. In the journal Krokodil having in mind this kind of immortality there was a bitter joke: ‘immortality is bad because it comes after death’. Then immortality gives little to man. Give it him now, in this life or do not speak of it, be quiet.
*  *  *

Rather curious story of the birth of ideas of actual finiteness in mathematics. This is how it is described by M. Klein:
“Beginning of Aristotle mathematicians introduced the difference between actual infinity of objects and potential infinity. In order to explain these concepts we will consider the growth of Universum. If it is assumed that the Universum became to existence at a certain moment of time in the distant past and will exist for ever, so its growth is potentially infinite: in any moment of time the growth of the Universum is finite, but it continues to grow and finally passes any number of years. Majority of (positive) whole numbers is also potentially infinite: if we take for example count to one million, we can always add to it 1,2,… But if the Universum has always existed in the past, then its growth in any moment of time is actually infinite. Analogically majority of whole numbers considering in ‘ready form’ as existing totality, is actually endless, infinite.
The question of must the infinite magnitude of actually or potentially infinite be considered as having long history… According to Aristotle actual infinity is not needed in mathematics… The following discussion often only obscured the essence of this matter, because mathematicians spoke of infinity as a number, without giving clear definition of the concept of infinity and did not express the properties of this concept. So Euler rather lightheartedly confirmed in his Algebra (1770), that 1/0 is infinity, although did not consider it necessary to define, what such infinity is, but only introduced its symbol as (. Without a shade of hesitation Euler confirmed also, that 2/0 is twice as much as 1/0. Still more misunderstanding was caused in the cases when the use of the symbol ( in the description of limits at n was concerned (for instance for the marking of 1/n at the vicinity of n, tending to (, equal to 0). In similar cases the symbol ( signifies only that n grows without limits and may assume any greater (but finite!) meanings, having difference between 0 and 1/n becomes as small as is wanted. The necessity of handling actual infinity in those situations does not exist.
Majority of mathematicians (Galilei, Leibnitz, Koshi, Gauss and others) distinctly understood the difference between potentially unending and actually unending magnitudes and made an exception in the case of actually unending magnitude. If it was necessary for him to speak of the magnitude of all rational numbers, so they refused to include into this magnitude the number, its potential. Descartes stated: ‘The infinity is distinguished, but not recognized.’ Gauss wrote in 1831 to Schumacher: ‘In mathematics the infinite quantity must never be used as infinite; the infinite is nothing more than a fa(on de parle (way of speaking), demarkating limit, to which some values tend, when some others diminish without limits.’

This way, introducing infinite magnitude, Kantor was against traditional conception of infiniteness, used by great mathematicians of the past. His position Kantor tried to argument referring that the potential infinity actually depends of logically preceding to it actual infiniteness. Kantor referred also to it that decimal presentation of irrational numbers, for instance, the number (2, represent in themselves actually infinite magnitude, as far as any finite part of gives only finite approximation of the irrational number. Recognizing how sharply he differs in his views from those of his predecessors, Kantor confessed with bitterness in 1883: ‘I turned out to be in a kind of opposition with the generally accepted views of mathematical infinity and often advocated judgments about the nature of numbers’
.

It is interesting to notice that as comparing actual and potential infinity the second presentation is for mathematicians more understandable, intuitively clear and correspondingly more justified (corresponding reality) form of infinity. To this pays attention G.I. Ruzavin
. 

The difficulty of understanding and acceptance of actual infinity is completely explanable from the philosophic standpoint. At the time when potential infinity means exit from the framework of finality, is seen precisely as infinity, actual infinity is situated as if being inside the finality, in the disguise of its enemy. Its completeness is conceived as its finality, it is destruction. When the finality and potential infinity are confronted, the former is considered as something inner, self sufficient, positive, but second  as something outer, produced, negative. But that is just the question that finality is not something inner, self sufficient. The outer (outer character) is, so to say, the essential definition of finality. When we are judging the finality of something, so we always confront this something with other, such that is outside, outside the framework of something. The finality is not a self-definition of anything. Only at the border, in the relation of, in coaction nothing with other (others) is established, defined the finality of nothing. On the contrary, a protracted infinity is the inner, self sufficient; it is not outside nothing, but inside. (A demonstrating example: to a living man presents, particularly in youth, that life is endless, non-ending, without end.) As we only exit outside the framework of nothing, there is nothing, we finish it, as if to show him his limits. From this we see, that potential infinity, which also means ‘exit outside the framework’, is on its way to inverted finality or negative inprint of finality. True, differing from finality, in its accent, it is not done within its ‘framework’, but in ‘exit’ for something.
As we see, not actual, but potential infinity is nearer to finality.
For the century of his development theoretic magnitude mathematics has emptied the strong nucleus of science. It is already long time united with the classical direction of mathematics. S. Klini, for example, wrote: ‘In the classical mathematics the infinity is considered as actual, or finished, or widened, or existential. The infinite magnitude is considered as existing in the form of perfected totality, until also independing of all process of generation or composition of it by man, as if it completely would lie in front of us for being observed. In the intuitivistic mathematics the infinity is considered only as potential, or being in the process of formation, or being constructive’
. And the whole concept of actual infinity turned out to be as a hard nut for many mathematicians, scientists and philosophers. Up to now continue the quarrels of whether or not something corresponds to this concept of something in the real world or it is only an instrument of recognition.

*  *  *

In connection with the reasoning of the problem of actual immortality the name of Hegel must not be forgotten. In one of his works he with all clarity placed and solved, true enough in his own way, as idealist, the question about the actual immortality. He, in the first place, rereasoned the religious idea of immortality of soul as the immortality of reason, thinking, cognition, that is in essence in the realistic sense, as creative immortality of man. (‘… man is immortal thanks to cognition, because only in the quality of thinking he is not mortal, animal soul, but clean, free soul. Cognition, thinking, is the nucleus of its life, his immortality, because cognition is the totality in itself’
). Secondly, he stressed, that immortality must not be understood only as potential, of the other world: ‘As the immortality of soul is concerned, it does not mean that one can imagine that it only later becomes real; this quality, present already in actuality; soul is eternal, but consequently, it is eternal now, in the actuality; soul in its freedom does not exist in the restricted sphere, for it, as reasoning, as knowing, the means is universal and this is eternality, which does not appear as simple continuity, as continuously exist mountains, but is knowledge. Eternity of soul is here not cognized, it is in this recognition, in the very outburst, which came to itself to infinity, to existence for itself’
. These statements of Hegel completely correspond to his conception of true infinity as isolated in itself, in totality present, of this world.
Hegel completely justifiedly noticed, that we are as conscious beings actually immortal. As a matter of fct, whether we do not embrace intellectual look temporary intervals, which practically uninterruptedly exceed temporary intervals of our private life. And every year, decade man ever more and more moves the time limitations of of the surrounding world. Two three hundred years in all ago scientists counted real time of the world in some thousands of years. Now they speak of tens of billions of years (such are the scales of existence of metagalactics). Philosophers, liberally reasoning the problems of infinity, immortality, in this way confirm their implication and infinity, and immortality.
*  *  *

Here what another philosopher has thought of actual immortality. In a recently published book ‘О смысле жизни и смерти’ (About the idea of life and death) by N.N. Trubnikova we read:
’… the problem of death, the fear of death and fear of nonexistence can be satisfactorily solved in dependency from problems of fulfilling our present life, problems of present fulfilling of our present life. It means, we must turn, not to the past, not to the future, but to the present. And if we succeed to find in it the possibility of life, if we will live in it not in order to live in the future or the day after tomorrow, we have also satisfactorily solved the problem of death. If we will live in it because we live now, hereand today, so it is not yet time to turn around us, all time leaving somewhere in the periphery of the movement of life, it is not going by us, like the paysage by a running train or coast by a sailing boat (our common very contrary illusion of accepting time, accepting by all of us the habit of following by hands of a clock and turning pages of a calendar). No, we ourselves, far from like train, like a chained by locomotive wagon along the anticipatively laid rails and in advance known stations, but like a ship, be it like a frail boat, will orient our way to a known Purpose in the ocean of eternity, having onboard a chosen load of knowledge and memories. And then we must ourselves choose, whether we go with the wind, where it blows, where the blind hunch pulls us or against the wind, even if manoeuvring, making halses to the left an to the right, but unbendingly approaching the freely chosen Purpose.
This new timeconcept is still not giving us the Purpose, but it helps us to take on us the responsibility for directing the movement. It does not hand us the remunerations for handling the steering wheel and compass, but it arises the necessity of one and the other, turns out as a necessary condition of taking the responsibility for ones own personal destiny. It helps man to understand that it is possible also not to give up on the mercy of wind and wave, that also in his small boat he must not just wait, what happens to him, not wait life, what it is giving or when it is doing it, but to search and create it. Not just wait, where the iron rails of necessity, although they existed, or random windflaws, but choose, where, with whom and with what to move now. And, choosing the way, creating one’s present, fulfilling it, man himself turns out to be able to choose, to fulfill his future, work on it in a uniquely valuable manner, that is to form it, to own it’
.

Yes, really, man can create and own his future by forming and owning the present. N.N. Trubnikov in a somewhat ornated way, but truly to its essence has described the actual immortality and its connection with potential immortality.
*  *  * 

The hours of love, creation in a real manner widen the limits of life. ‘Happy hours are not noticed’ by Griboedov is a very correct statement. For love, as if time would not exist. ‘In the apogee of closeness, writes Y. Rurikov, man experiences a completely particular status, when suddenly time vanishes and everything around disappears, and nothing is left behind. Man exceeds all chains of space and time, his all connections with the world. In him stays only the limitless existence, one only, but with such blinding power that it obscures millions of his thoughts, concepts, habits, feelings, memories’
.

And the question is not only of love (as if its disconnection of real time and space). The love itselfcontains in itself a bottomless experience, existence, movement. Y. Rurikov writes about this: ‘Many, of course, have noticed that in different moments of life the judgments of time differ completely. Particularly sharply changes the feeling in time of love. In hours of love time disappears, disappears almost literally, you do not feel it, it ceases to exist. Of this strange feeling has written Rolland in a scene of Christof and Ada. And together with it every second is felt with such bottomless feelings that time as if stays on the spot and of one beat of pulse to the other there is an eternity. Time of love as if consisted of endless moments in itself, but these eternities are momentary, eternities of fulminancy. And this eternity of a second and this transcience of hours merge in themselves, and give birth to one another. (my italics – L.B.)’
.

*  *  *

Actual immortality is nothing else, but enabling of finality by infinity, transition by eternity. If we denote finality by K, and infinity by B, the the formula for enabling of finality by infinity is K-B-K. This is a formula of potential immortality. (Corresponding to formula of potential immortality is: B-K-B). Actual immortality can be big or small depending on the depth of enabling. And it depends on man. V.G. Belinsky said about this well: ‘To live means to feel and to think, suffer and be happy, every other life is death. And the more content comprises in itself our feeling and thinking, the stronger and deeper our ability to suffer and be happy, the more we live: a moment of such life is more essential than hundred years of being in apathetic somnolence, in petty action for insignificant Purposes.’
Time has for man different values, different degrees of depth. The more man works and the more important actions in his life occur, the sharper, deeper is the feeling of every moment of his life, the more intensively runs his life. ‘Do not think of seconds from height’ sound the words of a famous song. As a matter of fact, there are such seconds of life that make it immortal.
Of the fact that time is something rubberlike, stretching or shrinking, people knew already long ago. Seneca has written: ‘Life is long, if it is full… We measure it with events but not with time’.
Of this has written Leonardo da Vinci: genuine greatness of the time used is determined by how he understands to use it
. With it joins Giordano Cardano: long life is short, if it is filled with excellent deeds, stamped to eternal monument of history; and he lives wisely, long and happy who uses every moment to work with things that save his glory to end of times
.

German proverb sounds: ’diligency makes two of one day’. Descriptive is a heading of V.I. Demidov’s book: ‘Rubberlike moments’. This is what is said in this section:
‘Result, we do not only feel the run of time, but even measure it with our inner scale? Perhaps not only day and night, but also hours, even minutes? And why not also seconds?

‘I cannot stand up, when again lie down. When I sit on a chair, I think that it is already the end of lunch and I must stand up. I sometimes wonder, whether I in two three minutes managed to eat lunch. I often refuse to believe, when they say to me that some hours passed. Can time pass so quickly? Why is it so? Why does it not pass as it seems to me?’
Freeze the whole world. Grief. People are moving too slowly. All are passing by to somewhere. Time stopped. It ran and freezed. I died or never will die. I know that the hand moves in our clocks, but this is only apparent movement… You approach me from another time’.
This is not quotations from an fantacy novel of unknown intruders, learning to manage time. This speaks a man affected by a heavy handicap, maniac and depressive psychose. In the maniac phase stormy excitation, in depressive a deep apatia, continuing sometimes for months. And time to hurry in gallop follows slow motion. Exitement, apatia… What connection they have with the feeling of time? (...)
Yes, time is not counted by man with the evenness of chronometer. ‘As always in sharp situations, hesitation, moving ahead and started to use some strange ‘double’ calculation of scale of time. Every second owns a fancy property of unlimited, as far as is needed, to stretch: as many things manages to do a man in such situations’, reminds us the flyer and experimenter M.L. Gallai of one of many ‘cases’, in which him occurred to jump into air. (...)

So, if man will be animated or apathetic, experiences pleasant feelings or unpleasant, turns out to be to the limit loaded with work or will be compelled to receive occurrences ‘as they are’, in every case, one and the same unit of time turns out to be psychologically different’
.  

V. Demidov in the following manner enlightens the phenomenon of rubberlike time:

‘If the experience of the length of a slice of time really depends of how many ‘bearing points’ were conserved in the memory, remain understandable also such paradox: old people complain that life went like a blink, but for children everything seems that years go by too slowly (…)’ For a child ‘every hour lived opens as something unknown, curious. Memory registers new facts, thus also feeling of slowly running time. But grown-up person with stable manners and habits, his life days are one like another, and means that there are not informatively valuable occurrences, hooks for memory, so time subjectively hastens its run.
Measure of information is measure of unexpectedness of information. Its nontriviality’
. 

Yes, novelty is the factor, thanks to what the life of man intensifies. It is the measure of actual immortality. The more novelties in the life of man, the more it lasts. Particularly valuable is that novelty, which emerges in the acts of love and creative activity. They are valuable, because they are not novelties because of novelties. Novelty in love and creative activity is constructive, leads to new novelty, widens the limits of life not only actually, but also potentially (emerge as actual immortality, as also potential).
On must live so, as to a day were felt like a year, a year like a life.
The fact that life in itself is not like itself, shows original black openings of life, such as emptiness of life, boredom, roothlessness. They are a partial death, nonexistence within existence non-life within life itself. Emotional expression of such an emptiness is boredom. But it, by a clever expression of S.J. Marschak are ‘yawns of non-existence’.
9. active old age
For the idiot old age is a burden, for the bride winter, but for scinetist the golden autumn
Voltaire
Not he is old who is far from cradle,

but he who is near the tomb.
From radiospectacle
Above I treated the mutual connection of mortality and immortality on the general level, without relation to concrete time limits of individual existence of man. Here, however, is still one question, which usually is neglected by philosophers and only recently attracted their interest. It is the problem of active old age. Recognizing that the finality of is something unavoidable, people started to think about it, but could not the limits of the finite existence be widened, could not the youth, life be continued and so on. We remember the saying of Goethe: ’Stop, movement, you are excellent!’ This is, of course, a dream. But why a dream should not be allowed on the earth, get its form in front of a concrete Purpose, in order to in some extent approach to our dream?! Some reason as follows: if we are mortal, sooner or later die, so why to care still of the prolongation of life with some extra years and in general, what a fuss to count years, to strive to live as long as possible, not regarding to senility, weakness etc. For such people it is equal, how long to live, forty or eighty years. Really, this type of people exist. These are in general short-lived. They are psychologically so tuned that they would particularly care of its length. Majority of people will prefer to not only live, but to live as long as possible. And this is normal.

Generally among the real contradictions of life exist also this antithesis of short and long life. Rather significant dispute of two famous writers, 32 year old Karel Csapek and 65 year old George Bernard Shaw. The latter wrote philosophic drama ‘Back to Methusalem’, praising long life. Karel Csapek answered to him writing the comedy ‘The means of Makropoulos’. G.B. Shaw lived to the age of 94 years. Karel Csapek to that of 48. These writers with their lives showed the antithesis of short and long life.
The problem of long life is not deducible from the problem of mankind, nor from that of creative immortality. It is not accidental that those writing of the theme of mortality and immortality, as a rule, are ignoring this problem and even present it unilaterally in negative light. And even for this there are reasons. In the raw the aim to long life, to as long a life as possible turns to a mere aim to add years to life, but not life to years.
As theree are long-living persons, whom it is all the same, how long they live, there are also long-life-fanatics to whom to try to live as long as possible has become an end in itself. From this extreme in behavior. From this extreme behavior people tell examples of long-lived plant like ‘endearing’ as in the world literature of the 100 year of life of a very clever fish from the tale of M.E. Saltykov-Shtshedrin or equally long life of Timothy Forsythe from the Forsyte Saga by John Galsworthy.
M. E. Saltykov-Shtshedrin very clearly described the worthless life of the very clever fish, the missing of some property and anxiety of life length that is of the quantity of life. Here please the opening of his tale: 

“And the very clever fish lived this way more than hundred years. All time shivering, just shivering. He had no friends, nor relatives, nobody to whom, nobody to him. He does not play cards, wine does not drink, cigarets does not smoke, with girls of red lamps has nothing to do, he just shivers and just one thought he thinks: thanks to God! it seems that I am alive!...
How many years beyond hundred is not known, only was the wise fish to die. Lies in the den and thinks: thanks to God, I am dying my death like died my mother and father. And suddenly he remembered the pike’s words: if only all lived that way that the wise fish lives… But what, as a matter of fact, was then happening?
He started to break his brain, what kind of den he had and suddenly somebody whispered to him: see, the whole fish family changed already long ago!
Because for the continuation of the fish clan above all family is needed, and he had none. But this is still nothing: for the fortification and flourishment of the fish family, in order that its members be sound and good, it is needed that they were educated in the clan environment and not in a den, where he almost got blind of the eternal twilight. It is necessary that the fish get sufficient nutrition in order not to alienate from the society, gave one another small gifts did good deeds and showed other excellent qualities. Because only this kind of life can complete fish clan and not allow it to vanish and to be born as whitebaits.
Unjustly assume those who think that only those fish can be considered as wothy of price, which mad of fear are sitting in their dens and shivering. No, these are not gratified, but useless fish. None of them has warmth, nor cold, neither honor, nor dishonor, neither fame nor disgrace… they are living in vain they occupy place and eat nutrition.
All this was imagined distinctly and clearly, that suddenly he had enormous desire: I must get out of den and swim out all the river long! But as soon as he thought of this he again got afraid. And started to shiver, and died and shivered.
The whole life in a flash ran by. What were his joys? Whom he consoled? To whom gave good advice? To whom said good word? Whom gave shelter, warmed up, defended? Who heared of him? Who remembers his existence?
And to all these questions he was compelled to answer: to none, nobody
He lived and shivered – only and that’s all. Even now, his death being imminent, he just shivered, does not know, why. In the den he had twilight, dark, dense, nowhere to turn; no ray of sun there can be seen, warmth is not smelled. And he lies in this dense fog, seeing nothing, powerless, needed by nobody, lies and waits: when, finally, the hunger death finally liberates him from useless existence?” 

Timothy Forsythe in the Saga of Forsyte of John Galsworthy is an entertaining example of meaningless existence of man, sacrificing the qualities of life for the quantity. He was the only person in England, who did not know that the first World War begun, and then ended. In England Victoria was changed to Edward on the throne, and him, George, the government was changed, economic programs were changed and political slogans, modes changed, hairstyles, habits, but Timothy did not know of anything, 100 years he was occupied by one thing only, the shore of his life. 
The antithesis of short and long life more often than not is expressed in this counterposition of quality and quantity of life. Some are ready to sacrifice or sacrifice the quantity of life in the name of its quality, but some others, on the contrary, are ready to sacrifice or sacrifice the quality in the name of its quantity. Really, sometimes emerge situations ‘either or’. In the name of high quality of life man can condemn himself to short flashlike life. Such a man is hero. He risks or is compelled to risk in exclusive circumstances. Whole professions exist, warriors’, lifeguards’, experimenters’ and so on, in which the quantity of life is sacrificed to its quality. On the other hand, being afraid of risk, people sacrifice the qualities of life in the name of its quality. Their life, although long, but flavorless, dull.
Striving to long life, if it is not followed by striving to respectable life, is meaningless. Long life because of long life is equal to passion of accumulation, to making money for the sake of money. Not the existence for the sake of existence, but active, that is, life rich of feelings, ideas, activity, that is the Purpose for genuine man!
Truly happy are those people, who know how to unite quality and quantity of life, for whom there are no situations of ’either or’: add life to years or years to life.
In the light of what is said there are the erroneous opinions of some philosophers about that quality of life is more important than its quantity.
These opinions are in themselves interesting. I am presenting some of them. See what writes for instance Seneca:
”It is not necessary to care of how to live long, but of how to life satisfied. Will you live long, depends on fate, will you live in plenty, depends on your mind”.
“I beg you, my dear Lucius, try to get that our life were like precious stones, would not be marked by its quantity, but of its heaviness. We will measure it by deeds, not by time of duration”.
“Man can be complete and by feeble corps – so also life can be complete and in shor time. The stature belongs to the number of outer things. How long I will live, depends not on me, how far I come depends on me.”
.

“Life is a drame: that is not so important, whether it is long, but that it is well played. It does not relate to the matter, whether you cut it here or there. Where you want there break it, if only the outcome is good”
.

Here the opinion of Epictet: “Life that is short, but honest, always prefer to life long and shameful”.

Michel Montaigne: ”the measure of life is not in its length, but in it, how you used it”.
Gloryful, of course, is the striving of these philosophers to underline the meaning of the quality of life, but not at the cost of loss of the other constituent of it, the quantity (longevity, duration)! Duration, longevity of life – as quantitatively timely category is far from being without meaning for life, its quality, as it is imagined to it.
Why people strive to live as long as possible and why one needs to live as long as possible?

One must live as long as possible, for the first, because only during years one collects experience, knowledge, understanding, and the longer one lives, the richer and more productive is the experience, the wider and deeper one’s knowledge and the more complete his understanding. Wisdom is gained along years, and the more years, the wiser the person.
Secondly, one must live as long as possible in order to accomplish big things, such that reach outside some years or some decades of life, which require exceeding the usual length of life.
Thirdly, one must live as long as possible in order to render one’s experience to younger generations, in order to ancestors and siblings (grandgrand… parents and grandgrand… children) would have possibility to living contact, in order that situations existed, where there are not change of generations, but multiplication, increase in number of generations.
*  *  *

The contradiction of mortality and immortality finds, so to say, its immediate solution in the struggle for the continuation of life, in active long life. The problem of longevity is a special problem, having for man and mankind relatively independent meaning. It manifests mobility, conditionality of limits between finality and infiniteness of existence. Thanks to it people have been conscious that infinity and finality are insatiable, not able to remove the contradiction, that between them there are temporary connections. Striving to longevity means transition (even if small, partial) from finality to infiniteness of existence, from mortality to immortality, going outside the frame of purely finite existence, moving to the side of infinite existence. This striving materializes in different forms and on different levels.
On the level of separate persons the task to refresh life is solved, thus establish a healthy model of life, in order to lengthen it up to maximal frame of specific prolongation of life of man as the representative of the species of ‘homo sapiens’. This limit according to different assessments is equal to 120-150 years.
On the level of mankind the scientific and practical task to move outside the specific length of life of man, is to change the genetic program of terminating the individual life to the side of its maximal possible prolongation. Already now scientists are working with the riddle of genetic mechanism limiting the specific the continuation of human life. Definitively they will disclose this mechanism and find the means of influence on it to  the direction of significant prolongation of life. I am convinced: the time is not far that people will live full-valued life up to 1000 years and more. And this is the most modest prognose.
Why people die with the length of life that nature has given to them? It is allowed to answer with question to question: but why, as a matter of fact, people must be satisfied with this this length of life? Whether the given final number of years is given by nature for all times? No. The first living organism on Earth have existed from division to division some few hours. After three and a half billions of years of life this life time of individual organism grew from some hours to some decades with the highest animals and people, that is, some 200 000 times. It is completely natural to suppose that nature necessarily does not stay on the reached lifetime but will go on to prolong the life. There are no grounds to assume that 100 years of life are ordered for man for eternity. If man – the peak of evolution – lives 200 000 times longer than the most simple living organisms, it means that the kind of situation is also possible that nature in the face of man, becoming forward, becoming more complicated and more complete, overcomes new limits in the prolongation of life – 200 000 times compared to present 100 years.
What must be done in order to live long and happy?

We, people – living creatures, a part of living nature. On the other hand, we do not only continue living nature, but established the special, human world and are living along its rules, contrary to living nature, despite it. The nature established in us a defined cycle of development – birth, growth, maturity, old age, death. We, of course, have not been able, up to now, to change this cycle, take away of it two phases, old age and death. But it is in our powers to delay the beginning of the old age debility and death following it. Earlier how it was. Man lived to a great part like animal and old age came as obligatory. Thougt that old age debility was not to be changed, that if it was prescribed to the mankind to get old, crippled, experience sickness, get weight, loose powers etc. so it be. To another old person you say: You have got extra weight, and he answers: so it happened, it belongs to the age. And really, if you live like animals (as the nature presumes), so with the transition from maturity to old age the satiated life unavoidably leads to excess weight, fatness. Nowadays, however, many people think different. They reason for instance this way: we, reasonable beings, know already much, understand and therefore must direct, correct the natural course of life, oppose in certain cases the natural process. If nature established in us a gradual degradation of the ability to move after the creative period (20-30 years), the gradual increase of appetite to excess (consequences of sensitiveness to nutrition), so we must set back it: not weaken the motionary activity, keep it in optimal level, eat not corresponding to appetite, but taking into account the consumption of calories. As a matter of fact, every one of us, of those who lives 35 and more years has felt in himself a fatal diminishing of motion activity and as a consequence of it, dimishing easiness, flexibility, increase of weight, appearance of fat layer, slowing acceleration and fortifying various kinds of illness. Everybody unvoluntarily has observed in oneself that laziness increased, as did willingness to peaceful life, to passive rest, started quicker to get tired etc. With decreased motioning activity people get weaker, and weakening, sooner get tired. Being tired brings the desire to rest, that is to still more decreased motioning activity. A vicious circle emerges: decreased motioning activity – tiredness – rest – decreased motioning activity and so on until death.
As it seems to us, everybody, if he does not want to just swim in the flow of life and be the slave ot nature, must in certain phase of life, work for himself a program of wholesome, active, long life. This must really be a program, because the human life depends of so many ‘things’. If someone thinks, that he or she is able to provide active old age with the help of some pills or some diets or even some physical exercises, he or she is deeply mistaken. Complicated measures, activity, living conditions are needed. This is not obligatory not only special measures and activity to attain old age, not obligatorily some special living conditions. If life is full-valued, so it becomes with other normal conditions long and happy.
This author for himself worked out such a program of harmonious development and active old age:

1.
Constant orientation to full-valued life, active old age, spiritual boldness, optimism, joy and love of life.

2.
Favorite work, creative activity.


3.
Love, family, children.


4.
Spiritual development, constant contact with human spiritual culture.


5.
Physical development, regular physical strain, versatile training of body, motioning way of life.

6.
Rational, full-valued, balanced ecologic pure nutrition.


7.
Physical and psychological warming up, increased resistance of organism to different disturbing factors.


8.
Contact to people, equilibrium of conversation and loneliness. Life corresponding to the golden rule of behavior: ‘do not do to others, what you would not want them to do to you’ and ‘do to others, as you wish them to do to you’.


9.
Observing of equilibrium between work and rest, between active and passive rest, excitement and relaxation.

10.
Staying if possible in favorable environmental conditions.
As we can see, this program takes into account practically all factors and conditions of life. The author does not, however, pretend that this program be considered as a model. It is completely possible to make other versions of programs. People are very different both according to their genetics and to their education, and to their conditions of life. Here cannot be chablons.
10. virtual immortality

Connected with the appearance and development of computer technology people gained the possibility to form virtual twins, which can serve them in life and in a certain sense continue their lives after physical death. In the case of lifetime conversation with the virtual twin an interestin possibility emerges to codevelopment and co-creativity. In the case of postmortal existence of the virtual twin emerges possibility as if continuing life after physical death, in a virtual way.
I will not speak of others, but of what could be done with my life: all my texts (and diaries, documents and writings), all photographs, recordings, videos could be placed into the virtual space and a program created of the virtual behavior (by way of extrapolation of lifetime behavior and created by me texts). As a result emerges a possibility to virtual conversation with me also after my existence. I in a certain way could continue living also after the death. And just because my texts (thoughts, ideas, views) of lifetime behavior, appearance, picture with new reality and new problems (of those people who virtually converse with me) there could be as if (virtually) a continuation of my creative activity, that is, continuation of create, develop and give grounds to ideas, give evaluation and suggest solutions. This is completely possible, as far as my basic philosophic ideas are sufficiently general and can be confronted with new and changed reality deflect and concretisized in the way of private ideas and thoughts as long time as it is desired.
11 finality and infinity of existence as perspective of life
Such a testimony of the relation to death by L.N. Tolstoy exists: “Highly valued graph Lev Nikolaevich Tolstoy, wrote I.N. Janzhul, had in his late years the weakness to speak very willingly of death… I remarked to him as a consolation (at the beginning of 90’s at the meeting at the Moscow university – L.B.), for what reason he was so occupied with this question of death, as he because of his great works already was immortal during lifetime and so will be after death. To this he answered to me: ‘Yes I will not be feeling and not be conscious of anything’
. In this testimony is established the opinion of a creative person, who cannot be reconciled with the unavoidability of death. Struggle for active old age solves the problem of prolongation of life only to some limit. Be it that it will be 120, 1000, 200 000 years, but a man sooner or later confronts the situation of death, when his body changes to cadaver, that is to nothing.

Neither the ’making’ of immortality in the above given sense, nor active longevity do in fact solve the problems of mortality and/or immortality.
The question of whether in general the death can be abolished from the human life? I already said that death as evolutionary phenomenon of life emerged in the phase of sexual multiplication of multicellular organisms. The transition of body to carcass evidently is not an absolute necessity for all living creatures.
Life as such does not carry in itself the embryo of death. It, indeniably carries in itself the embryo of change, transformation, but not that of death, and even less that of destruction. An absolute meaning of termination must not be attached to death. Mortality having a private significance must not be equalized with finality carrying an universal all over meaning. Yes, all really existing contains in itself the moment of termination – such a dialectic of finality and infinity. But from this does not follow that living finds its end only by death. The latter is only one of the ‘means’ of termination of living. Unicellular organisms, dividing during milliards of years, live final time (from one division to another). But they do not know death. Death as a complete destruction of multicellular organism to primary organic and nonorganic molecules emerged in a certain phase of formation of living nature. It is completely possible that man with time finds another means of termination of life, not so destructive as death. It is not excluded that changing correspondingly the genetic program he can quit the death.
A further formation of living nature (already in the phase of human society) can bring forth the liquidation of death in the sense of transition of body to cadaver, and instead replace complete destruction with transition of one living to another in reminiscence of unicellular organisms, in the sense that a person having lived a certain period of time as if transforms to another person, conserving in this the basic constituencies of his ego. The finality of existence remains as a moment of life, but it will not carry the character of death in the sense of complete destruction.
Death (as a transition of body to cadaver) has been necessary moment in the phase of development of multicellular organisms and to a certain extent justified in the phase of development of human race till a certain point of time. This is connected primarily with the limitedness of living space and resources.
In reality, at every moment both the living space and the resources are limited. But who said that together with the solution of the problem of increase of lifetime the humanity does not solve also the problem of increasing the living space and resources?! Of course, if the starting point is the assumption that mankind lives only on Earth, then it is not difficult to forecast the moment when as a result of population growth and increase of lifetime overpopulation and extinction of resources are a fact. Fact is that this assumption is based on past experience in evolution of life and does not take into account the conquer of cosmic space. Most often it is tried just to show the natural course and necessity of death referring to living nature, in which the destruction of organisms and change of generations is conditioned by struggle for existence and limitedness of the resources of the earth. But what is true for living nature, must not be mechanically transferred to human society. People in difference of animals, find ever newer and newer energy sources and in this process there is no end. Time will come when death ceases to be justified from the evolutionary point of view, as a limitation of living masses. With the construction of manageable thermonuclear reaction and conquer (population) of cosmic space people practically enable for themselves unlimited resources and may increase their lifetime and multiply themselves to whatever limits.
Humanity already now must place in front the task of liquidation of death, that is, of replacement of it with some mechanism of transition, which would allow a more soft chnge of ‘me’ to another ‘me’ without the first ‘me’ being spared from the horror of complete destruction and dissolution. The following second ‘me’ after the first ‘me’ must inherit not only the genetic program of the first, but also its brain, conscience, personality. This inheritance must be similar to how our ‘me’ to maturity or old age follows after our ‘me’ in childhood or youth. Because it is no secret that we are different in different etaps of the journey of life. We, of course, are sorry that the childhood has gone by, youth has gone by, that we are others. But notwithstanding mourning of bygone years, of that we are others, is not to be compared with that we sometime do not exist, that our ‘me’ vanishes. 
*  *  *

Yes, an absolute individual immortality is not possible, but possible and realizable is infinitesimal approach to the ideal of absolute immortality.

The idea of individual immortality is related to the idea of perpetum mobile. In the essence, they are ideal twins. They are false in their absolute, in the limiting expression, but true in the sense of asymptotic approach to some limit. This may be seen in the example of the idea of perpetum mobile. This idea is based on the assumption that energy may be gained from nothing. If instead of the word ‘nothing’ we replace the expression ‘more and more energy containing resources’, then this assumption becomes justified. As a matter of fact, the history of the development of energetics is such that the mankind consequently solved and continues to solve the energy problem with more and more effective energy resources. First there was fire wood, then coal, then gasoline, and gas. In the present time energy is produced from nuclear fission. The turn is to produce energy by thermonuclear synthesis, which gives mankind practically inexhausting source of energy. People almost literally will get energy from nothing. Is not this the realization of the fabled dream about perpetum mobile!
So also the idea of individual immortality. In the religious tale it is disputable, foolish. But as scientific and practical task the ‘making of immortality’ is not that, not disputable, but necessary and solvable.
III. human happiness
The connection between the sense of life and happiness
The mutual link between the aswenase of life and happiness becomes apparent in the fact that the presence of the certain sense of the life is a condition of happiness and on the other side, the aspiration of happiness gives life a certain sense. Being without sense of existence is a big disaster for a man, on the contrary, man experiences happiness, when his life is deeply rationally grounded.
1. What is such happiness?

The word ’happiness’ is one, but the meaning of happiness is a multitude of things. Still Ch. Fourier wrote: “In Rome at the time of Varron 278 contradictory ideas existed about the true happiness, the number is much higher in Paris”. Why such variety of opinions about happiness? There are two reasons:
1. On the superfice the phenomenon of happiness of individual man occurs as something subjective and random, which arouses a big variety of controversial opinions about it. 
2. Happiness even in its essence is something rather complicated, versatile. People often have taken some one side of it, a tiny part of happiness and presented it for others. From this arose such, for instance, definitions: happiness in love, happiness in work, happiness in doing charity to people etc.
On this grounds that there is a multitude of different opinions about happiness, some people draw the conclusion, that no such thing as unitary common for all conception of happiness can exist. What can be said of this? Just as all other phenomena of life, happiness of everybody represents in itself union of general and particular. Without contest everybody is happy in his own way, but this does not exclude common moments of human happiness in general.
Generally speaking, happiness is in the fullness of life, in that all sides of it, physical, moral, spiritual, estethic are developed harmoniously together. A working expression of happiness are love and creativity.

Below a diagram of happiness is given: 



As we see, happiness is versatile. Its necessary conditions, prerequisites are:
spiritual:
..1) spiritual richness (knowledge, culture);
  2) spiritual health, integrity, particularly moral purity;
material:
  1) material wellbeing, wealthiness;
  2) physical health, integrity.
All these elements comprise love and creativeness. Withour love and creativity happiness is only a possibility. They make it reality.
2. Happiness: a result of fortune and fight and work
Behave as you would lierally already be happy and you really feel happy.

Dale Carnegie
There are two extreme positions in the concept of happiness. Some people consider that happiness is completely a gift of destiny, a result of good fortune, a random gift. Others state that happiness is completely depending of man, his will and desires.
In reality it is result of good luck, and result of fight and work. “Fortuna is like a shy lover, even if loves to present its favor, makes us fight for it.” – said Bouvi. Or: “Happiness and unhappiness of man depend as much on moral as on destiny” – J. La Bruyère.
Usually is emphasized the moment of happiness depending on man himself, and especially on the fact that man is the smith of his own happiness. On this occasion there are a mass of significant expressions, from the most modest to the most powerful:
”Happiness is not so blind as it is assumed” – Catherine II (Memoires).
”Once happiness, twice happiness – God gracious, also reason is needed” – A.V. Suvorov.
”One must know how to be happy” A.S. Makarenko.
”The only skill to be happy is to be conscious that the happiness is in your own hands”. J.-J. Rousseau.
Happiness is conquered and worked out, but not obtained in ready form from the hands of a benefactor. And the most difficult part of it is just in what to consider as the concept of happiness and search it the side which must bring to it.” – D.I. Pisarev.
”If you want to be happy, be it”. (unknown author).
 And this is justified. Although we understand with brain that everything does not depend on us, nevertheless we aspire to something that we must experience for our part in the way to happiness, not regarding to anything. With our activity we can compensate bad luck and even challenge a bad lot.
3. Happiness is a combination of being satisfied 
and not being it
Happiness must not be considered as a full, absolute satisfaction of life. “Our happiness, wrote old G. Leibnitz, is not at all only full satisfaction, without nothing to be wished, that our brain could bring forth. Eternal aspiration to new enjoyments new skills is also happiness.”
Some people, after having reached some success in life, consider that they are happy enough and there is no need to aspire more. Such people are like ants, which if they had brains, would think that they are happy, if their ant heap would be in complete order. Human being differs from animal in that he is not satisfied with what he has reached.
Genuine human happiness is contradictory of its nature. It unites harmoniously in itself satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Having become the process, happiness can only exist thanks to constant change of satisfaction and dissatisfaction. If life were a continuous cahin of satisfaction, with absolute inexistence of dissatisfaction, then also the satisfaction itself would not exist as satisfaction.
We mustm, however, remark that not all dissatisfaction is moment of happiness and in harmony with satisfaction. Moment of happiness can only be creative dissatisfaction, dissatisfaction reached, not causing spiritual suffering and not being unhappiness; in that kind of dissatisfaction there is an impuls for further movement ahead. If dissatisfaction is a result of disappointed hopes, this causes suffering and is felt as unhappiness.
Sometimes it is said: unhappiness is a good school of life. Yes, it may be in some cases. But happiness is a better school. And in general, Russian proverb is right: happiness contributes to understanding, unhappiness takes away the rest of it.
4. Is it possible to make people happy, or even more: to get them stay happy?
In the problem of human happiness there is a view connected with relations between people. One thing is when a man wants to be happy, builds conditions for this etc. Another matter, when man without thinking own happiness tries to make happy others or even the whole human society. D. Diderot has written: “The happiest man is he who give happiness to the greatest number of other people”
. K. Marx, repeating Diderot: “… experience shows as the happiest him who brought happiness to the greatest number of people” – “developed” the idea: “If we have chosen a profession, in which we can most work for human society we do not fall under its burden, because this is a sacrifice in the name of all; then we do not experience a lamentable limited egoistic joy, but our happiness will belong to millions…”
 You see how Marx put his question: “work for the human society”, “sacrifice in the name of all”. He not only allows the situation of sacrificing private happiness for the happiness of millions – but does not even see other alternative, that without sacrifice. Obviously, such a variety does not exist. Whoever will bring happiness to as many people as possible, he must willing or not willing forget such a trifle as is personal happiness (Marx derogatively named the private happiness as “deplorable”, limited, egoistic joy”).
To what extent is justified the aspiration to bring happiness to the greatest possible number of people? This causes another question: but do people want that they are made happy? Is not there a binding of their will and their understanding (particularly their conception of happiness) to that of other people, to the wholw human society? Is not there an effect of undesired benefactor, defender, savior? As a matter of fact, who asked these ‘self-sacrificing people’ to make others happy, bring others happiness? If they themselves deny (self-denying), particularly, ready to sacrifice own happiness, so how would they understand, what is needed for other people, what kind of happiness in general is needed for other people?! Man who self did not experience happiness, only theoretically can imagine happiness. But theoretical happiness may strongly differ from actual happiness, from that what is really needed for people.
The aim of making other people happy is a dangerous utopy. Nobody can make somebody happy, and even less bring happiness to many people. Happiness is a very individual category. This means that only the man himself can make himself happy. He is the subject of happiness or unhappiness. Man can be made rich (for instance by leaving him heritage), he can be given nutrition, blood etc., but make him happy is not possible! When mothers think that they can make their child happy, they are deeply mistaken. Mistaken are men and women who think that they make happy those with whom they live. Mistaken are political and other activists thinking that they may bring happiness to many people. K. Popper justly wrote: “To love a man means desire to make him happy. (Such a definition of happiness, by the way, belongs to Thomas Aquinas.) Of all political ideals, however, those, which are animated by desire to make man happy, are the most dangerous. Those ideals constantly lead to attempts to bind others our system of ‘highest’ values in the purpose that they were conscious of what from our point of view is the most valuable for their happiness, for that what, so to say, saves their soul. They lead to utopism and romanticism. We all feel, that anybody would be happy and excellent and complete in our dreams. Without doubt, heaven would come onto earth, if we all could love each other. But as I already said (in chapter 9), attempt to create paradise on the earth invariantly leads to building of underworld. It calls for intolerance. It calls for religious wars and saving of souls by means of inquisition. In this, I am confident, it is based on complete misunderstanding of our moral duty. Our moral duty is to help those who are in need of our help, but moral duty is not limited to making others happy, because this does not depend on us, and what too often turns out to be nothing else than meddling into the private life of those, towards whom we sustain friendly propensity.”

Wonderful utopism of V.I. Lenin. Lenin belongs to those who already long ago were characterized as ‘gentlemen’ criminals. Lenin did not of bad intentions deceit other people, turned to ostrachism and constructed terror against parts of society. He completely honestly wanted happiness to people, and not only wanted, but was haunted by the idea of making people happy. Exagerated endeavour to something usually leads to the opposite result. We remember how in 1920’s on the camp of Solovetsk a slogan of special meaning was erected: “With iron hand se are driving human society to happiness.” These words belong to L.D. Trotsky, the closest companion of Lenin. In them there is the cynic truth of ‘gentleman’ criminality. Completely justly remarks A.T. Latyshev: “Differing from some critics of Lenin, who consider now that the main goal of the activity of Lenin was to seize and hold the power, believed that the strive of his whole life was to make part of the population the planet happy (workers, poor farmers), by destroying for this goal another part (‘rich’, religious, liberals, intelligence etc.). But this kind of ‘classmurder’ is no better than nazist genocide.”

IV. of love
”Don’t speak of love” says an old song. Some also think this way as a matter of fact: of love it is not necessary to speak but only to love (that is not to think, not theoreticize concerning it). Or still confirm: of love there is nothing to speak of, because all is said already of it. A present essay is not for these people. It is for those desiring to know of love possibly more, for those who are used not only to feel, experience love, but also to think about it, in order that it were better, richer, stronger.
1. love-feeling and love-action

Love is not only and even not so much a feeling. In its main meaning it is activity, activity of brain, soul, body. One must relate to love as to a special form of human activity. As feeling, opposite of hate, it appears in all kinds of human activity and intercourse, but as special activity it manifests only in sexual intercourse of man and woman.
Unfortunately, up to day no comprehensive philosophical or scientific theory of love exists. As an object of research it has been for medicine, psychology, specialists of ethics. But they regard love each from their own point of view. Physicians as an aspect of deviation of normal sexual behavior, sexopatology, psychologists as emotionally psychological relationship, specialists of ethic as moral category. Recently a new scientific branch, sexology, has appeared. But also it regards love mainly from the physical point of view, as sex. Also a multitude of statements of writers, cultural activists, philosophers, scientists, religious preachers, who with the power of their different assessments of values do not at all contribute to the holistic understanding of love. The absence of a full-valued theory of love leads to formulations of one-sided, distorted presentations. Among these presentations the most widely diffused are presentations of love as a feeling, desire, inclination, that is, as emotionally psychological relation of subject to object of love. Of love as feeling of passion have written really almost all writers of the past. Yes, and the present writers have not by far abandoned them. The present presentation is derived from the consciousness of philosophers and scientists that they give it in special books on love, in dictionaries, terminologic definitions, that are referred as standards of scientific understanding of love.
. Big confusion emerges from the fact that with one and the same word it is ment the human feeling, the opposite of hate, and human activity, lying as a basis of relationship between man and woman. This confusion, true, is historically explainable: early concepts of people were unsufficiently differentiated from each other, unsufficiently defined, vague in their contents. So also as love was mentioned and still is mentioned everything that emerges from the most powerfull feelings emerging between man and woman. This is to a certain extent justified. Because basically the feeling of love and the activity of love are lying on the same tendency to harmony, unity, beauty (excellency). Love appears as concrete (emotional and/or activating) expression of harmonic contradiction
 and in quality of such corresponding to such a group of concepts and categories: the identity, inner consciousness, relationship, unity, harmony, organic entity, general, homogeneous, likeness, infinity, eauality, comprehension, rest, conservation, symmetry, contrariness, necessity, lawfulness, order (and contrarily incorresponding to the same group of concepts and categories: differently, counterpositionally, outer consciousness, crashing together, fighting, disharmony, specific, of separate emergency, unlikeness, unequality, final, moving, changing, not returning, random, appearing, disorder)
.

Love as activity is not only emotional experience and strive to harmony, unity, beauty, but just this making and producing of harmony, unity, beauty. Exactly these are the relationships of man and woman. 

Why do I stress the difference between love as feeling and love as activity? Such a distinction is necessary for the explanation of the essence of love as one of the most important means, factors of the “making” of immortality. In the quality of feeling love is only some psychologic state and its connection with the continuation of human race, that is with the real “making” of immortality seems to be problematic or rather distant. In the quality of special activity it immediately “participates” in the “making” of immortality.
Differentiating love as feeling and love as activity still must be taken into consideration that the latter is not always connected with high glow of feelings, loving experience, that is, with what the poets and writers and romantics only mention as love. Love as activity is not something exceptional, met only rarely. The variety of forms of love as activity is rather wide: from immediate sexual impulses and contacts to the highest forms of love, in which sexual enjoyment and intercourse are “dressed” into the most orderly, estheticized, spiritually idealized “dresses” of feelings and behavior of the loving persons. 
According to the romantically tuned people not all sexual intercourse is love. I confirm that if sexual intercourse is taking place between normal people, it deserves to be mentioned as love – because among the simple population sexual intercourse is called as “loving relationship”, “love life” still it is said: “occupy with love”, that is, get into sexual intercourse. Of course there is love and love. Exists primitive love, declining love, incomplete love, and exists high love, full love, genuine love. In general love is such as is man. And if we as people whatever kind name as people, so also their sexual relationships, whatever they are, we must mention as love.
2. love аs sex
The problem of love and sexual relationships has occupied in latter times a sharper form: as problem of love and sex. Love and sex are some times different things and even opposite things
. Of course, if love is understood only as feeling, then necessarily love and sex are different matters. If love is understood as activity (as aspect of sexual intercourse of man and woman), then becomes obvious that such a love necessarily assumes sex. (Love without sex is just feeling). Because what is such a sex, if not behavior, combined with satisfaction of sexual need
. But whether sexual love is possible without sexual affection and action aiming its satisfaction? No, of course.
Some people state still that sex is possible without love 
, that satisfaction of sexual need cannot always be called love. Yes, really, it also happens that participants of sexual contact do not name the contact as love. But of this love does not cease to be love. Millions of people love and never use the word “love”. (This is the same as everybody speaks prose, but only few know what it is.) If sexual behavior is based on human and directed to another human (of different sex), so it is always not only sex, not only physical action, manipulation, but love, sensible in a human way, to some degree animated, decorated by human feelings of sexuality. Already V.G. Belinsky has said: “man is not animal and not angel; must not love in animal way and not in platonic but human way ”
. I say more: man must not love in human way, but cannot love but in human way, that is, can only love in human way. Purely in animal way a human cannot love, how much he it even wanted, he cannot get rid of his human nature. All sex is human
 and therefore deserves the denomination of human love. Even sexual behavior of raper can be called love, even if perverse, distorted, one-sided, but love however. Because rapist is not animal, but human, who in no way cannot stop being human.
Wrong are those who under sex understand pure physical sexual relationship. Human being is total in his living apparition and behaves always not only in animal, biological being, but as spiritual, moral, social being. Yes, sex is physical, but not something self-sufficient, but a part of loving, humanly loving relationship of man and woman, as physical side of their love. There are, of course, cases where love and sex are separated in the known counterpositioning of genuine love, full valued, spiritually rich and purely decadent, spiritually poor, approximating purely animal relations. The world of love is big and manifold as is the world of human being, and as many kinds of love as there are people exist.
The famous heroine of erotic novel Emmanuel by E. Arsan is completely justly ironizing themes that counterpose love and sex (sexual relationship). “Love without embracing, embracing without love, she says, already two thousand years of hypocricy surround this question like flies around a lamp. Nothing terrible, if they trust somewhat in reason, but they also want to jerk the whole planet! They put figue leaves on statues, plan sitting dresses for Tahitians. They want us to hate our own body…
· But there are also other values, besides bodily.
· Again for one! Bodily! Yes my soul evaporates much higher than with some eternally praying saint.” Look at Emmanuel Arsan. Emmanuelle. Part 2. ”The growth of boldness”).
In sex there is its poetry, its esthetic and also its spirituality! The sex itself is not guilty to being rude, primitive, nonestetic, without spirit. Its qualities depend on people. Rude, primitive characters and sex make it so. On the contrary, wise, spiritually developed people, aiming physical relationship and make sex intellectually exquisite, emotionally rich, refined, a genuine celebration of life.
3. love as sun of life
Further, it must be said, that love includes in itself not only feeling, not only sexual behavior. As activity it comprises also sexual intercourse of man and woman, and in general their relationship, and their relationship to parents, children, others, to surrounding world. In other words, love of man and woman is not limited to framework of their sexual intercourse, but advances in circles, comprises their other relationships, relationships to parents, children, relatives, close friends etc. Excellently has said once V.G. Belinsky: “Love is poetry and sunshine of life”. Yes, love is sunshine of life. Its rays advance to all directions in life, they enlighten everything, even the most distant corners of human life. And this concerns above all relationships to parents and children. Love of parents prepares to sexual life, and love to children crowns it.
Love as important factor of continuation of human race is realized in full sense only in this trinity: as love to parents, as loving connection and as love to children. Of course, love to parents and love to children do not have the character of special activity. Nonetheless this is not simply a feeling of sympathy, comfort, the opposite of hate. Together with loving connection they are situated on the same line with continuation of race, are expressions of powerful instinct of continuation of race. We remember that on this occasion Plato has written: animals “get loving passion beginning at time of copulation, and then when they feed their cabs, they are ready to fight with the most powerful for them however weak they would be themselves, and die, and suffer hunger, only to feed them, and in general to stand anything”
. This, of course, is true also in human love relationship. As giving birth to children, so also educating them are impossible without love. A full valued human being can give birth and educate only in conditions of love, in its radiation.
4. value of love for life
Two extremes exist in valuation of love as factor of life.
There are people who detest being connected with it or consider it unnecessary for life. They can only be pitied. They deprive themselves an essential part of life. The great part of these people are also engaged in love, enjoy it and exercise sex. But they do, however not, value love and enjoy its fascination as if not willing, satisfy their sexual needs in the most simple, primitive way. Instead love is one of the most powerful engine and factor of movement in life, thanks to which also other facets of it and it as a whole find sense and significance, enrich, flourish in thousands of colors. Under the rays of love everything is presented in the best light, the life itself does not only find sense, but also becomes constant source of joy and pleasure. A loving person is predisposed to good, harmonious relationships to other people, in general to the whole world. Loving person, unconditionally loves nature, animals, vegetables. Loving person loves oneself, own body and soul, own love, wants to correspond to it, its fascinating beauty and harmony, wants to be better, to learn, develop himself infinitely, create, compose, dare, be worthy object of love (beloved).
Love has the greatest value thanks to being on of the most powerful sources of positive emotions, pleasure and joy. And meaning of positive emotions is difficult to overestimate. They encourage, mobilize, and on the other hand, soften the effect of different stresses. If positive emotions are scarce, life gradually turns, at first to wretched, empty existence and then a real hell.
Without love, without loving joys, man is deprived of significant part of positive emotions. He may become misanthrop, psychopat, rapidly wither, become brittle, get old etc. 
In the final account love always exists in life, it helps life as some all-intrusive elixir, independently of whether man is concretely in love or not. Condition without love, love being absent is rather a fact of consciousness than that of life. In the deepness of his existence man always loves.
A.S. Pushkin has written wonderful lines:
          Despondensies 
          Nothing annoys, does not disturb

          And heart anew cares and loves – for that,

          That it cannot not love.
(On the Georgian hills dust is lying in the night)
Really, human heart cannot but love. Another proverb, that to this love (as all-intrusive elixir) there is little for him. He wants to care of love. Better is the foe of good. So it is also in matters of love.

————

If love serves bad purposes, so this is for it a circumstancial hindrance. In itself love is not vampon neither murderer… In the most cases it is normal, that is, it is such as it should be or takes place in most men and women.
Now all kinds of paradoxic statements are in mode. Among them exist negative assessment of love as such. It is sometimes described as something strange, dangerous for life, as pathology. So on telecanal ‘Culture’ in an advertising talk show “Black square” (200309) among other words from the mouth of one of the performers such a frase was heard: “Love is a clinical form”. One must be to some extent out of mind, in order to make such an announcement! I am greatly astonished that such an announcement is made in an advertisement and on a telecanal ‘Culture’. Be it that somebody said a stupid word, but why is it repeated and literlly advertised?! And this on a telecanal, which must carry the light of culture to people, must show models of good, better, something that constitutes basic light for life. Because this canal is watched by millions of young people and what must they think? What is love – a disease? So, down with love?! This is inimaginable! This way brought out of sense young people behave in matters of love as outsiders, disapproving or even cynically scorning their feelings and/or feelings of somebody loving them. But some of them avoid love or fight against it, if it happens to appear. How many dramatic spectacles and tragedies may occur because of this absurd statement of ‘performer’, fortified by the authority of television and especially of telecanal ‘Culture’!
The love itself – a whole world, delightful and magnificent!

Another extreme, in evaluation of love: its absolutisation. This absolutisation can be of different characters. For young people love may be equal to life itself and they sometimes put a counterquestion: if there is no love, it is not woth to live. (without love there is no life). How many dramatic scenes and tragedies out of this! How many suicides, crippled lives! Artistic literature is full of such motives. We only need to remember famous tragedy of Shakespeare ‘Romeo and Juliet’ or ‘The Sorrows of Young Werther by Goethe. Love is worth living for it, but it is also worth dying for it.
Still one absolutisation of love: when man because of love, sacrifices not life but some other essential to him matter, for instance the favorite thing, creation… Charging to love sometimes acquiesces everything else. Man becomes the slave of love, turns out to sexual machine, to trace, loses his life to love adventures or becomes a scoundrel, a moral monster, criminal, murderer.
Absoltisation of its own kind is also prophesy of all-comprising love, when it is put into center of individual and social life. Above I have criticized such absolutization of love in the creative activity of Tolstoy. I repeat, in addition to love to ‘others’ there is also fight with ‘others’. This is not necessarily a war of destruction. It may be competition, a healthy concurrence. It may be a struggle of new with old, of progressive with reactionary. It may finally be fight with bad, carriers of bad intentions. Such a fight with ‘others’ is no less significant for life than love of ‘others’. Love is just one pole of life. Another pole of it is struggle.
So, who pays too much attention to love, he as a rule, becomes its victim. Immersion to love is also dangerous, as is avoidance of love. In general it is very important, on one hand, to give love the importance of life, but on the other, not overestimate its meaning.
love as a value in itself 

Love is relatively independent of lover as well as of beloved, that is, of the subject and of the object of love. 

Its relative independence of the lover appears in the fact that it can appeat unaware or emerge even against the desire and reason of the lover.
Its independence of the object of love appears in the fact that the concrete object may be the best variant and, as well, as it is said in the proverb ”love of bad, loves a bock, too” (“любовь зла, полюбишь и козла”), object may be simply worthless or even dangerous for the lover.
In order not to remain unaware and not to dictate him its conditions, he must be prepared to it, collect experience, learn to recognize the possible fever of love of also those ‘lovers’ with whom he wants to keep distance.
5. love: norm, deviation, pathology

Love as a kind of activity is basically normal and at the same time allows different deviations from normal to pathology.
A certain difficulty exists in the assessment of what is normal in love, and what anomaly.
Apparently normal love is sexual love (between man and woman), which supports, harmonizes, completes present their actual life and creates new. Shortly: normal love is mutual, divided between man and woman.
It must not be thought that normal love is the same for all, that it is a model of ideal love, which should correspond real love.
Normal love is one and manifold, typical and individual, serial and unique. But obligatory in it there is no more than just essential. It is normal like normal person. If health is for us an indisputable value, so is normal love such kind of value.
Norm for love is moderate, mean between extremes, unity and dynamic equilibrium of opposite sides. So is in general and as a whole. Concretely the norm fluctuates on both sides. Essentially it is statistical. As far as there is no ideal average, no ideal equilibrium, so there is no ideal love. Real love a little bit differs from what we imagine as being ideal. And it is different with different people.
Normal is not only equality of sexes, but also some dominance of one of the partners. First violin may be played by man, but also by woman…
Normal is not only equilibrium of spiritual and physical, but also some predominances of one or the other. In some the esthetic (distant) beginning of love, in others things based on feeling or touching (contact).
Normal is difference in quiet and passionate love. It may be as peacefully flowing river, but also as a mountain rapid.
Fully allowed and tolerated are different loves with egocentric inclination (when person loves more oneself than the other) and loves with altruistic inclination (when person loves more the other than oneself).
etc.
Abnormal love is all other love.

Abnormal is love without counterlove, undivided love, as far as in it desire of harmony and happiness do not materialize.
Abnormal is love alone. This is the case called self-satisfying. This may happen in two ways: with own desire, pollution or in form of masturbation, conscious action of self-satisfaction.
Abnormal rape.
Abnormal unipolar love (homosexualism).
Abnormal satisfaction of sexual desire with the help of animals, dead etc.
Abnormal virtual love (internet)
We remind that the essence of sexual love is harmonious counterpositioning and as such the oppositeness of sexes. Without this oppositeness there is no genuine, normal love. Self-satisfaction, unilateral ‘love’ (homosexualism), rape, satisfaction of sexual desire with the help of animals, dead etc. is only a shadow, pale copy, surrogate of love. They are abnormal just because they represent deformations of love as harmonious counterpositioning. For instance, however much homosexuals would hum, praise their ‘love’, it will always remain makeshift, artificial, grounded only by something likeness of sexual counterpositioning. As a consequence of this it always remains ‘love’ of sexual minorities, that is, an exception of the rule. Excessive attention on this love in present society  is a temporary phenomenon, characteristic cost of sexual revolution.
Or virtual love (via internet). It may be good, if it appears as preludium or supplement of living love. And it is necessarily abnormal, if it disturbs the latter.
Purely spiritual love to the opposite sex (undivided or virtual), is necessarily better than state without love (emptiness of feelings). Nevertheless it can be useful in the general context of life, as special kind of training in love and as stimulation to creative action, to self-development. Nevertheless man must be conscious of such kind of love, not be circulating around it, aspire for a full-valued relationship.
The same may be said of self-satisfaction (masturbation etc.). Self-satisfaction is better than nothing, but worse than normal sexual relationships.
Abnormal love is not necessarily pathology. It becomes such only under certain conditions, especially: as a result of psychic illness, or as a consequence of criminal actions.
6. remarks on love
lyrics and erotics
Lyrics and erotics are two types of love experiences. 

Lyrics is based on feelings, emerging from seeing and/or hearing pictures. This is distant love.
Erotics is mainly based on binding feelings and action. This is contact love.
In lyrics spiritual and emotional dominates, in formulating, constituting love. In erotics it is physical, bodily, action pertaining to the sense of touch that constitutes the love.
Between lyrics and erotics may be harmony, but may also be antagonism. Harmony in lyrics and erotics is what people usually try to reach, that is called a full-valued love. In the framework of loving harmony lyrics and erotics complement each other.
In the case of abnormal flow of love lyrics may give erotic feelings, and erotics lyric feelings. (Just in these cases love and sex are counterpositioned). The antagonism of lyrics and erotics usually emerges in situations of counterpositioning soul and body, when spiritual is considered something elevated, noble, wheras bodily is something lower, animalistic, cattlelike.
love and marriage 

Happy marriage! (Совет да любовь!)
(Greeting for just married)

Sexual love is the basis of marriage. Nevertheless it is necessary to state categorically that marriage with love in all cases is better than marriage of convenience. Love is an inavoidable precondition to marriage, but not the only one. For marriage also other conditions are needed: dwelling, monetary, unitary approach to giving birth to children, human mutual understanding… Because of this marriage of love and marriage of convenience must not be counterpositioned. It must be both of love and of convenience! Happy marriage!
Cases exist, when girl or woman marries not of love, but out of necessity (for convenience or for compulsion). Here two scenarios development of circumstances are possible:
1) best when spouses may gradually come to mutual love, and
2) worse when marriage is discontinued as torture. In this case lawcourt should not be recurred, but divorce should be taken without protraction. 
Attention should be paid to the fact that modern marriage differs in principle from what it was hundred years ago. Particularly this concerns of the life of spouses in big cities.
For the first, so called trial marriage has appeared (when young during a sufficiently long time live as man and wifewithout formal marriage relations).
Secondly, wide-spreaded is also so called citizen marriage (when man and woman are living together, again without formal marriage relationship).
Thirdly, the character of spousal within the marriage relationship is changing. In stead of strictly one-spoused (with some more or less random changes of spouse) is becoming a half-legal form of marriage “with trailer” (marriage plus ultramarital loving relationships). Ever more wife ceases to be the only woman, that is, stops to be the principal, but also not the only woman. Gradually also man stops to be for woman the only man, but is gaining the status of main, but not the only man. In the strict sense monogamy (one spouse) has started its landing.
For the fourth, rather rule than exception has become a chain of marriages during lifetime (marriage-divorce-marriage…) In other words, if marriage is considered in time, so it has become practically polygamy.
All these changes in the institution of marriage, as it seems to me, do not appear to be result of lower moral. A deep liberation process of rules of life is going on, including also love and sexual relationships. The institution of marriage is only contributes to this change of relationships of love.
Sexual moral
Sexual moral is simple and complicated. It is simple as the rules of traffic and complicated as the life itself. Sexual moral regulates sexual relationships of people, either awakens, directs, allows, or limits, prohibits. All these commandments, permits, limitations and prohibitions are based on the conceptions of good and bad, which in their turn emanate from rules of behavior (“do not do others what you do not wish that they do to you” and “behave with others as you wish that they behave with you”).
Above all sexual moral commands adult people in sexual relationships and denies sexual relationships between parents and children, brothers and sisters. These are the poles of sexual moral for sexual life. Between them there is a rather wide spectr of permissions and limitations.
Sexual moral commands people to sexual relationships, seeing in these relations good and bad. It limits and prohibits sexual relationships in the cases when they could bring or bring alon bad consequences.
Sexual moral must not be understood only as something limiting and prohibiting. Otherwise we would have to do with repressive moral.
 «alyosha kind of love»

There was a movie called «Алешкина любовь» (Alyosha kind of love [Alyosha here possibly referring to Dostoyevsky’s hero in the Karamazov brothers, trad. remark]). In the main role was Leonid Bykov. This is one of the best love movies. The tuning is absolutely natural, without any false note and white yarn. Love is described, not high, nor low, not heavenly nor earthen, but such as is usually is or should be between young people, lightened and pure, worldly and heavenly.
Subject is simple: youngster by name Alyosha decided to enter geology educating institution, but at the beginning he joined to geologic expedition on oil rig. Work on the rig did not go well, so he thought that he would go away. But then he met a girl Zina and fell in love with her. She lived and worked with her father at a railway crossing, which was situated aside many kilometers away from the rig. And so Alyosha began to make many kilometers long trips to the crossing, in order only to see her. Finally with the help of the father of the girl got acquainted with her and started meet with her. The girl got interested with our hero, she was pleasantly astonished of the fact that he only to see her did such long trips. Relations were honest and pure as they are in the case of first love. But here was an intervention from the side of one of the rig workers, work mate. He decided to ‘strike’ Zina. Alyosha surprised him trying to embrace and kiss Zina. She despairly opposed. Alyosha, of course, defended the girl. He retreated but doing so offenced Zina with bad words. Our hero required that he beg pardon in front of Zina. He refused. Alyosha named this ‘hero’ scoundrel, villain and stroke him on cheek. As a result Alyosha was beaten, because he was physically weaker than he. In the meantime darkness became, Alyosha did not return to the lodging. Comrades alarmed for him. They knew of the returning ‘hero’ what happened between him and Alyosha. They started searching Alyosha. Finally they find him. Alyosha continued to require that the scoundrel went and begged pardon in front of Zina. Moral pressure from the side of the work mates was such that he did not stand it and went next day to beg pardon in front of Zina. She was happy of the power of will of Alyosha, that he was able to get him to beg pardon. Rig workers in next day changed the spot of drilling, travelling far from the crossing. During the next two weeks they worked without free days and Alyosha was not able to see Zina. Finally he agreed with coworker at shift that decided to go the following day the long way to the girl at the crossing. But there she having traveled many kilometers herself came to meet him at the rig. All were stroken of astonishment. Alas! here is the ’Alyosha kind of love’!
This movie, as a kind of tuning fork, shows how is or should be normal human love, and, as lakmus paper, shows, detects false, dishonesty, artificiality of many other movies, artistic presentations, devoted to relationships between man and woman.
——————

I can mention still some Russian movies, in which normal love of normal people is described. Such is «Алые паруса» (Red sails), «Весна на Заречной улице» (Spring at Riverside street), «Неоконченная повесть» (Unfinished story), «Повесть о первой любви» (Story of first love), «Золушка» (Zolushka)… The here mentioned movies are perfect in their kind. The fact itself that they exist shows that it is completely possible to describe clearly and powerfully love, its all sides without these makeweights: all dirt, worldly squabbles, criminal acts, violence, murder, suicide etc.
About 'Lolita', the book of V. Nabokov
With difficulty I read this book. Honestly saying its spirit does not please me. The main hero is given as sexual maniac with rather limited selection of thoughts and feelings. Everything turns around his sick passion for the young girl. For him there is no world of culture, no world of normal human relationships, nor, the main thing, favorite work, creative activity. What a dull book. I completely admit the love of forty year old man to young girl, but not in this kind of morally decadent atmosphere, when this love has sick maniac and criminal tone. The too harsh official moral can of course be accused of the dramatization and even tragedization of the love of the hero (the hero willing not willing feels himself as moral outlaw and criminal). But in this love there is something really evil. Because the girl Lolita devoted herself to the stepfather as playing, out of curiosity and then already rapidly got cooled with him, got dull of his love. That is, almost at once after the beginning of the love relationship the stepfather turned to her not on the basis of mutuality of feelings, not as personal subject, but as object own passion, as to toy-doll. He blandished her as thoughtless child (literally bought her favor) and, of course, intimidated… Sex had clearly one-sided character. But this is against all morals.
Sex is only then morally justified, when it is based on mutuality, that is, as a matter of fact, on inner sexual desire of both sides. Abnormally, if just one of the parties in sex obliged to it by outer conditions and does not obtain of it satisfaction.
7. About the culture of love-sex 

Culture is cultivation, elaboration, education, development, veneration

From interpretative dictionary
Relationship of satisfaction out of sexual desire differs from love enjoyment as the breakfast of a poor from the table of maharaja.
Peach branch
… love relationship is a mutual creative activity, aspiration of two persons in creation of joy and beauty, enjoyment, equal for both, in which both give an equal input.

Ruth Dickson 

1. Above all to love must be related in a most serious way, not understanding it as a feeling, as ‘sighing in moonshine”, in purely romantic radiance. Love in the fullest and deepest sense is action of brain, spirit and body. To it must be related as to a kind of human activity and consequently to it one must be prepared, it must be learned and it must be taken, but not expected as present of destiny.
(As a matter of fact, why must love be necessarily expected as the present of destiny? Why is it necessary to be content with its accidental character and caprices? And why for love the only one in the whole Universum is needed? Still once we repeat: love is a kind of human activity and therefore to it one must be prepared as to any other activity, it must be taken, it must be sustained, developed. D.I. Pisarev has said of happiness that it is conquered and elaborated and not received in ready-made form from hands of a benefactor. The same can be said also of love.)
2. Turning away from hypertrophic conception of the feeling of love as most important factor of sexual love I state that on the basis of sexual love is not only feeling, but also all other constituents of human psychophysiology.
When young people get familiar with the world of love in its full extent, orienting only by their feelings, they are doomed to make mistakes and suffer lack of success. Feelings are compass in love relationships and only compass. For normal sexual closeness this compass is insufficient. Knowledge and wisdom are needed, and for this is needed above all brain and deliberation.
3. Love is harmony of two harmonies: physical and spiritual. It is activity of brain, soul and body, that is, all three elements are equally important for it.
Usualy, when about love is spoken, so only two elements are ment: physical and spiritual closeness. For a full-valued love it is little. Brain, deliberation, reason are obligatory to be present in it and as its true passion, conservers and its helpers. Love calculation and love intuition are also important, as also love feeling. Brains must be used firstly to find ways to put aside all that is disturbing love, that turns it to difficult experience, and secondly, care must be taken of its development, completion, enrichment, flourishment. Love calculation, particularly, is very important in completion of the techniques of love relationships (rules and methods of caretaking, sexual techniques, rules and methods of post-sexual behavior).
4. There are masses of wisecracks, who counterposition love and sex. Sex is inavoidable constituent part of love, its physical side. What in love puffs out is sometimes one of its sides, sometimes the other, sometimes sex, sometimes spiritual closeness, to speak only of insufficient knowledge of people of the laws of love, of that it carries a holistic character, and counterpositioning one another in it, is an example of distorted understanding of love.
5. It is said that love is individual. On this basis it is stated that love cannot be learned, that everybody experienceds it in own way and that what is good for somebody, may be bad for somebody else. That kind of absoltutization of individuality is extremely dangerous. It leads to to people not learning love, undertaking it wildly, beginning everything from zero, everybody finding America anew, as blind cats trying to find complicated comarques of love by the method of trial and error finding something, but more often during the whole life using only minimal part of what love can give.
Yes, love carries with it the stamp of individuality to those who love. But it has also more general, what is characteristic to many people, or for everybody who in one or another way beat the road to individual sexual relationships.
6. One more confusion must be overcome yet: in matters of love orientation must not be only on the basis of atmosphere and feeling, emotional predisposition. Particularly if there id no orientation to love game, but the other side desires, so it is necessary to try by various means to divide the atmosphere, to prepare oneself…
 (In love as in creative activity: one can loose the feeling and inspiration, but also try to solve the creative task independently of whether inspiration exists of not. Creative people usually do not wait for inspiration, but attune themselves, bring themselves to that condition of mind.)
Modern sexual love is cultural love, and it is based not only on culture of feeling, but also on the culture of action. Culture of action (loving, sexual action) is obtained only by experience, that is, by awareness, investigation, experiments and errors, experimenting, holding on.
7. For a full-valued physical love extremely regular exercise of physical culture and sport, full-valued balanced nutrition, maintenance of body in idea physical form (not too thin, neither too fat) is needed. A beautiful state of body in the sense of form (figure), as well as in the sense of movement (lightness, grace) must be attained.
As I already have said, love is harmony of man and woman as sexual patners and it requires the presence of two harmonies in love, it is harmony of two beautiful, harmoniously developed bodies. In this way harmonious development of body is obligatory condition of love. If somebody obtains love, but at that does not turn out beautiful, remains disharmonious, he or she cannot expect mutuality. Even spiritual qualities do not help here.
8. As an obligatory prelude to love (as such) and/or fulfilment of it must be other mutual harmonious movements – dance. Dance, dance culture is a most powerful means helping in love (its detection, maintenance and development). Who particularly learns to dance and love dance, knows how powerfully they influence mutual consciousness, grinding and harmonizing men and women as sexual partners. Above all couple dances are in question. Couple dance is a peculiar twin of love, probationary polygon of love, experiment model of love. In couple dance man and woman are elaborating and developing the common elements of their sexual behavior. Man ceases to be afraid of woman, and woman of men. They get familiar with the character of each other, learn individual and sexual particularities of behavior, and thanks to this can consciously do favorite choice, not only on the call of heart. Unfortunately in our country (and in many other countries) still very badly is understood the meaning of dance for love and for life in general. In opposite case dance would be taught as obligatory discipline in educational institutions and dance would be obligatory element of cultural pastime of people from childhood to deep old age. How much more beautiful and harmonious would be human life and how much dramas and tragedies would be avoided for people in sexual relationships, if they continuously danced!
9. In matters of love partners not always, however, are in good mood, ready, experienced etc. Sexual responsibility is dynamic equilibrium, something like oscillation of pendulum. It presupposes some deviation out of correspondence. In essence only sometimes the desires of the partners, out of readiness to love game coincide. More often when one of the parties desires less on even does not at all. It is not necessary to fear this. This kind of lack of corresponcence takes place within the stable dynamic equilibrium of sexual love.
In situations of lack of correspondence there are two ways to proceed:
1) if the lack of correspondence is strongly expressed (for instance in case of illness on one of the partners), so no sexual game should be begun (the desiring partner should give up);
2) if lack of correspondence is not very strong, so that partner should give up which desires less (or even does not desire), that is, should split desire, prepare oneself to love game.
10. Against the prejudice about passive behavior being something natural to woman in love game.
Activity should be convenient, mutual, transitional. In the final account, man behaves more actively, but it is only in the final account.
Passivity is unavoidable (not only to woman, but also to man) for the sake of rest, relaxation, revival from excessive strain, destructive tiredness.
Activity is indispensable (non only for man, but also for woman) in order to evoke and attain orgasm. (In love the most enjoyment and satisfaction is obtained of own action and of own activity and movement. Women who behave passively, do not search for pose, where they were maximally active, doom themselves to diminished sensitivity, to slowed down tempo of evoking and even to nonsatisfaction [that is, they more often do not attain orgasm or even do not know what it is].)
Activity or passivity or partners depends mainly on positions. The most widely extended position has been to recent times “man above”. It has been considered as basic, and for many couples it actually has been the only one. This position dictates completely definite behavior: man is maximally active, but woman mostly passive. As a result woman has not got genuine satisfaction of love game.
The view that the position ”man above” is fundamental. Partners must intermittently be in different positions, in order to both be in turn active. For woman, as I already have said, the most passive position is when she is lying , and man is above her. The most active position for her is when she is sitting on him (riding position). This position is loved by experienced women. As a matter of fact along the laws of dynamic equilibrium the “riding position” must be applied not more rarely than the position “man above”.
Why must woman be active in love? Because man is physiologically so disposed that the greatest enjoyment in love is obtained of own movement, of own activity. “Riding position” allows for woman to express maximal activity and tricks, and consequently the most powerful enjoyment she obtains just in this position. The passivity of woman in love game leads to that she does not experience the fullness of enjoyment until she cannot finish, experience orgasm. From this for her develops dissatisfaction of love. Some women, those who from the beginning was no strong desire, remain in sexual relationships cold, frigid. Other women who from the beginning experienced strong desire, experience psychic stress, in consequence of which they become hysterical or start to change partner. 

11. About shame and pudor in love.
Shamefulness is an essential quality of human being and we cannot speak of overcoming shamefulness as such, but only of less or more pudor in different situations.
There may be much or little sexual pudor. When little, then of shamelessness if spoken. This is understandable. There are other situations, however, when pudor exists in too great extent and it disturbs natural expression of feelings. Such situations are not rare compared to relationships between man and woman.
20th century has in a basic way changed the relationship of people in different ways. Clothing has at the end of century become such that it allows significant nudity of men and women. On beaches and swimming pools men and women see each other almost nude. In other social places half nude breasts of women are allowed (as far as nudity or half-nudity of breasts, stomac, hip) and almost as much free nakedness of men. 
On the other hand, in 20th century has taken place a sexual revolution that led to full relaxedness and disengagedness of sexual partners in sexual questions.
Thanks to these two phenomenons a significant lowering of threshold of shamefulness of most people has happened and it assumed a different character. In it there is now less instinctive fear, fearfulness, all kinds of frightening, blind following of traditions and more rational understanding, calculation and individual variation.
And anyhow there are many people, especially middle aged and older, who continue to be ashamed in love relationships as if they lived in previous century. They are ashamed of nakedness, they are ashamed to undertake love in daylight, they are ashamed to touch sexual organs by hand and mouth, they are ashamed to look together at sexual, erotic movies, pictures, they are ashamed to speak of sexual themes, treat sexual questions, they are ashamed to express this or that sexual initiative etc. That kind fo ashamedness, necessarily disturbs love, its development and completion.
(To people of middle age in most cases it is difficult to devote themselves and it is better not to require of them a change in sexual behavior. In the same time these people live together with young (children, grandchildren, simply with neighbours). Their old notions in spirit of repressive sexual moral may have harmful effect on their relations with youn people: either push young people away or educate them in in their habits make them young old people. The best if people of middle and old ages learned to be tolerant, start to understand youg people and not disturb them in their sexual lives.)
Pudor disturbing love must be decisively overcome. True, this must be done tactfully, without compulsion not to speak of violence.
If partners have sufficient time for sexual intercourse, so they must carefully study the body of each other, look everything, touch, palpate smell, perform sensual
 examination (what are the most sensitive spots in erotic sense).
12. Main thing in love intercourse is mutual enjoyment. This mutuality with the principle of positive responsiveness incredibly fortifies the enjoyment of both partners. If man sees that woman awakens and experiences orgasm, so he himself much stronger awakens and much stronger experiences all enjoyments of love than in the case that woman behaves quietly and indifferently. And vice versa.
13. It is necessary to remember, that in love there are all means of good, if they are not unpleasant for the partners.

14. The law of love is different for everybody. Uniformity kills love. The phenomenon of ‘honeymoon’ clearly shows this law. After initial period of strong love experiences a decline begins and if partners are not inventive, so gradually their love withers, ceases, in best case, turns to affection.
Versatility must exist in caretaking, in preludium, in positions, motions, additional means of awakening (hands, mouth, artificial means, photographs, videos, music), in situation (in light, without light, in bed and not in bed, home and in nature etc.), in full nudity, and in incomplete nudity observing turns in activity and passiveness, excitement and relaxation.
With one word, sexual love requires such seriosity as do professional creative activity.
And to learn and complete and tireless search, sustain is all that is necessary to be done in love.
V. creativity
As already spoken, the idea of life of man is in love and creativity. In love man reproduces himself as living creature. In creativity he reproduces himself as cultural animal. As such he does not only consume culture, but also constitutes, creates it. The production of culture , formation of spiritual or corporal values is also something that is usually called createvity. Scientists elaborate knowledge, artists perform art works and presentations, new esthetic reality, inventors create new objects, which increase the totality of material and spiritual goods in society. In all three cases people feel themselves not only as consumers, but also creators. It is not by accident that in many religions the idea of God-creator is basic. The word creator has the hichest value for people. Creativity as a whole enables progress in life, makes people more free, independent. The human aspirations to immortality, eternity, infinity is made real in creativity. This is because love and creativity constitute the essence of man.
which profession to choose? 

Firstly, why some profession must be learned?
In present society as a result of historically established division of activities there are a multitude of professions: from the most primitive to the most complicated. If a man wants to attain something he must learn some profession. And the more he wants to attain the more he must use resources to the learning og profession. Adult person, not having a profession means that he is either a parasit (lives on the cost of his relatives) or is apt to only most simple work (laborer, sweeper, loader, bearer etc.). In both cases man is nothing, in litteral meaning, is situated on the bottom of life.
Secondly, why there is need of consulting at the choice of profession? Getting advice of close persons, friends, intuition, arbitrary decisions (accidental preferences), research and deliberation?
Some people orient according to the advice of close persons (father, mother, etc.). In this case there is the danger that attention is not paid to ‘myself’. Because the most important property of an adult person is independency. More often than not the choice of profession on somebody’s advice is a non-independent, an infantile choice. Somebody’s advice can only be used on the condition if the person self has much done research and thinking and is doubtful in the choice. In the case of equal alternatives somebody’s advice may bias the weight in favor of one of the alternatives. In that case the advice plays approximatively the role of random preference (as by drawing a lot).
At the reserach and deliberation the following things must be observed:

1. What I am? What is life, for which I am living, what is the idea of life? Why, in general, a choice must be made? Must a goal be set for life?
2. On what things is the choce of profession depending? Choice deciding: subjective and objective factors, experience from the precedent life.
Subjective factors: psychic particularities, body structure, character, way of thinking. Man must know himself, how he is, which way differs from other people and in what is similar to other, in what is his similarity or difference compared to people of different professions.
Objective factors: life in given time, given country, given place (city, village, township, area,street, house). Man must have as much as possible information about different professions and tendencies in the development of society.
Experience of life: childhood impressions, enjoyments and hobbies, for instance, impressions about work of physician or activities of musician, life in the family of musician, creative families (as in circus).
3. How to try a profession, experience a profession from ’within’ the skin of profession?
VI. HUMAN AMONG OTHER HUMANS (HOW TO BEHAVE IN A SOCIETY?)
In this paragraph are answered the basic questions of ethics, morals, human co-operation through the prism of the study of golden rule of behavior (‘do not do others what you do not wish that they did to you’ and ‘behave towards others as you wish that they behave towards you’).
1. Human in a society
About man speak and write many: writers, scientists of different specialities, religious activists, philosophers… Writers and artists describe man only from subjective side. Scientists research it as object. They are objectivists. Religious activists sdpeak and write about man only in connection with their religious belief in supernatural; for them man is actor and subject to the extent that he incarnates, realizes other world, ultrahuman origin. This all are one-sided points of view. Only philosopher has on him the all-embracing view on man. For him man is both subject and object, and one, and non-one, both ‘I’ and ‘we’, both individual and human race. Such view on man is conditioned by the special character of philosopher being universal thinker.
Of course, also philosophers may specialize and be limited in their preferences. Nonethesess in comparison with other ‘man-scientists’ they to a great extent are oriented to universalism in their view on man. At least just among them are found thinkers that aspire to this universalism.
Man is subject, together in two senses of the word: in dividing and in collecting meaning. In  dividin sense man is an individual, personality, living being. In collective meaning man is humanity, human race, human society.
Between them and other ’man’ exists a certain distance, which in practical wording is seen as a contradiction ‘man – society’ (or ‘personality – society’, ‘individual – race’, ‘I – we’ etc.). The word ‘man’ more often than not is used in dividing sense. In collective sense usually the word ‘society’ is applied.
Man – society is dual subject, in which the decisive role is played by man. Man is primary subject, society is secondary. Man ‘enlightens’ by its light, the society by its reflection. On the other side, these two subjects as two Magdeburgian half-spheres are indivisible. Man for himself is subject in all relationships. Society does not appear as subject for itself and even less in all respects. For man society is partly an objective reality, partly a part of himself. In relationship to nature society is subject, it acts, formats nature, but in relationship to man it is also object and something dependent, existing as I already mentioned, part of man. For instance science is a part of society, cannot exist without separate scientists. The latter make science out of science!
The greatest reality is not in separate man and not in society, but in something that exists between them: in man-socity or socity-man: man-society is man living in socity, society-man is society that realizes itself in separate man, living thanks to man.
This way, man in essence is individual, individuality, personality and at the same time representative of the race homo sapiesn, the prat of society. On one hand, he wants to be as all, but on the other, not be like others, some way deviating. This is an eternal contradiction of life. Man is not collectivist and not individualist, but both of these together. From this arise all problems…
2. golden rule of behavior
As the basis of mutual relationships with other people and socity as a whole lies golden rule of behavior: “do not others what you do not wish that they did to your” (negative formulation) and “behave with others as you would like them to behave with you” (positive formulation). Breaking golden rule of behavior cannot be considered as good relationship to oneself. In the best case it will not be observed; in the worst to it will be turned by principle of ‘eye for eye, tooth for tooth’.
some history
If you do not love youself,

so do not do it to other 

Student John. Old collection of texts, year1073.

Ancestors on golden rule
Golden rule is known to people from immemorial times. It is mentioned in one of the oldest written documents of ancient Babylon writing about Akikhar. An old visir turns to his nephew with the admonition: “Son, what seems to you bad, you must neither do to your comrade”1.

Golden rule is ascribed to two of seven Greek wises, Pittak and Thales (7th to 6th centuries BC). Pittak: “What troubles you in the nearest, that shal you not do yourself”
. To the question: “What way we can live best and in most impartial way?” Thales answers: “If we ourselves do not do what we think that is adverse to others”
. Known is such saying of Thales: “What services you do to parents, such also you can expect of your children in your old age”
. (Compare with known biblical commandment: “Honour your father and mother, in order to long live on the earth” – Exodus 20:12).
In Confucius (6th to 5th centuries BC) the golden rule is the basis of behavior. Explaining to the student the idea of humanity (‘dzen’), he says: “Do not do man what you do not do to yourself” (Lu, 12, 2)
.

Approximately at this time Buddha said: “Do not cause to other pain in a way, which will be painful for you”.
Ancient indian ’Mahabharate’ (5th BC) the legendary wise Bhishma gives befor death the statement:
”Those deeds of others which man for himself does not wish, that are unpleasant for self, he should not do to other people.
Who was meddling with other’s wife, what can he say to other? But what he then did to other, and does not wish to be done to him, who wishes life for self, how can he kill other? For other must be taken care in what one wishes to self”
.

The wise Bhishm has the golden rule as the norm of norms. (The so called biblical command not to kill, not to steal, do not commit adultery etc. are nothing else than partial and truncated expressions of golden rule.)

Golden rule may be found in ‘Odyssee’ of Homer, in ‘History’ of Herodot, in Aristotle, in Seneca, in the Bible…
On the question, how to behave with friends, Aristotle said: 
”So as you want them to behave with ourselves”
.

Ancient Roman philosopher and moralist Seneca formulated golden rule in this way: “… this is the general contents of my advice: treat your inferiors as you wish that your superiors treat you”
. 

In Bible the golden rule is reminded, at least three times in the book of Tobias (4, 15), in the Evangelium of Luca (6,31) and in the Evangelium of Matthew (7,12: “In everything, treat others as you would want them to treat you, for this fulfills the law and the prophets.”).

Biblical command ”love your nearest as yourself” (Levit 19, 18. Evangelium of Matthew 22, 39) also operates according to golden rule. In the Evangelium it is recognized as the greatest command of ‘law’ after the command “love thy Lord God”. The moral meaning of this command is clear in the following citation of the Evangelium of Luke:
”And here, an expert in religious law stood up to test Jesus, saying: Teacher, what must I do to inherit eternal life?”
He said to him, “What is written in the law? How do you understand it?” The expert answered, “Love the Lord your God with all your heart, with all your soul, with all your strength, and with all your mind, and love your neighbor as yourself.” Jesus said to him, “You have answered correctly; do this, and you will live.”

 But the expert, wanting to justify himself, said to Jesus, “And who is my neighbor?” Jesus replied, “A man was going down from Jerusalem to Jericho, and fell into the hands of robbers, who stripped him, beat him up, and went off, leaving him half dead. Now by chance a priest was going down that road, but when he saw the injured man he passed by on the other side. So too a Levite, when he came up to the place and saw him, passed by on the other side. But a Samaritan who was traveling came to where the injured man was, and when he saw him, he felt compassion for him. He went up to him and bandaged his wounds, pouring oil and wine on them. Then he put him on his own animal, brought him to an inn, and took care of him. The next day he took out two silver coins and gave them to the innkeeper, saying, ‘Take care of him, and whatever else you spend, I will repay you when I come back this way.’ Which of these three do you think became a neighbor to the man who fell into the hands of the robbers?” The expert in religious law said, “The one who showed mercy to him.” So Jesus said to him, “Go and do the same.” (Luke 10; 25-37).

And still of Bible: “Do not judge so that you will not be judged. For by the standard you judge you will be judged, and the measure you use will be the measure you receive.” (Matthew 7, 1-2). “Do not judge, and you will not be judged; do not condemn, and you will not be condemned; forgive, and you will be forgiven. Give, and it will be given to you: A good measure, pressed down, shaken together, running over, will be poured into your lap. For the measure you use will be the measure you receive.” (Luke 6, 37-38). These all are partial statements of golden rule.

It is appropriate also to mention that still in Antque era the golden rule was included in the number of winged latin expressions: Quod tibi fieri non vis, alteri ne feceris (Do not do other what you do not wish to yourself). Particularly, it was the most loved expression of Roman imperator Alexander Severius (222-235 AD)
.

According to A.A. Husseinov, from Saint Augustinus (4th century AD) “begins the tradition of seeing the golden rule as the basic principle of natural law and morality, which during centuries was followed by many theologians and philosophers of Middle Ages and which in a known way was followed by philosophers of New Ages”
.

T. Hobbes and D. Locke about golden rule 

If we speak of the philosophers of the New times, so we must above all refer to T. Hobbes and D. Locke. For Hobbes the golden rule is ‘Law of all people’, ‘Law comprising all other laws’
, rule with the help of which it is possible to understand, contradict or not natural law of some purpose
, rule in which natural laws are ‘summarized’
.

He particularly writes: “Justice, which we denominate as the tenth natural law, in power of which to others are given the same rights as one wants to oneself, law comprising in itself all other laws, appears as just what Moses establishes (Lev. 19,18): You must love your neighbor as yourself. And our Savior says that this is the highest moral law. Matt 22, 36-40 (…) To love the neighbor as oneself is nothing else than allowing to him all that we want to be allowed to us, ourselves”
. Or “man must… be content with that level of freedom in relationship to other people, which he allowed to other people in relationship to him. And this is a law for all people: quod tibi non vis, alteri ne feceris (do not do to other what you do not wish to yourself – favorite expression of Roman imperator Alexander Severius (222-235 AD – L.B.)”
. Or ”Rule, making easy to aquaint with natural laws. (…) in order to nobody would justify himself with not knowing these laws, they were summarized in one easy rule, available to be understood by the least talented man. And this rule sounds: do not do other what you would not desire others to do in relation to yourself. This rule is speaks even to the least talented man that in relationship to natural laws he must know one thing, and just that if in weighing the deeds of other people and oneself, the former turn out to be too heavy, he must place them in the other scalecup, and own activity to their place, in order that his own fears and self-love could not add to the weight of other’s action. Learning this rule he becomes convinced of the reasonableness of all natural laws"
.

In the conceptions of Hobbes I observe two moments.

First, Hobbes sees the golden rule not only as the basis of morals, but more widely as the basis of the health of the society, of normal life of people in the society. In a series of cases he gives essentially correct formulations of golden rule. These formulations, no doubt, widen the idea and meaning of the rule.
Secondly, speaking of the weighing of own and other’s actions with same weights, Hobbes observes the measuring character of the golden rule, that it has the quality of measure. (Compare with quotation above with citations of Evangelium of Matthew – 7,1-2 and of Luke — 6, 37-38).

According to Locke the golden rule is “the steadiest moral rule and basis of all social benefice”
, “great principle of equality – “to behave with others as you would desire that they behave with respect to you.”
. He, as also Hobbes, considers this rule as natural continuation of man’s normal relationship to himself. Breaking this rule, he writes, “were unreasonable and against the interest, with which people sacrifice, when they behave against this /rule/”
. Or in another spot: “Everyone of us, as far as he is obliged to save himself and not give up his place voluntarily (on this earth – L.B.), tied to the reason, when his life does not threaten the security, as much as he can, save the rest of humanity  and must not, except how to create justice in relation to criminal, or to deprive life, not trespass it, just as all that contributes to conservation of life, freedom, health, body parts, of property of others”
.

Precondition of golden rule, according to Locke, is natural, original, equality and independence of people: “because all people are equal and independent, because nobody of them must not cause damage to life, health, freedom or property of other”
. Or:

“This natural equality of people the deliberating Gooker considers as obvious and undeniable as far as it does it basis of the obligation of mutual love among people, on which he constructs our duty towards one another an of which he draws great principles of justice and beneficence. This is what he says: “Exactly such natural awakening made people to be conscious of their duty to not in less amount to be available and love neighbours as themselves, because in order to attain things, which seem to be equal, necessarily become equal, necessary for everybody to use same measure, because if they would not wish that all people relate to me to same extent fairly as he wishes this same to himself, so how can I count even to some extent to satisfy similar wishes, which emerge, without doubt, of other people, because nature of all people is similar? If for him there is some contradiction agains this desire, so this, without doubt, in all respects distresses them as well as me, in such a way, if I create evil, so I must prepare to suffer, because there is no grounds for other people showed to me greater love than I am showing them, consequently, my wish to love be stronger from the side of equal to me show to me natural obligation to try in their relationships to equally strong feeling, from this relationship of equality between us and our like natural reason brought to the direction of life to some rules and commands, well-known to each man” (Church policy, book 1)”
.
A careful examination exposes golden rule in works of the head of German Enlightenment C. Thomasius (1655-1728). To him is ascribed the idea of the golden rule only as combination of positive and negative formulation can be considered as the basis of morality. This idea leads to another German enlightener J.G. Herder. He considers that moral man is characterized by “the unique main law: what you want that others do to you, do also to others”
. In this law according to Herder is concentrated moral essence of man, and it is printed in the heart of every human being.
.

Also without mentioning must not be left Voltaire. His humanistic appeal sounds: “Approach to others as you would want them to approach to you”.

Golden rule and Immanuel Kant’s categoric imperative
With Kant the golden rule appears under name categoric imperative
. He on one hand, adopted it (even if in inverse form) as the main principle of behavior of people, and on the other put it down, by naming it as traditional, generally accepted trivial and limited formulations.

Speaking of inverted form I ment categoric imperative. Because it is reformulated in the spirit of rigorism and deontologism (ethics of duty) golden rule: “behave so that the maxims of your behavior can be applied as general law”
. Kant did not understand the full profoundness of the golden rule. Reformulating the rule in view of categoric imperative he in significant extent deprived its power, that which makes it golden, namely, individually existing, breaking this way the measure, that is dipping the weight cups in favor of overindividual, of society, of universal
. N. Hartmann speaks referring to this (‘Ethics’, 1935): “As far as mentioned, that really a criterium of overall ‘maxima’ of behavior is constituted in that whether it can be at the same time a universal law or not, so in it, obviously is included something that man as personality cannot want in principle. He should better desire something that beyond all universal significance in his behavior were something own, which in his place nobody else could or should do. If he denies this, he is simply one of many cases, which can be replaced by anybody else; his personal existence is not necessary, unreasonable”
. N. Hartmann said, perhaps, too abruptly. Because categoric imperative leaves for man the right to think as he wants or considers necessary to think and to behave according to this his right. Kant endeavored to get rid of subjective moment, but did not notice the circumstance that every man makes decisions and acts according to his own measures of understanding and thinking. This, truly, is the hardest, most severe form of categoric imperative.
For the sake of fairness must be said that Kant has formulationsof categoric imperative that are softer and closer to the idea of golden rule:
1) ”Behave only according to such maxim that you at the same time can wish that it become the general law, so that the maxim of your deliberate action must be made general natural law.”
.

2) ”Behave so tha you always were related to human race and in your person and in the person of any other also, as a goal, and never only would be related to it as means only.”
Superficiality of understanding by Kant of the golden rule is expressed above all in the fact that he did not see in it the basis of duty, showing that it does not formulate obligations in relation to other obligations. Does not the golden rule does not show, for instance, the duty of children in front of parents? Does not it speak of the case of you wanting your children to relate to you in a suitble way, that you must in a similar way relate to your parents? Or: if you want, in order to parents behaving to you well, that you must relate to them well, etc. Such understanding of golden rule by Kant is given by his orientation to overindividual . In his categoric imperative the basis of duty is in the universal law. This way Kant places society above the individual. Golden rule expresses hints to concrete man as the basis of duty. Also this is justified, because there is no stronger fundament than the man himself. Duty presupposes knowledge of self and others. But whom man kows better: self or others? Of course, self. Duty presupposes respect and caretaking. But whom man respects more of whom takes care better: of himself or others? Of course of himself. This is natural. The basis of duty is situated not in beyond the couds heghts, but in concrete living man with all his merits and dismerits. Cant himself, solidarized, according to biblical command to love neighbor as himself, underlined by this that man who does not love himself cannot love other man, that is, such a man’s irrexpect to other may in a pharisean way justificate his self-sufficiency. 
In one word, with his categoric imperative Kant obviously wanted to improve categoric imperative, but went to opposite direction: something unliving wooden was obtained.
Golden rule as ’justification of good’ by V.S. Solovev
In the Russian philosophy V.S. Solovev has written on the problems connected with golden rule. If ignoring the extremes of his doctrine about morality (his peculiar abiotism, antianimalism and morally religious absolutism), contents remains constituting object for golden rule. I will cite some fragments of "Оправдания добра" (Justification of good):

”The fact that a separate being may feel as if within the framework of its individuality, painfully reacting to other’s suffering, that is, feeling it as own, is undoubtful and to that extend widely observed that it may seem something enigmatic and mystic. Just as such it is recognized by the philosopher, who assumes compassion as the only basis of all morality.
“How it is possible, he asks, that suffering which is not mine, strikes me, feels however so immediate as in other cases only my own, gives motive to me and awakens me to action?” “This assumes, he says further, that I am to some extent identify with other being and that consequently, the limit between me and non-me this time is taken away: only then the situation of other, his needs, his sufferings immediately(?) become mine, then I already see him such, as he, however, is in empirical imagination, as something other than me, to me undifferent (?), completely of me separate, but here, on the contrary (that is, when feeling compassion), in him (this other being) also me suffering in him, notwithstanding that his skin does not cover my nerves. Only through such identification may his suffering, his need become motive to me, as in addition to this, only my own suffering can be. This phenomenon is to the highest degree mystic, it is a genuine secret for ethics, because this is something of which senses cannot make direct account (?!), and the basis for this phenomenon cannot be found by the way of experience. And besides this is something of everyday. Everyone experienced it and saw it being experienced by others. This secret takes place every day at our eyes in separate occasions, every time, when by immediate healing, without distant reasoning man helps another and defends him, exposing himself to obvious danger his life for a person, whom he saw first time, and did not thinkanything else than just that he sees big need and danger of the other; this secret appears and in wide measures, when the whole nation sacrifices its bravery and blood for the defence or liberation of other repressed nation. And always a necessary precondition for this kind of unconditional moral healing served mystic compassion, or inner identification with other person without any other motives” (Schopenhauer. Die beiden Grundprobleme der Ethik, 2nd ed. Leningrad, 1860. p. 230).

This reasoning of mystic character of compassion differs of more eloquent literary than philosophic correctness. The mysticism here is not included in the fact itself, but emerges from its incredible description, where extreme terms are used in extravacant excessive clarity and strikingness, but the actual occurrences and relationships between them completely vanish as if they did not exist at all. In his area Schopenhauer in a way misuses eloquency of contrast or antithesis, as Victor Hugo in his. The matter is presented as if the present subject, unconditionally separate of other, suddenly immediately becomes with it identical in feeling of compassion. This would, of course, be mystic in the highest degree. But in reality neither the complete separation nor the immediate identification, of which Schopehauer speaks, do not at all exist (…) All existing in general, but particularly all living creatures are tied to each other by compatibility of being and unity of occurrence, all is part and emergence of one general matter, the nature, nowhere and in nothing exist that ‘complete separateness’, of which the philosopher speaks. Natural organic link of all creatures as part of one whole is the given experience, and not only an idea found by reasoning and therefore also psychological expression of this link – inner participation of one subject in suffering of others, compassion, or pity, is something understandable and from empirical point of view, as expressed in natural and obvious solidarity of all existing (…)
But if between subjects there is and cannot be any  complete separation (which only is expressed but not materialized by egoism), so from other hand the mutual link between them being expressed psychologically in compassion or pity, is not at alla that ‘immediate identity’, of which the philosopher of ‘Will and imagination’ speaks. When I feel pity for my friend, who has headache, so usually this feeling of compassion does not be transferred to head ache, not only I do not identify immediately with him, but also our conditions stay non-identified, and I distinctly keep separate my healthy head from his sick. Exactly the same way, as far as I know, never yet was there a case that the person feeling compassion throwing himself to water to save the drowning, felt himself the other or the other for him (…) 
Taking away limits between me and non-me, or immediate identification, this is only rhetorical expression, but not expression of actual fact. As the only vibration identically tuned strings, so also compassionate link between living beings is not simple identity, but harmony of congenerics…
The feeling of pity, as is due on moral basis, does not have outer limits to its application. Of close circle of maternal love, so strong already at hicher animals, it may (with people) ever more and more spread, from family go over to kin and tribe, to national entity, to the entire nation, to the whole humanity, embracing, at the end, the whole universum. What in separate cases, at the presence of concrete pain or sufferance we may actually pity not only every man, be that he is of different tribe or belief, but all animals, there is no doubt here, and is a usual case. Less usual, but occurs however, is such wideness of compassionate heart, that without any apparent reason at once gets exiting feeling of pity in artificial rhetorics or feigned pathos following a naïve description of universal pity as a real condition, very little akin to so called Weltschmerz: “And it was asked, what is such compassionate heart? And the answer: the sorrow of human heart about all creatures, about human, birds, animals, demons and all creatures. At the memory of these and seeing them human eyes shed tears. Out of great and strong pity embracing the heart, and of great sufferance his heart is compressed and it cannt tolerate, or hear, or see any harm or small grievance, suffered by a creature. But why also about wordless, and about enemies of truth, and about ill-doers, all time with tears is said prayers, to save them and be pitied, but also for creeping reptiles are prayed with great pity, that immeasurably awakens in his heart to appeacing God” ("Иже во святых Отца нашего аввы Исаака Сириянина, подвижника и отшельника, бывшего епископом христолюбивого града Ниневии, Слова Подвижнические". Москва, 1858. p. 299)". (p. 158-162). 

True essence of pity, or compassion, there is no immediate identification with other at all, but acceptance of other by own (belonging to him) meaning of right to existence and possible prosperity. When I pity other person or animal, I do not at all interfere with him, do not take him for me and me for him, but only see in him akin of me or a comrade of race with me, a being conform with me, animated in the same way as I am, wishing as I am, to live and enjoy the gifts of life. Accepting to myself the right to fulfil such desire I recognize it also for others; painfully reacting to all breaking of this right as related to me, on all insults reaching me, I in the similar way react to the breaking of other’s right, other’s insult, pitying myself, pity also other person. Seeing suffering creature I do not at all identify with it, do not mix him with myself, but only imagine his position and recognizing his position as similar to mine, compare his situation with my own, as it is said – ‘get into his position’. This comparison (but not identifying) between other and me at once and instinctively performed in the feeling of pity, leads with reasoning to the level of clear and analysed thought.
This way, the reasonable contents (ideas) of pity, or compassion, taken in its totality and independent of subjective spiritual conditions, in which it appears (that is, taken logically, but not psychologically), is true and fair. True that other beings are alike me, and rair that that I related to him as to myself. This situation, clear as it is, becomes still clearer at negative proof. When I relate without pity or indifferently to other people, consider allowable insulting them and not obligatory to help them, when I see them only as means for my purposes, so they appear to me not as they are in reality. Subject appears as a thing only, living – dead, respiring – inanimate, my connatural – alien, alike me – unconditionally different. Such a relationsip, in which a known object is taken not as it is in reality, is direct negation fo truth; conduct emanating from this becomes unjustified, and consequently opposite relationship, which subjectively appears in inner feeling of participation, pity or compassion, objectively speaking, it expresses truth, but the corresponding action will be just. Measuring with different measures is recognized unjustified by all, but when I am pitiless towards others, that is, behave towards them as inanimate things without rights, but towards myself as a person animate and with full rights, so I measuse with different measures and rudely contradict truth and justice (…) From this truth, of which there is an inner feeling of pity for other subjects, as conarural and akin, reason draws a principle or rule for relationship towards all other subjects: behave with others as you want them to behave with yourself.
A general rule or priciple of altruism is naturally divided in two parts. The beginning of this division may be seen already in the basic altruistic feeling of pity. If I really feel pity for somebody, so I, firstly, do not self start to cause him suffering or harm, will not insult him, and, secondly, when he independently of me is exposed to suffering or insult, I will help him. From this two principles of altruism – negative and positive: 1) do not do to other anything what you would not like from others, and 2) do to other all that, what you would like that others do to you. Shorter and simpler: These two rules usually united together, are expressed: do not hurt anybody and help all you can. (Neminem laede, imo omnes, quantum potes, juva).

First, negative, rule is called particularly as the rule of righteousness, the second as charity. But such a difference is not quite exact. Also as a basis for the second rule lies also righteousness: if I wish that others helped me when I need it, so it is only right that I help them. On the other hand, if I do not want to insult anybody, it is because I recognize others also living and suffering creatures as I am myself, but in that case I, of course, will try not to save these creatures from suffering: I do not insult them, because I feel pity for them, and if I feel pity for them, then I will also help them. Mercifulness presupposes righteousness, and righteousness presupposes mercifulness, they are only different sides of one and the same… This indivisibility of two altruistic rules (in all their differences) is very important as a fundament for inner connections of right and morality, politics and spiritual life of society.” (p. 165-169)
.

Rather interesting is the polemics of V.S. Solovev with Schopenhauer on the question of psychological rational of golden rule. V.S. Solovev is right, of course. He exactly seized the fundament of moral relationship of man to another man: not identification but similarity and comparison, that is also confirmed by the golden rule.
V.S. Solovev following Schopenhauer convincingly showed with the example of feeling of compassion the significance of emotions, psychics as individually intime fundament of the golden rule. If people are led by this rule withour deliberation, so this happens to significant extent thanks to feelings of conscience and compassion. Conscience accounts mainly for realization of negative application of golden rule. Compassion for positive. Conscience says: do not do to other what you do not wish to yourself, that is, do not commit evil. Compassion leads to give help to suffering, to behave with him as you wish that you were treated in analogous situation.
Intimous and psychologous ”mechanisms”, that are realized in the golden rule, refer to that it is not an abstract inanimate formal norm, that it is deeply individualized, psychologized, has not only ‘antenna’ in the way traditions do, generally accepted rules of conduct, but are also brought to the ‘earth level’ are rooted to the depths of human nature.
(To a great extent the golden rule of behavior works half-unconsciously. Outright people do not remember of it and do not express it, but behave as the rule assumes. Here an example. Very often children, young people, and even grown-up people speak to each other: is it ok for you, if I do (say) to you so, too? Such a question is another formulation of the golden rule (“do not do other what you do not wish to be done to you”).)
Two remarks.

First. V.S. Solovev, as also A. Schopenhauer, only too much ‘enjoy’ of the suffering side of the golden rule. The latter operates not only on the feeling of pity, compassion, but also on the feeling of love, enjoyment and simply on curiosity, interest (of one person to another).
Second. V.S. Solovev mentions the golden rule as the rule or principle of altruism and this, as it seems to me, is not quite true. The word ‘altruism’ comes from ‘alter’ other and in the principle that is tied to it, the stress is, of course, on other, others. Altruism is self sacrifice, dedication. In the golden rule the accent is on ego, the subject. Because of it, as of stove, ‘dances’ the golden rule
. The latter does ‘not open’ from me on the side of other, but tries to be in harmony with the situation of me and other, to find common denominator, common measure between them. The golden rule therefore also is a measure, norm, that it establishes a certain equilibrium of interests.
The golden rule is the main principle of 
human intercourse
So, I conclude, draw consequences. In the positive formulation the rule sounds:
behave with others so as you would like others behave with you.

In negative formulation:

do not do others what you would not like them to do to you.

The golden rule gives a holistic and concentrated notion of moralism, comprises in it the most important: relation to other as to oneself
. It establishes, fixes, defines the measure of human being against human being, compares people morally and equals them to one another. According to A.A. Huseinov, when we speak of moral equality, it is a question of only one thing, that every human individual is worth to have right to happiness and that “mutual recognition of this right is the condition of moral intercourse”. Golden rule requires “of individual to replace himself every time with other and behave in relation to the other as with oneself”. “The mechanism of the golden rule may be defined as comparison, as a requirement to put in thoughts oneself into the place of the other”
. 

Moral equalization is a quantitative procedure, moral comparison is qualitative procedure. Together we have a measuring process: golden rule makes a person commeasure with his measure the behavior of other and vice versa with other person’s measure gauge his own behavior; with one word, it requires to find common measure of own and other person’s behavior and behave according this common measure.

In its negative formulation golden rule establishes the minimum lower mark or limit of moral relation of a person to other people, prohibits to do evil, with other words, establishes minimum of moral requirements for the human behavior.
In its positive formulation it establishes maximally high mark of moral relationship of a person to other people, commands to good, well-doing, in other words, defines the maximum of moral requirements for human behavior.
This way, the golden rule comprises the whole range of moral behavior and serves as the basis for separation and definition of moral categories of good and evil.

Such a function it fulfills in relationship to the category of duty. For this we will look at the rule from other side, and just how it commeasures own and other behavior. In the fundament of this commeasurement lies the following. People, the society gave to me life, made me a person (fed, dressed, raised, educated, etc.), that is, they behaved with me more or less well, as I would want that others would behave with me. Consequently, I behave or must behave with them (parents, people, society), in private case, must pay them alike, that is, with my behavior I must not deteriorate, diminish quality, quantity of life (that was given me by others), rather, as far as possible, I must take care of improvement, increase of quality, quantity of life (my and others’, society as a whole)
. This is a general understanding of duty. It, naturally, is subdivided to different classes depending on whom we mean with ‘others’. If ‘others’ means parents, so the duty is in front of parents. If ‘others’ means nation, my country, so the duty is in front of nation, my country. If ‘others’ means humanity, so the duty is in front of the whole human society. 

Duty is a normal deviation of optimal norm of necessity. The latter is deviation from optimal norm that is applied to life and health of separate person. Duty is deviation from optimal norm of the life and health of society. Fulfilment of the duty by concrete people for the health of society has the same meaning as the satisfaction of needs for the health of a person. In the youth a person accumulates duties (debt), because he stills mainly gets from others, but practically not yet gives anything to them. In the mature age a person both gives and receives ‘duties’ (debt).
If moral (morality) regulates the relationships of people, secures health of society in the framework of optimal norms and the small deviations of it (creation of duty (debt) and its fulfilment), so justice regulates the relationships of people, provides health of society in the more wide sense – prohibition, prophylactics or healing of pathological deviations from normal health, called delinquencies of rights and/or criminal acts. What for the life and health of separate persons are diseases, that for the life and health of society are delinquencies of rights and criminality.
The golden rule establishes link and correspondence between the life and health of separate persons and life and health of the society. It confirms that life and health of society are based on the life and health of people, that morality is not selfvalue, and has root in life and health of concrete man, is, so to say natural continuation of this life and health. Moral health, on one hand, is a part of the health of society or separate entity of people (nation, collective etc.), but on the other, is included as constituent part of the individual health. Justice is also not a value of its own. It is a natural continuation of morality. It, essentially, as morality, is based on the golden rule. We remember, what Hobbes has written: “man must be content with that amount of freedom towards other people which he would allow to other people in relation to himself” (see text above). Approximatively of this speaks the political and juridical rule: “Everybody is obliged to follow only that law, to which he himself has given consent”
. This rule may be somewhat categorical, but true in its essence, becouse it operates on the golden rule. Or such a rule: “Not breaking others’ rights you conserve yours’” (from the movie Jaques Yves Cousteau 1984). This rule is followed by thousands of gold miners of Amazonas. There is practically no theft. The rule, if reasoned, is partial application of the golden rule in its negative formulation.
So, in the deepest sense justice is mutual recognition and mutual limitation of freedom. From mutual concession of freedom follow different rights of man. From mutual concession of freedom follow not lesser multitude of obligations of man.
The golden rule has still the property that it self-sufficiently, forged, has the fundament in itself. It, particularly, unites ‘want’ and ‘must’, accindental ‘want’ and necessary ‘must’. This union gives as a result what we call freedom. The golden rule is the formula of freedom. Uniting in the golden rule ‘want’ and ‘must’ mutually allow and limit one another, establish the measure, are measuring one another.
Uniting ’want’ and ’must’ the golden rule puts aside the dilemma of the ethics of happiness and the ethics of duty. It requires of man only that he himself wants in relation to himself. Not in vain the rule is called golden.
A particular negative mask of the golden rule is the ’rule’, which is expressed in the famous words ”eye for eye, tooth for tooth”, ”right to revenge for me and I give up” in proverbs of type “as you shout, so the echo answers” etc. The idea of this rule is that if you were baldly treated, so you have the right or must pay with same measure. The given ‘rule’ is outwards similar to the golden rule, but the essence of it is an antipode. It works when the golden rule does not work (is broken). To what extent destructive it is for the human relationships, may be seen in the example of revenge (if you do me evil, so I do evil to you). Particularly destructive is blood revenge, leading sometimes to destruction of entire families.
———————

It can be asked: if the golden rule is so good, why people break it, why do they commit evil, do not fulfill their duty? The situation is here approximatively the same as in the case of health and sickness. The latter do not at all devaluate the health. On the contrary, the sick person tries to become well again. So also with the golden rule. Breakings of the golden rule do not devaluate it. In the general equilibrium of human behavior the behavior based on the golden rule, unconditionally compensate the breakings of it. Otherwise we would have to do with a sick, destroying itself society.
Csar Berendey in the vernal tale of A.N. Ostrovsky ‘Snegurochka’ completely just says: 
How the world is being kept going?

· By truth and conscience only.
The golden rule is far from being as elementary as it seems to be 

as it may seem at first glance. In order that it works the fulfilment of at least two conditions is needed:
1. The man himself must be normal, healthy or, if not healthy and in some way anomal, this anomaly must be considered when defining the relationship to other person (persons). The relationship to other person (persons) is a continuation of the relationship to oneself. If a smoker, alcoholic, narcoman is detrimental to himself, to own health, so it is contrary to him to act according to the golden rule (in general, of course, but in definite relationship: smoking, consuming alcohol, using narcotics). And besides, if for alcoholists and narcomans such contraindication is absolutely necessary, so for smoker there is the possibility to correct the behavior in relationship to others. A smoker may be conscious of the harm caused by smoking and corresponding to this his consciousness he may minimize the harm caused by him to the surroundings (for instance, trying not to smoke at the presence of others, although this is not possible in densely populated cities).
2. Man must understand to place oneself reasonably into the place of others and in this way correct one’s behavior. This is not a simple procedure. Very often people cause harm to others not of evil intention, but out of their thoughtlessness, particularly, out of lack of mentally putting oneself to the situation of others in the concrete situation. For instance, a smoker knowing that smoking causes harm, notwithstanding smokes not pitying not only oneself but also not the surrounding people. Why does he do so? Because for the smoker the pleasure obtained from smoking exceeds the consciousness of the harm of this smoking. Smoking in the presence of nonsmokers, he does not think (or suppresses this thought) about that the nonsmokers by far do not experience pleasure out of his smoking, but, on the contrary are suffering
. The smoker did not replace himself to the situation of the others (nonsmokers). Otherwise he would experience instead of pleasure mere pain. One may say that this situation of smoker speaks sooner not of his thoughtlessness, but of his stubbornness, lack of understanding, his lack of wishing to assume the other’s standpoint. Unconditionally all these moments of thoughtlessness may be present. But because also he has head on shouders in order to think until end the consequences of his stubbornness and lack of consciousness. If the smoker to full extent woud think, that is, thought until end his behavior, so he would see, that the pleasure received by him of smoking is in no way comparable with the harm he is causing to his own health or to himself as personality, as human being. Allowing that he smokes in the presence of his most loved feminine creature. This way he shows his contempt to her, despite all love, and desire to marry her. Usually the girl or woman well feels this contempt and sooner or later denies him her favor. Such a situation emerges in the case of the smoker takes the liberty to smoke in the presence of a friend, neighbour, necessary person etc. Rather less obvious is the harm that the smoker brings to himself in cases when he smokes in a public place, in the presence unknown persons. (How often the author of these lines, self nonsmoker, got irritated when the person walking in front on the street smoked and did not understand that he with his smoking makes the person behind a passive smoker). In such cases the smoker, as a rule, does not get a direct rebuff, that is, immediate bumerang does not work here. Nevertheless he is also here present. When a person shows contempt to interests of unknown people, disrespect towards him occurs, so he has no right to expect respectful behavior towards himself. Loorishness of a smoking person in usually united with loorishness of foulmouthness, bad smell, stitting etc. One kind of loorishness calls for other. Emerges a vicious circle of loorishness. As a result the sum of evil increases, so also the mutual sum of people’s rancor. In this atmosphere the disrespect of each other and our smoker may becom the victim of willing or unwilling boorishness from the part of unknown people. Here a boomerang is possible. The result: if the smoking person thought better about the consequences of his behavior, that is, every time replaced himself to the situation of other nonsmoking persons, so he wold unconditionally stop smoking. Smoking people living in modern city, in one way or other breaks the golden rule. But this means that they behave unmorally, nonorderly. It is not accidental that in the whole civilized world there is a campain for prohibition of smoking. The golden rule cannot bde broken continuously. People feel this and try to solve the problem.
The golden rule and killing. I would like to mention specially: the golden rule prohibits killing in any form. As a matter of fact, no normal person wants to die, and even less that somebody killed him. If you do not wish to be killed, so this means that you cannot wish or do this to other people. In this way, both killing in evil intention and killing out of carelessness, of negligence, and killing in war, and death sentence – all these are against the golden rule. (More detailedly about killing and killers see Appendix)
As we see, in all outer softness the golden rule of behavior is rather harsh by its essence. In some important questions of human togetherness and coexistence its requirements remain still unrealized, which testifies of its significant potential, particularly, shows the need to improve the relationships between people, moral, justice. 
3. Good and evil
In its negative formulation golden rule establishes minimum lower mark or limit of moral relationships of man with other people, forbids to do evil.
In its positive formulation it establishes maximal upper mark or limit of moral relationsihips of man to other people, commands to good, beneficence.
This way, golden rule comprises the whole range of moral behavior and serves as basis for discrimination and definition of moral categories of good and evil.
Discriminating moral concepts of good and evil from general concepts of good and evil

Good and evil are the most general concepts used for denomination of positive or negative valuation of objects of surrounding world. Good is positively valued phenomenon, positive value (which brings people utility). Evil is negatively valued phenomenon, negative value (which brings harm to people).
Man collaborates with other people and nature, therefore positive or negative natural phenomena, things (that is, elements of second nature, formed by work of man). That also happens, that the same natural phenomena in some cases are good for people and in other bad. For instance, rain in the period of aridity is good, but at the time of crop it is bad.
What is absolutely/relatively the difference between good and evil? Can good be evil and evil be good? One and the same phenomenon, action may be in one respect god and in another bad. However, if we evaluate something as good, so in the quality of good, this something cannot at the same time be evil, and vice versa, if we evaluate something as bad, this something cannot at the same time be good. In this sense the difference between good and evil is absolute. Good is everything that “serves to conserve and develop life”
. Evil is all that destroys life and hinders its development. (Life here means above all life of man and mankind, and further, life as such, particularly, life on the earth.)

Moral good and evil are the good and evil in connection with people, action of only people, having positive or negative significance for others. If subject, bearer of natural benefit or evil appears as one or other natural phenomenon, so subject , bearer of moral good or bad is always man having reason, consciously acting, making choices. 
———————

Relationship of man and nature, to one or another natural phenomenon can be evaluated as moral or amoral in the case that the relationship in indirect way involves interests of other people, society as a whole.
What is such good?

General definition of the moral concept of good arises from ‘outer’ and ‘inner’.
’Outer’ definition of moral good ansers to the question: what is the function (or meaning) good has in the life of people? Why do people need to do good to each other?
’Inner’ definition answerst to question: what is such good and what deeds must be considered as good deeds?

’Outer’ definition: good is such form of relationship between people that makes real the moral connection, spiritual union between them.
Evil is the antigood, hindering the emergence of spiritual connection or destroys it, if it already exists.
Such kind of moral connections, as friendship, comradeship, brotherhood would be impossible, if people would not commit good deeds to each other.
’Inner’ definition: good in moral sense is disinterested help, of which the helper does not expect compensation.
This definition of good arises from positive formulation of golden rule of behavior. As a matter of fact, the wish to behave so that you want others to behave with you, is related exclusively to the cases where conditions arise for disinterested help. All other kinds of help, support, cooperation, services do not require following og this rule.
Evil in moral sense is unprovoked commitment of evil, harm to somebody up to killing.
Characteristic of good constitues of two parts: 1) disinterested and 2) help.

The idea of the first part is clear. We will try to explain what is such help. Human help is rather versatile. In dictionaries of Russian language the meaning of the word ‘help’ (помощь) is explained with different explanatory words:
1. Cooperation in something, in some activity.

2. Support of something.

3. Defence, hand-reaching, saving.

From these explanations it is seen that help has different degrees of significance to those whom it is given. 
The most significant is saving-help. Such help rebuffs a tragic outcome. As a rule, it is completely unavoidable for the person to be helped and without it he could not avoid the tragic outcome. Elementary example of saving-help: help to a drowning person. 
(About saving and saviors see below p. [Humanism is philosophy of mankind, thesis 27]).
Good and bad in the mutual correspondency of reality and possibility
It is rather dangerous at times, to study concrete problems only in the aspect of reality, existence, coexistence. In the quality of example it may lead to what some moralists and researchers handle the eternal problem of good and bad. Constating the unavoidableness of moral evil of the lives of people, society, they argument, in general, according to the scheme: good exists only, because evil exists.”
I present some characteristic statements:
Saint Augustin: “Of the totality of good and bad consists the amazing beauty of the universum. Even that what is called foul belogs to the known order, stands on its place and helps better deal the good. Good pleases more and is more laudable, if it can be compared with evil”
.

J: Böhme: Evil is an unavoidable moment in life and unavoidable necessary… Without evil, everything were as without light, without light would be man, deprived of suffering; suffering, being original, evil, but it is the source of energy, fire engine… goodness, not having in it evil, is of egoistic beginnings, empty, dreamlike goodness. Evil is the enemy of itself, the beginning of anxiety, continuously aspiring to calmness, that is, to take away itself”
.

Mandeville: “…that what we call in this world evil, in moral as well as in physical sense, is the great principle which makes us social beings, is a firm basis, life creating power and lever of all professions and occupations without exception; here we must search true origin of all arts and sciences; and that very moment, when evil ceases to exist, the society would have to come to the verge, if not be demolished entirely”
.

Goethe: “all that we call evil, is only the opposite side of good, which is also necessary for its existence, as also what Zona torrid must burn, and Lapponia be covered by ice, in order that there were a moderate climate”
.

O.G. Drobnitsky: “all that represents for us unconditional good, turns out to have idea only to the extent that there is still evil”
.

Ju.M. Lotman: «Good without evil does not exist. If we completely destroy evil, so we will destroy also good
».

E. Jasin: «If you kill evil, then you will at the same time kill good»
.

Whatever is said, position of these autors seems convincing and even incontestable. They really have right. As a matter of fact, good and evil can exist as poles of moral reality. But is it possible to consider on this basis that good has sense only if also evil exists (see the statement by O.G. Drobnickov)?! No, no and still once no! Yes, good and evil are corresponding categories. But their correspondence can be understood in different ways actually existing as polar ends to equal extent like north and south poles and as correspondingly health and sickness (a person may be really healthy and on the contrary, if he is really sick, so only potentially healthy). There are, of course, periods in history, and simply situations, when good and evil exist in equal amounts and contradict each other, when it is difficult to assess, which is stronger, good or evil. In those cases one can speak of these categories as polar beginnings of moral reality. But can we on this basis confirm that the existence of evil always, in all cases is necessary for existence of good, that good only then appears as positive moral value, that is, as good, when it contradicts really existing evil. Unconditionally, bad can offset good and ‘enable’ its enlargement, but the absence of disappearance of evil from real relationships between people by fat does not heal automatically the disappearance of good and morality. In similar way as people prevent appearance of illness, hunger, taking different precautions, they learn and will prevent appearance of evil, not allowing it to interfere from the sphere of possibility to the sphere of actuality. One must keep in mind that good is the antipode of evin not only in the sense that it overcomes existing evil or confronts it, but also in the sense that it may appear as prophylactic measure, as caution of possible evil.
A.F. Shishkin justly writes: ”the situation where human nature contains some intrinsic evil, may – in different forms and for different consequences – find also in the Bible, and in political theories of Machiavelli and Hobbes, and in philosophic theories of Schopenhauer and Nietzsche, not to speak of already numerous modern philosophic, sociological and ethic theories. If this position would be true, so one should refuse to participate in the education of man and act on it only as means of compulsion.”
.

All who state that good without evil does not exist, are like Voland in the novel ’Master and Margareth by M.A. Bulgakov. According to Bulgakov Voland is the devil in human incarnation. Not accidentally just into his mouth the writer put the sacramental words: “What would do your good, if there were no evil?..”. Essentially all those who think in similar manner are devils in human incarnation, satanisti or, softly speaking, cynic and not completely wise people.
Beethoven composed his genial symphonies. This way he committed great service to mankind. Whether this his good deed has sense only, because there is still evil in addition? What a stupidity! Good has its independent value and does not need that evil would shadow and enlarge it. We are inspired by music of Beethoven independently of whether there is evil or not. It challenges us to fight, but not it must not unavoidably be fight with moral evil. There are many problems and things in the world where human energy is needed, passion, will of victory and where moral evil only disturbs.
Nazists during the second world war in only one death camp, Ausschwitz, destroyed one and a half million people. Can we to any extent justify this crime against mankind referring to saying that these crimes were necessary for clarifying the idea of good, for its existence and enlargement?!
In the same way it is clear that good and evil must not be seen only in the plane of coexistence; they must be seen on a wider plane, particularly on the plane of possibility and actuality, actual and possible existence. They may coexist and expostulate as poles of moral realnost, but may relate mutually as actual and possible (in individual case, as norm and pathology). F.M. Dostoyevsky has always been very sharp in moral problems, refused to believe that evil never overcomes. “People, he wrote, may be excellent and happy, not having lost their ability to live on the earth. I do not want and cannot believe, that evil would be normal condition of people”.
So, in the example of good and evil we see, how important it is on methodologic plane not to absolutize the category of actuality. That absolutization may cause much harm, worse still, to interpret them as completion of moral evil.
Human being is good by its nature. Good and evil relate to each other as norm and patology
The wiser and better a man is, the more he pays notice on good in people.

Чем человек умнее и добрее, тем больше он замечает добра в людях.

B. Pascal
There are different opinions whether human being is good or evil by his nature. Some consider that man by nature is good, others that he is bad, third that he is not good neither evil.
F. Nietzsche, for instance, characterized man as evil animal
. 

But Rousseau in ‘Pensées de l’inegalité’ [1754] confirmed that « man of its nature is good and only society makes him evil » - antithesis to the doctrine original sin and saving in church.
A peculiar position in this question assumed I. Kant. This is what A. Guliga writes: “Kant begins from reasoning about the moral nature of man. Some wise are convinced that man is hopelessly smeared in evil. Others see him as good of nature, but evil only out of effect of conditions. Both these and the others – rigorists – are categorical in their judgments. Them oppose indifferent who assume that man of its nature is neutral – neither good nor evil – and syncretists considering him simultaneously good and evil. Kant in matters of moral is rigorist, but simultaneously he is dialectic. He also here tries to replace, or even more, to collide the contradictions.
Man, confirms Kant, is evil by nature. In him is present an inevitable inclination to commit evil, which seems to be an acquired property, but which belongs to him originally. Together with this man has originally the property to do good deeds. Moral education consists of the property to do good things in order that they would compensate in the struggle with human inclination to commit evil.“

Still one wide-spread opinion is, quite recently repeated in the journal of Russian Philosophic Association: “Man by his nature is neither good nor evil”
. 

From my point of view, man by his nature, that is, originally, essentially, is good. Evil man is an anomaly, exception of the rule, morally sick person. Good and evil relate to each other as norm and pathology, health and sickness. A good person is morally healthy. Evil person is morally sick, moral monster, invalid.

In the juridical practice the principle is prevailing, that operates in the notion presented; this is the assumption of innocency. According to this assumption a person is considered innocent until his guilty is shown according to legal process. In other words, according to the assumption all citizens are originally considered to be in good order, that is observing certain (good) order in life and consequently not breaking justice, laws. Man can be declared guilty only by the decision of court of justice. If man out of his nature were evil, or not evil and not good, so assumption of innocency would not have any moral justification.
Still one indirect confirmation that man by his nature is good, is the concept and behind it the phenomenon of ‘sincerity’. Nobody denies that sincerity is a necessary condition of all professional creative activity and in general of all activity in life, connected with fulfillment of obligations and duties. All that is conceived by people on the Earth and they tehmselves are outcpome of their sincerity. We ask now: good together with sincerity – is that only a pair of words or something essential for understanding of the phenomenon of ‘sincerity’? The answer is simple: without inner orientation to good, no sincerity, honesty, honest fulfillment of obligations and duties could not exist. People are sincere not out of fear of punishment or lawsuit, but of inner consciousness and understanding that of their work is depending life and destiny of other people, society as a whole. Of course, in consciousness of necessity fulfillment of obligations and duties may be present and most often are present also other moments and motives: desire to earn, obtain moral and material remuneration or fear of punishment and lawsuit. This, however, does not alter that people learn, work, raise children because they are more or less sincere. We can imagine ourselves of a student, worker, parent that is not sincere: we will see person with lacking education, a second class worker, unhappy children. Do we often see this kind of unhappy people? No, of course. Imagine, for example, a unsufficiently learned car driver, train conductor, ship captain, flyer. Life would be simply impossible, if in those professions people would be insufficiently educated. Consequenly: the grat part of people are sincere, and consequently good in their essence.
It can be thought also otherwise. Good is disinterested help. Is there any disinterestedness in the religious activity? I am convinced that elements of disinterestedness always exist in such activity. An overwhelming majority of people are working, fulfilling their obligations not in fear, but of reasons of conscience. They invest as a stake part of their soul, of their heart and this investment cannot be changed and correspondingly cannot be compensated by any honoraries, neither material nor moral. Particularly this relates to creative people.Can the good be measured, which is done by scientists, inventors, engineers, managers, artists? The founder of modern automogile industry Henry Ford became a milliardeurr thanks to his activity as inventor and manager. But can it be measured as dollars collected by him? Of course not. He brought to humanity immeasurable good. Thanks to him and those like him the wellfare of humanity increases, it rises above the spiritual and material, the movement becomes more free. The same automobile changed completely the movement, raised it to qualitatively higher level. But what is such freedom of movement, all know it. This is one of the greatest good deeds.
Some assess the good of capitalists by theit good creating activity! Rubbish! Real goodness of capitalists is their fundamental work in economics, commercialism, management. I choose the example of Henry Ford. Such as Ford exist thousands and thousands. 

The same I could say of parents, of mothers and fathers. They are good people by definition. In any case the great majority of them. When they take care of children, it is not only because they love them. Love to children and to persons connected to it and positive emotions are not at all covered by the work of children in the parent’s old age and the expectations of parental from the side of children is not at all considered as a balance of help of parental labor. Yes and the hopes of parents of the help of children in thei olderdom is in no way as an outcome of the balance: ‘you to me’ – ‘I to you’. (“you to me in future – me to you presently”). Because hope indicates only possibility to compensate parental caretaking in the future. It cannot serve as real equivalent of this compensation.
And from the side of motives parents fully consciously behave as moral, good persons. Confirming that they act only corresponding to their parental instincts, in animal way, automatically, is the same as to confirm that as parents they are absolutely instinctive persons, animals, automates, robots. Of course, it is not this way.
Otherwise it is difficult to imagine common, normal people as good. They have idealized conceptions about good, goodness as rather rare occurrences, combined exclusively with self-sacrifice, with heroical behavior, with heroic acts. It is a deep confusion to see good, goodness in this way.
I completely agree with poet K.N. Batyushkov, who in the monograph ’About the good properties of heart’ convincingly tells about how natural people see good, evil as ‘violent existence’.
Morality emerged together with human being, indivisible of him. But it cannot exist without goodness,without good deeds. Confirming that people from their nature are not good (and not evil) is same as confirming that people from their nature are not moral, do not exist as moral beings.
The presence of evil and evil people in the world does in no way destroy the basis of human good moral. If people suffer, so this does not mean that they are not healthy from their nature.
By the way, moral behavior of men did not appear in empty place. It obligatorily has biological roots. American biolog E. Watson considers that the behavior of all living creatures from bacteria to humans is based on the same principles, as in the life of humans and animals similar rituals, ethical norms… As a matter of fact, higher animals have something that might be called an early state of morality. Because, what is such morality of life? It is order in interhuman relationships, becoming evident, particularly, in the rules of human coexistence, human behavior in the society. A similar order of life exists also in animals.
We shall try to reason on the theme: what may follow from each thesis (”people are from their nature good, evil or not good and not evil”)?
1. If we we stick with the opinion that people are by their nature evil, then of this follows two alternatives of behavior, corresponding to criminal and unhappy consciousness. If I consider that people are evil by threir nature then consequently I am mainly surrounded by evil people, that is, people of whom may be expected all kinds of unpleasant things. How should I correspond to it? Carefully and watchfully, all time expecting of them some nasty things, criminal deeds. On hand conflicting consciousness and conflicting behavior. In this case an exaggerated reaction of dismissal, abruption, agression is developed on the behavior of people (as in case of allergy, that is overdimensioned reaction of immunologic system on this or that external or internal stimulus). This kind of reaction may often be observed in modern movies, above all in thrillers, fighting events etc.
If you are correlated to evil majority, then in you an amoral consciousness is developed as far as to aggressiveness and criminality.
If you relate to nonevil (good) minority, then in you is developed consciousness of sacrifice, unhappy consciousness. Here may be several alternatives of behavior: isolationistic (people avoid people, society, in nature, in desert, in forest, in monastre, in books, in their narrow familiar world etc.), in nagging aggravating, ever scolding life, people, social order etc.
In this and the other cases people are tuned to the wave of conflict, confrontation, isolationnism, constant dissatisfaction or aggression. This kind of people do not have harmony in their soul
 or they artificially, avoidingly turn away from people, society (as ostrich, who hides his head into sand) 

”The world of complaints is for complaining people, empty world only for empty people” said L. Feuerbach. All people must have in sight: how he sees the world, so he is himself. If he sees the world full of evil, the he is either himself such or exists near such condition, or exists in constant spiritual disharmony (disquiety, uneasiness, dissatisfaction)
.

2. If we stick to the opinion that people by their nature are neither good, nor evil, then sooner or later develops a ‘slippery’ to people, society: with them must be in contact, have friendship, cooperate, have business, but at that ‘keep the ear awake’, be watchful etc. (according to the proverb ‘trust, but verify’).
From the approach mentioned follows such statistical reasoning: if you consider that people of their nature are not good and not evil, then, consequently, the people you are meeting on your way equally probably can be good or evil, half and half. How you must relate to people, if you consider that at least of half of them may be expected something evil? Sooner untrustfully than trustfully, sooner distrustfully than placidly.
”Slippery” behavior is characteristically unstable, unpredictable, full of slipping to good or to evil, love or aggression. A person with ‘slippery’ consciousness has difficulty in contacts, in everyday business. Today he is good, in good mood, but tomorrow bad, unthrustful, suspicious, aggressive. In other words, this kind of person constantly balances on the fringe of unhappy or unmorally criminal consciousness. He is factually deprived of moral stamina, moral convictions. But without convictions a person is like a weathercock: where wind blows there also he is going.
3. If we stick to the opinion that man of his nature is good, then correspondingly we consider that the majority of people are normal, good, ordinary and will be tuned to the wave of conversation, cooperation, love and goodness. Correspondingly we will relate to people (originally, according to the definition) well, favorably and cordially. With this relation to people our soul is fortified and invigorated in harmony, a harmonious well-being flourishes in our life, humanistic convictions are elaborated; they may be expressed with aphorism: we will think better of people and they will really become better.
If you meet a person somewhere in the street, in an unknown place, you will approach him in one or another matter, then you are expect that in front of you is a normal, ordinary, good person, such as you are. As a result a thrustful relaxed atmosphere of mutual understanding, consenting emerges. Of course there is a probability in this approach that you will bump to evil, bad lotted person and are deceived in your thrustfullness, your good expectations. But this is better, than if you in advance would expect that he is evil person and you relate to him suspiciously. Therefore our life is goes on and matters are arranged as a rule in contact and cooperation with other people and a continuous suspicion only disturbs our normal life and matters. This is why it is better in human relationships to make mistakes in towards the side of thrust than unthrust.
When you are convinced that a person in his nature is good, then you also unequivocally assess yourself as good person, that is, relate to yourself as good majority of people. Of this also the style of behavior: constant readiness to do good, help people, open and goodmooded character, honesty and honourability, delicacy and tactfulness.
I cannot agree with L. Tolstoy, who considered that a person must not consider himself as good, if he wants to be better
. To consider one good means to live in consent and harmony with oneself, in peace with one’s conscience, live a harmonious life. But if you consider yourself evil, then this already is disharmony, spiritual disagreement, uneasiness of consciousness.

To consider oneself good and to strive to be better do not exclude each other, as do not exclude each other good and excellent critics in study. You learn well, but it does not mean that you could not learn even better. In this respect there is a wise saying: ‘better is the enemy of good’.
———————

When it is tried to show the necessity of moral evil, then it is often thought that this evil replaces good, that good without evil is like light without shadow, already not good. These reasonings are completely wrong. Moral good has the value in itself and does not need evil as its shading. People need not create evil, cause evil to each other in order to live interesting bright undull life. There are in the world many interesting and useful matters, that require gathering efforts to support, to express creative individuality and stamina, and which on the contrary disturb bad thoughts of some peoples.
Comparing good and evil as light and shadow or order and chaos is a wrong comparison. Here there is a certain craftiness. This is the case, when the comparison fails. Yes, thanks to mutuality of light and darkness (light and shadow, black and white) we can see. In the pure light and in the pure darkness nothing can be seen. Same with order and chaos. We are living in the world, where order and chaos, orderliness and unorderliness exist in a complex coexistence. Pure order is an order of hard body is unloving, dead. And pure chaos, unorder is like unmoving gas, void of life, dead. If we speak of good and evil, then it is difficult to imagine a good person which in order to be full-valued person, must commit also evil deeds. The more difficult it is to imagine a creative person, who in order to reach results in his activity must inevidently do something foolish.
The motive to shade good with evil is a known motive. It sounds still at the confrontation of life and death (see of this above, p. 43), health and sickness (see above p. 45), richness and poverty (see above, p. 46).

How to fight evil and 
is it necessary to fight it?

How far is correct Tolstoy’s thesis about the nonconfrontation of evil by violence or its antithesis of I.A. Ilyin about confrontation of evil by violence? And is it in general necessary to fight evil?
L.N. Tolstoy is right in general, in the general context of life. Life is in most cases normal, that is, people as a rule do not do any evil to each other with evil intentions. Therefore the engagement of people in the theme of fighting evil is not completely normal. A person using all his powers to fighting the evil is living a negative, privative life, must refrain from simple human joys, from love, creativity, he in general deprives himself a normal life. He lives as with a minus sign. Such a life may be justified in very few cases, for instance, if it is conditioned by profession (criminal research of incrimination in the justice court) or concrete fighting conditions connected with flagrant injustice.
The best remedy in the fight agains sickness is not medication but preventing it in acvance, not allowing it, living a healthy life. The best way of fight agains evil is not to allow it in principle, to prevent it in advance. The Tolstoyan ‘nonconfrontation of evil by violence’ is based on the conviction that man in his nature is good and if he commits evil deed it does not in most cases occur with evil intentions.
It is clear that if I.A. Ilyin is also right with his antithesis (about confrontation of evil with violence), then only so in limited cases. However, evil exists and with it must be fought.
————————

Person doing evil to others, is above all causing harm for himself, more exactly, to him as a human being, as a social being, participating in the life of human society. All justificating arguments of type ‘others do evil and I must also do the same’ (if others commit evil deeds so why don’t also I?), ‘I have it bad, so they should also suffer’, ‘I don’t care about others’, and so on, at a closer scrutiny do not stand the critics. Because they are based on the fact that the human society, that people are a gang fighting one against other, being in war with each other (according to the well-known ancient Roman saying: man is to a man wolf, or according to Hobbes’ formula: ‘war of all against all’). The whole history of humanity testifies against such view about the relationships of people.
In the first place: the increase of human population. People are fertile and proliferate.
According to the scientific data, in the beginning og th paleolite (half a million years ago) there were maximally 100 thousand people, at the beginning of neolite one million people, at the beginning of new era 200 million people, by the year 1200 about 400 million, at the beginning of the 17 century about 500 million people, in 1800 600 million people, at 1890 1,6 bln people, 1999 (nevember) there were 6 bln people. The forecast for the middle of 21st century is 15 bln people (S.P. Kapitsa).
If people constantly were enemies to each other, killed each other, so their number should diminish. (This, by the way, also happens in some particular cases, when battles and wars are prevalent, are a high wave in the human relations between people, nations, countries).
In the second place, the growth of the length of life. The original human being did not live more than 30 years. Now the length of life in the most developed countries is over 70-80 years. The growth of the average length of life is testifying of people making effort not to destruct each other, but to support each other.
In the third place, the progress of material and spiritual culture. The enemity and war always followed by destruction and devastating of cultural values. Destruction may be rather significant and even overcome creative efforts of people. But what do we see in general? – Unconditional majority of creativity above destructivity. People construct, produce farm and industrial products, invent, open new, create art. And they do this in most cases together, collaborating with each other, giving others support and help. Even if they are in concurrence (in economy, sports, elections, etc.) this is not enemity, war, but battle leading to higher results, enabling development and progress in life.
Evil means destruction. It is not by chance that litteral models and symbols of evil as Mefistofeles of Goethe and Demon of Lermontov carried with them death and destruction. Particularly Mefistofeles destroyed Margarithe and Demon Tamara.
If creation is prevalent of destruction, then accordingly, good is defeating evil, good more, but evil less.
——————

How do relate genius and illdoing, may geniuses be bad? According to A.S. Pushkin I am convinced that genius and illdoing are two ‘inconsistent things’. As a matter of fact, what is such genius? This is creative, and means, creative, constructive property. Illdoing, whatever illdoing is unconditionally destructive, devastating doing. Genius does not destruct, but creates. Evil does not create, but destroys.
If genius and illdoing sometimes unite in one person, then this does not say about their mutuality, but about the duality of man as personality.
4. humanism is the philosophy of mankind (thesises about humanism)
Man is always free; he originally enjoys some minimum of freedom 1 

Humanism is a true philosophy of mankind! It shall be the flag of all human endeavour, of all social and political movements. 

2 

Humanistic philosophy is the atmosphere of mind of thinking people, the foundation of humanity without limits. 

3 

Humanity is humanism in its noncalculating, immediate, natural form. 

4 

Humanism presupposes that Man is born by the Nature and the Society, but is a separate being, but not a being oowned by nature and/or society. 

5 

From the stand point of human being the human being is the highest value. This value has priority above all other values: material or spiritual, natural or social. 

6 

Anyone who belittles the dignity of others, commits a deed of low dignity. 

7 

For a humanist man is a value in itself, as is, already from the power of being born. A humanist is originally positively related to the man as such, whatever kind he is, law-abiding or criminal, man or woman, of his own family or of other nationality, religious or nonreligious. 

8 

We will think better of people and they become better. How we think, thus we live. We think better, we live better. 

9 

In the human intercourse better to mistake to the side of thrust than to suspicion. 

10 

Humanist thinks himself in the scale of humanity as a whole. Humanism is a kind of lift that unites an individual with the whole human society by lifting him from the level of 'me' to the level of 'we' of all people. 

11 

Humanism recognizes versatility and unity as equally valuable dowery. By recognizing versatility of human kind humanism confronts the endeavour to belittle this versatility by violence or compulsion. By recognizing the unity of mankind humanism confronts the endeavour to smash this unity, to separate a part of people from the rest of mankind. 

12 

In the quest of individualism versus collectivism humanism takes the position of arbitrarian judge. It confronts the utmost collectivism that infringes individual liberty of man, and likewise agains utmost individualism which is ignoring or belittling the freedom of others (general freedom). 

13 

One is collectivism as a natural endeavour of people to unite, as their voluntary union to enhanced power. Another is collectivism as a principle of official moral, as a general principle of human behaviour. In this case collectivism looses naturality, voluntarity and gains the character of imperative, of compulsory norm and measure, becomes 'asphyxion by embracing'. Absolution of the collective initiation of the human nature leads in fact to the negation of humanity, to antihumanism. For the human nature is both genetically and behaviourally manysided. It represents in itself a statisdtical dispersion of collectivistic, individualistic and mixed types of people. 

14 

We do not need unity to any price. When the individualism is as widely dispersed as is the collectivism, the general fraudulency becomes impossible. The cult of leader, despotism, massive terror and repression will be impossible. 

15 

The defender of humanism perceives humanity as a fundamental value, independent of his or her hereditary or other group liability. Humanism is oriented towards concrete, this present person, individual, human being as a unique phenomenon. As a matter of fact, as we think of people belonging to somewhere, as representatives of this or that social group, layer, then its individual character constituing the personality, vanishes, he or she looses his uniqueness and becomes a partial, assimilated, unified human being. Humanism abandons that kind of conception. In this is his or her difference of nationalism, communism, religious fundamentalism... 

16 

Communism, after staying long time in the gown of humanism, is of its very nature antihuman. It can be qualified as ashamed antihumanism. The ideology of class confrontation is criminal, antihuman as is antihuman racism, chauvinism, religious fanatism and ideologies, constructions of mind comparable to it valuing people according to their belonging to one or other social group of layer. 

17 

Sociologists are studying human beings as representatives of this or that social group. They abstract him of all wholeness in order to anatomize him better. Politologists are oriented in their preferences to this or that group of people. In this as well as that case the man is considered according to his belonging to somewhere not as a subject but as a predicate object. Also other cases are known (for example in medicine), when the human being is considered in similar manner. All these cases of partial consideration and valuation of human being are justified and justified to the extend that they do not oppose humanism. Humanism is the knot, which unites all people as people and not as representatives of one or another social group. Humanism as if would say to sociologists: anatomize, prepare people, but remember: you are treating a partial human being; your investigations have only partial meaning. To the politologist, civil servants, economists, medical people, social workers he is saying the same: your work is important to man, but all of it has only partial significance for him. 

18 

In its natural form humanism is in a complete accordance with liberalism. More than that, humanism and liberalism are in complete conformity with each other. There can be no humanism without liberalism or liberalism without humanism. Liberalism is humanism, considered from the standpoint of freedom, humanism is liberalism from the point of view of the humanity. If a supporter of humanism scolds liberalism, he is either ignorant of the essence of liberalism or he is not a real humanist. If a person maintains to be liberal and takes nonhuman or antihuman position, he is actually not liberal. 

As a matter of fact freedom is the highest value of life for a liberal. And he respects it not only in himself but also in others and for others. Suppose that a person recognizes freedom only for himself or for a few, then he in fact denies it, because that kind of freedom carries very limited (private, not general) character. To be free among slaves, surrounded by slaves is nonsense (it has been noted long ago that a prison guard who is guarding a prisoner is to an extent also a prisoner). In reality free can be only in the midst of free. Therefore a real liberal appreciates not only his own freedom but also the freedom of others. Consequently he is according to the definition human. 

19 

simply because he is a living being; at the same time there is inside him a quest of greater freedom, this quest is unlimited. This causes problems. 

20 

From the point of view of humanism man as a phenomenon of life on the earth is independent. If he is dependent of something, then not of exterrestrial, superhuman forces but of his surroundings. 

21 

A natural extension of humanism applicable to the nature is ecohumanism. On its foundation ecohumanism lies in conserving and loving relation to the environment. This conserving and loving relationship is valid also towards our smaller brothers, animals, and conserving the cultural environment, the second nature, created by human labour. 

22 

Speaking of world as a whole, it compulsorily is not only environment of human being. The world is immeasurable and as such does not open to people. 

Humanism has its limits; it does not pretend to be universal, nor antropocentral in the sense that human being would be the center of Universe; it only states that human being is the highest value to human being. 

Confirming the dignity of human being, humanism at the same time confronts against the overvaluation, deifying human being. Humanism and highmindedness are not compatible. 

23 

In the quest between scioence and religion, mysticism, parascience humanism takes the part of science. Science gives knowledge, without which man would be blind and helpless. 

24 

Humanism cannot be secularized or religious. It is one entity for believers and nonbelievers. 

A believer's Humanism is limited to the extent that his humanness is limited to the frame of religious reliance to the surhuman (divinity in an individual case). In the name of this divinity a believer is able to perform inhuman acts. 

A non-believer's humanism can also be limited, if his humanity leads to sacrifice to the inhuman: to collectivism, to the group (nation, race, communism and so forth). 

To the extent that man behaves in a human way towards other human beings and considers his humanity without limits, without glances to superhuman things, he is a humanist. 

25 

If a man declares himself a believer, this does not mean that he is the only defender of the religion. There is no human who would not believe in something. He who believes decidedly in everything, as a rule, finishes his life with suicide. A believer is a person who absolutizes his religion, poses it above the knowledge, reason, moral and so on. Religious belief is exaggerated, hypertrophical belief. It limits a lot, if not finishes critical and constructive human thinking. 

26 

Doubt is a necessary element in all matters where there is some indefiniteness, exists risk. But most matters are of this kind! A doubtless human being is doomed. That kind of human being is inflexible, fragile, very hard. Either he must avoid even a smallest risk, a smallest indefiniteness in things or he runs the risk of breaking his skull. A doubt is an answer to the indefiniteness of a situation, to a constant necessity to select between alternatives, different ways to proceed. A human being must essentially always fight on sideways. In front of him there is always a sea of alternatives, he can behave this or that way. A sound scepsis is always a good tool of of reason. This defends him from hasty decisions, from unfounded action. 

27 

Humanism does not reach for extremes of rationalism and irrationalism. 

Rationalism is bound to absolutize order; for it good order can be more important than a human being. Irrationalism, on the contrary, - in the form of mysticism, semmimysticism, love of paranormality and anomaly is bound to lead to anarchy, detestingly relates to order, and in the final account to normal human life. 

Detesting of reason and orientation solely to reason are inhuman, even nonhuman. 

28 

Human love and charity is affinity to human as it is, as living creature. It presupposes also love to oneself, to the nearest, to those far away, to the alike, to the whole mankind. 

Human love does not exclude in certain cases unaffected relationships to concrete human beings. But in any case loving human being does not feel hatred, disdain, detest towards people. For him a person with bad behavior sooner arouses pity than hatred, disdain. 

29 

Main thing in humanism is not caretaking of human being, not love of human being, but respect for human being. Caretaking is something else... Parents take care of their children, healthy people of the sick, strong of the weak. Taking care can be annoying, even harmful. 

30 

Excessively participating to other people's lives may be harmful, as also passionless, indifferent, cynic feeling towards people's pains and unluck. Moderateness is needed in everything, so is in sympahy. A heedless sympathy towards certain people is usually followed by heedless hatred and hate towards other people, living relatively better life. To what this kind of relationships lead - we know. 

Except of that there are uneasily minded, suspicious people, overfiery, heedless people, people with manic salvation ideas for themselves and other people, whole mankind. 

Magnifying relationship to salvation can nothing bring forth than harm. But on the opposite side of salvation is the conception of extraordinarity, of the idea that people are either living unnormally, defying death or other perilous danger. Of course, special (unnormal) occasions from time to time occur in the life. But they are relatively seldom. Of this witness all experience of mankaind. Centuries and millenniums go, from time to time different kind of saviours appear, but people live, and are living more or less normal life. More than that they are developing, breeding, increasing in numbers, improving theis lives, perfectioning themselves. Thus whom save the saviours?! Normal people, enjoying their time these saviours cannot live in constant tension and all time waiting the miracle of salvation. Only a few of them, the fanatics of salvation, from time to time upset society with their noisy shrieking. 

The wide way of life is not conform with the idea of salvation. 

In my opinion nobody needs salvation. A wise man said well: when we are salved we will die. The saviors of the mankind are the most dangerous people. 

If somebody must be saved, the situation is very bad. This means tha the person to be saved got into very special situation and is not able to get rid of it. 

31 

A human being must not be rendered happy, if he does not want or understand it. Trying to make other people happy is dangerous utopy. 

32 

Nobility is a high level respect, which is created by equally high level respect of others, all people, a developed feeling of human dignity, dignity of oneself and of others. Nobility is broadmindedness towards prostrate, sympathy towards weak, repressed and offended. 

A noble human being is not only orderly, but also with developed brain, conscience and honor. He is organically not inclined to commit bad action, misbehavior or mean tricks or cynical behavior. 

The opposite of nobleness is lowness. Low person is inclined to misbehave and commit low tricks. 

33 

For a humanist as orientation in moral, and correspondingly judicial behavior, serves the golden rule of behavior. In negative formulation it sounds: 

Do not do others something which you would not like that they do to you. 

In positive formulation it sounds: 

behave with others in the way you would like that they behave with you. 

In its negative formulation the rule establishes the minimum bottom of moral relations between people, prevents to bad deeds, in other words, establishes minimum moral requirements for the behavior of man. 

In its positive formulation the rule establishes the maximum level of moral behaviour towards other people, rules goodness, beneficiency, in other words: defines maximum level of moral requirements for behavior of man. 

The golden rule of behavior is the main principle of human coexistence, foundation of humanness, ground for moral and justice. 

34 

From the standpoint of humanism the justice is the mutual allowance and mutual limitation of freedom. Of the mutual allowance of freedom come out the various human rights. From the mutual limitation of freedom come out not less versatile obligations of man. 

35 

There are two extremes in understanding of the nature of human attitudes. 

Some philosophers see in absolute terms initially hostile character of interhuman relationships. This point of view is presented in known ancient Roman expression «one man is wolf for another man» and in T.Hobbes's not less known expression «war of all against all». 

Other philosophers absolutize mutual love attachment of people. This absolutization is shown first of all in the sermon of universal love. Most brightly the similar point of view is reflected in a bible precept «to love one's neighbor». Further, it is shown in idea of universal brotherhood (we shall recall the slogan of the French revolution: «freedom, equality, a brotherhood!»). German philosopher L. Feuerbah and Russian writer L. Tolstoy preached universal love. 

Representatives of the first point of view are cynics-pragmatists who consider an inequality of people as a natural condition of their joint life, justify it, protect and even consecrate. 

Representatives of the second point of view are dreamers-romanticisms-utopians who consider an inequality of people as a unconditional harm and put forward, support, consecrate the slogan of equality. 

Actually neither first, nor second in an absolute variant does not exist and unrealizable. In a human society elements of that and other type of interhuman relationships are equally presented: both friendship and enmity, both love and hatred, both equality and an inequality. 

Universal equality even if it is possible than only as equality in poverty. 

36 

Any one understanding of validity is unacceptable for the humanist. There is a validity generated by distinction of people (by origin, to conditions of a life and abilities-affairs). Also there is a validity generated by similarity of people (natural equality, equality as representatives of sort Homo sapiens, as citizens of the state, as sons of fatherland, etc.). Absolutization of one of these kinds of validity leads to the general injustice. 

37 

We shall be frank: the humanism is contradictory in its basis. On the one hand, it supports equality of everything, i.e. from its point of view all people — the persons. On the other hand, it gives to everyone the right to be to the best, to be the Person from the capital letter. 

38 

Law of life: if you want to live better, you should also be better. 

39 

The ideal expresses aspiration of the person to perfection. Because of the fact that perfection is endless, the ideal seems unachievable. Nevertheless the person, who does not stop on the object he secured, always aspires to an ideal. 

40 

The person achieves something only when he founds himself more strongly than circumstances. 

41 

Human life is sacred. Everyone who wants to attempt to it should know, that the person, killing other people, — kills himself. 

42 

Going on murder does not realize all consequences of his step. He acts silly; short-sighted as dooms himself to constant psychological-moral discomfort up to the end of his life. He should understand that he is not only an individual, but also the representative of the human race. Killing other person, he kills the Person inside himself. Each person is the whole world. Depriving someone of his life the murderer impoverishes the human world, including him. He should think that when he kills the man, he, probably, kills the father of his future son-in-law, the grandfather of his grandsons, etc., etc. If he kills woman he kills children who have not been born yet... 

43 

Solving the problems with the help of murder the person acts not simply silly, but primitive, not as a reasonable essence, but as callous destructive element! Which does not know, what it does. Let's compare all life path of killed person (from a womb of mother through a birth, feeding, education, training, formation to rather complex adult, professional, creative life) and instant destruction together with its abilities, talents, skills, love of relatives, etc. It is incommensurable. On one bowl: a long ascent to tops of a life. On another: almost instant disappearance. How it is difficult to grow up the person and how easy is to kill it! Potential customers of murders and murderers should remember it. Not we have given the person a life and we can’t take it away! 

44 

The death penalty is incompatible with the principles of humanism. It must be cancelled once and for all! Execution on a verdict of court is a murder except any words about justice that execution is covered. 

45 

In relay race of a patrimonial life the person should aspire to that the torch of its life has not died away before it will transfer fire to other people, other generations. 

46 

The Sense of humans' life is in love and creativity. The love makes our harmonious. Creativity provides progress of a life. 

47 

The adherent of humanistic philosophy does not call himself the humanist. He is philohumanist, i.e. the person who aspires to be the humanist, for whom humanism is a vital position, instead of dignity or moral quality. 
Comments 
Thesis 1 
This thesis explains, why the present document is called ‘manifest’. I am testifying for humanism and consider that just under its banner we may move ahead, to the heights of human soul and life as such.

In general I do not like pathetic words and even lessa all kinds of declarations. I do well remember the words of Alexander Halich: 

Do not be afraid of the fire of hell,

But be afraid only of him,

Who says to you how to do.

I do not teach life and did not try to convince, but to argument.

Thesis 3 
From the point of view of the modern science man is the representative of the species of homo sapiens, occupies the highest scale of the evolution staircase of the living nature. Biologists consider human being as a living creature that is the most highly organized and developed among the living creatures on the Earth.

С точки зрения современной науки человек — представитель рода homo sapiens, занимает высшую ступень в эволюционной лестнице живой природы. Биологи рассматривают человека как живое существо, наиболее высокоорганизованное и развитое среди живых существ на Земле. 

As a matter of fact, human being is an animal and there is nothing inferior in this. We must finally cease to look down to the animality in us and stop to suppress it in us, and reasonably manage it and even develop, cultivate it. The philosophy of antianimality is antihuman philosophy. 

В самом деле, человек — животное и ничего плохого в этом нет. Надо нам, наконец, перестать третировать животность в себе и не подавлять ее, а разумно управлять ею и даже развивать, культивировать. Философия антиживотности — античеловеческая, антигуманная философия. 

Unfortunately in our Russian culture this philosophy of antianimality has for long time been spread like a virus. The most visible representatives of Russian culture were attached to it, such as L.N. Tolstoy, V.S. Solovjev. In the counterpositioning of human and animal, the enhancing of human above animal I see a certain idealistic (unrealistic) tendency. Tolstoy has, for instance, spoken in a derogative sense of ‘animal personality’ in human being. But we are not so far from our minor brothers. Billions of years developed and perfected the living nature. Man with his spirituality has been developing only some hundreds of thousands of years. It would be a big self-conceit to consider that everything, that man rules he attainend during these few thousands of years.
Of course, man is not only animal. During his existence he has accumulated on him a giant layer of culture. In this sense he can be characterized as cultural animal. Culture is the feature that on one hand distinguishes man from animal, but on the other a feature that continues the development of living animal in the human being. That is, man is both separating and continuing animality. That is essential in him.
It is well-known that some philosphers, writers have called us ‘back to the nature!’, but others challenge us ‘Ahead to the heights of soul!’ The truth, as always, is somewhere in the middle. These each other excluding challenges reflect opposite tendencies in the human development.
Thesis 5

To look down to the dignity of others may occur in different ways. Philosophers and writers sometimes do this almost unconsciously, not paying attention to it. So, for instance: Michail Weller in the book ‘All of life’ writes: ‘In principle any church and any religion exist for the mob, crowds that are not fit for independent thinking and independent belief. Need for belief exists, but to formulate it independently is difficult, to formulate independently that to which the brain is not sufficient. But here are you, please, ready explanations and instructions for all cases of life. Yes? Excellent! The soul is fortified, answers to questions of the structure of the world are obtained, the need to disharmony in many moments of this world is satisfied, and in addition to this there are authoritative people and eternal saints. Bring me to christening, communion, prayer, circumcision, we will read Tora, Evangelium, Upanishads, Lao Zse – briefly speaking accommodate me to some small boat, and I will dangle under winds as flower in the hole of ice, and I have its somehow lonely and inquiet. Peace for you in the world.”
Thus with few words M. Weller injured the great part of humanity. Because, the majority of people on the Earth are believers (in Jesus, Allah, Buddha etc.). They, this majority, are mob, crowd that is not able to formulate independent thinking, and independent belief.
Thesis 7

This thesis is new. Something similar said earlier, for instance, M. Gorkij. This is the idea of one of his statements: ‘Speak to the man about the good that exists in him and he becomes better.’
A similar idea has been expressed by a German philosopher Schelling: ’Give a man consciousness of how he is and he soon becomes such that he should be, give him theoretical recognition of self respect and he soon will bring it to reality. (look: А. Гулыга. Шеллинг. [A. Guliga. Schelling]. М., 1984. С. 24).
Well-known pedagogic principle says: ’Give good name to the dog and it tries to justify it’.
A good commentary to thhe thesis is the chapter ’Conceive to the people a good reputation’ in the book of D. Carnegie ‘How to Win Friends and Influence People.’ See what he says in this book: ‘… if you want to change people in some respect, do it so as if the desired feature of character were already there as one of his most pre-eminent particuarities. Shakespeare said: ‘ Do as if you had a benefactor, if you do not have one.’ And it were useful to consider and openly confirm that the other person really has this property that you would like to see in him. Create for him good reputation, which he is trying to justify, and he makes enormous efforts not to make you disappointed.
In his book ’Memories: my life with Maeterlink’ Georgette Leblanc describes amazing transformation of a modest Belgian Cinderella.
’Servant of a close situating hotel brought me food, she writes. She was called ‘Marie lave vaisselle’ because she began her work in the kitchen by washing the dishes. She was almost deformed: cross-eyed, bowlegged, thin and always in a depressed mood.
Once, when she was holding in her red hands a plate with macaroni, I decidedly announced to her: ’Marie, you are not aware, what a treasury is hidden inside you’.
Accustomed to keep inside her emotions, Marie waited a moment, not risking to cause some catastrophe. Then she placed the plate on the table, sighed deeply and simply said: ‘Madame, I would never believe this’. She did not doubt, asked no questions. She simply returned to the kitchen and repeated there, what I had said, and did it with such conviction that nobody could dare to laugh at her. From that day people started to express some respect to her. But the most astonishing change occurred in the modest Marie herself. Believing in the fact that she is bearer of invisible treasures, Marie began to take care of her face and body so neatly that it seemed that her youth blew to blossom and delicately opened in her eyes her inner character.
Two months later, when I leaved, she announced that she is marrying the grandson of the main chef. ‘I am becoming a dame’, she informed and said thanks to me. An insignificant phrase changed her entire life.’
Georgette Leblanc gave to Marie lave-vaisselle the reputation, that she decided to justify and that transformed her…
Almost all, rich and poor, minor and thief, make all efforts to sustain the reputation of an honorable person which he is considered to be.
’If you must have to do with scoundrel, says the guard of the prison Sing-Sing. Loues (who, if not he, is to know, of what he is speaking), there is only one possibility to rehabilitate him, and it is: address him so as he were a honorable gentleman. Consider youself as understanding that he is honorable person. He becomes so enhanced of that kind of addressing that he answers and will be proud that somebody believes in him’ (…)
And so, if you want to influence on people, do not offend them and call in them the feeling of being offended, follow the seventh rule:
Give people good reputation, which they will try to justify.’

Thesis 8

This thesis is based on convictio that the majority, the great majority of people, are good, honest, ordinary, responsible people. 

Wherefrom this conviction? It is based on the analysis of different points of view on human character. Look at this above in ‘Man is good according to his nature’, page 208.
Thesis 10

In the first case it is referred particularly to the aim of representatives of some countries and nations to nominate their standards of cultural life for other countries and nations (Americanization, Christianization, islamization etc.).
In the second case it is referred to criminal societies (gangs, bandits, mafia and others), supernational chauvinistic, rasistic organizations, religious sects and orthodox and phanatic fundamentalists. 
К тезисам 14, 15

Kinds of antihumanism: nationalist, rasist, religious, communistic.

German national-socialism is openly antihuman. In Germany the fighting antihumanism matured already long ago. Of this wrote K. Popper:
”… the most daring confirmation was spoken by F. Lenc, who in his book ‘Race as the principle of value’ makes a rhetoric question: ‘If the humanity must be the goal of moral, then would not we unite at the end on that side?’ and there, of course, spreads the whole conception of this absurd answering: ‘We are far from the situation, that humanity would have to doom the wars: no, this war dooms humanity’. This idea is connected to E Jung to the historicism, which means: ‘Humanism or the idea of humanity… does not seem to bee the regulator of history’. The first inventor of this antihuman argument was Johann Gottlieb Fichte, precursor of Hegel… Speaking of the word ‘humanity’, Fichte has written: ‘If in the German language the Roman word ‘humanity’ was given its correct meaning, that is ‘Menschheit’, then we would say: ‘In the end it is not so much to be human but not to be animal-like!’ Really Germans would just speak so that it would be completely impossible for Roman people. The matter is that in German language ‘Menschheit’ remained as phenomenal concept, it never was supernominal idea, as with the Romanistic nations. Who tried to fraudulently, as contraband utilize this strange Roman symbol (just the word ‘humanity’) in the German language, to him woud at the same time become clear their moral norms…’ The doctrine of Fichte was repeated by O. Spengler, who has written: In ‘Menschheit’ there is no idea… as… in butterflies and ochids. ‘Menschheit’ is an empty word, but also A. Rosenberg, confirming: ‘Inner life of people is destroyed, when other motives of type ‘saving the soul, humanity and human culture protrude their senses’.’ (Look: К. Поппер. Открытое общество и его враги (K. Popper: Open society and its enemies). Т 2, М., 1992, с. 85-86).

Hitler in January 1943, after captivating the fieldmarshall Paulus announced that he is a weakling (that he did not shoot himself). The Führer also said: ‘What is life? Life is nation. Life of one separate individual does not have meaning.’
Differing from national socialism coimmunism is an ashamed antihumanism (in words humanism, but in reality antihumanism).
In the famous medieval tractat of the diacon Lothar (later pope Innocentius III) ’About the contempt of world and futility of man’ there is spoken about: Flowers and trees give aromats and fruits, but man garbage and dirt’. Pope Innocenti III explained himself representative of god and introduced inquisition in 1321.
Christianity on one side considers man as akin to god (according to Bible God created man to his model and kind), but on the other, from the beginning as sinful creature (first humans Adam and Eve for their sins were thrown out from the paradise and the whole human race carries on it the burden of the first fall into sin)
Thesis18

1. Why ecohumanism? No pure ecologic problemati may exist without man. Ecology and humanism are inseparable, as two Magdeburgian half-spheres. We remember eco translated means home. It is asked whose home? Man’s!
2. I underline, ecologic problems are not only:

1) conservation of surroundings (this is in essence some negative, in the spirit of forbidding or forbidding impuls, work) but also:
2) loving and honoring relationship to animals and plants, in general to living nature,
3) powerful reconstruction of lost elements of nature,
4) improving and completing of cultureal environment, of the second nature, produced by the working man.
In the latter case really emphasized seems the problem of living and surviving in multifloored houses. The humanity in the 20th century has chosen not at all the best alternative in solving the housing problem, by constructing multifloor cities. A multifloor city is truly a black hole of human society as biologic genre. The diminishing birth rate, depopulation is to a significant extent conditioned by people living in multifloor houses. The apartments in a multifloor house is like a cage of animals in the zoo; it is not at all allowing reproduction of human as living creature. In such apartments we are distancing from mother nature physically, biologically, spiritually and are loosing power as Antey, detached from Earth.
Why do we in such a way dirt our environment? Because we have no culture of positive corespondence with nature. The original nature we see to a great extent only through the prism of second nature (through asphalt, house walls, bad air, etc.). But the latter, often rather poor, miserable, primitive. Getting a negative charge from the conversation with the nature, treating it nonrespectively, we carry on this negative charge , nonrespective relationship also to the original nature. We throw garbage to porch, on the asphalt of trottoir and begin to do the same in forest, on the field. We are satisfied with the fact that around our apartment there is garbage, misery and we start messing all over, among others in nature.
3. Parading for the conservation of environment, for green world, I at the same time stand against extremes of ecologism, where the care for the Eco (house) replaces or moves to the background the taking care of man, of his development and education. Unfortunately such people (they are increasingly often called ecologic alarmists, extremists) exist. Their defence of nature takes the form of trying to stop the Progress and even to return ‘Back to the nature’, to live primitive life of the aboriginal man.
Thesis19

When antropocentrism is mistakenly taken as humanism, a situation emerges similar to that described by Paul Kurtz: ”Now many defenders of animals condemn humanism, considering it as a special favorit of human race, when, in their opinion, an equal right to exist must be admitted to all forms of life here on the planet’. (see: П.Куртц. Мужество стать: Добродетели гуманизма. [P. Kurtz: Courage to stay. Benefactors of humanity] Пер. с англ. — М., 2000, p. 138).
To the question of ”humanism having its limitations”.
Differing from humanism, religion is less modest. As it is not surprising, it on one hand belittles man, but on the other glorifies him. According to bible presentations man is created as the model similar to god, is the object of his care, but the place of living of man is Earth and is considered as the centre of Univers. This is essentially a child’s view of things. A child feels and is conscious of his weakness, powerlessness and at the same time takes the whole surrounding world as his habitat, where masters [the most powerful creatures] are his parents and elder relatives. 
Justified are the words of Schelling: ’It is naïve to think as the humanity supposed earlier, that the whole Univers, all innumerable, and far away of our small Earth and independent of it would be created to the use and benefit of man, as it is also naïve to consider, as it is done in recent times, to which a more broad view is open to the cosmic whole, that everything in it looks like our Earth, everywhere live man-like creatures, being a final goal’.
Справедливы слова Шеллинга: «Наивно думать, как человечество полагало раньше, что вся вселенная, все бесчисленные, удаленные от нашей маленькой Земли и независимые от нее светила созданы для пользы и блага человека, так же наивно считать, как это было в позднее время, которому открылся более широкий взгляд на космическое целое, что все в нем выглядит как наша Земля, повсюду обитают человекоподобные существа, являющиеся последней целью».

Thesis20

Religion is not only nonscientific, extrascientific, antiscientific, aggressively built against scientific knowledge, obscurant in its essence. For instance Bible tells about all kinds of wonders that break the laws of nature. Jesus died and sun stopped (‘And the sun stopped, and the moon stayed still…’ Joshua, 10; 13). Jesus Christ changed ’5 breads and 2 fish’ to manythousand breads and fish, feeding ’5 thousand men’ and filling with it still ’twelve baskets’ (Marc, 6; 41-44), walked on the waters “as on land”(Marc, 6; 48-51), in a moment turned water into wine, waked up dead Lazarus, contradicting elementary scientific notions.

But what value has the story of the creation of world and man by god? Study during centuries fragmentally collects facts, information of evolution of our paart of Universe, of the advance of life on Earth, of the formation of living nature, of the origin of man. Science has established a multitude of indisputable facts, which do not leave stone over stone of the biblical tales about the origin of world and man. And what then? The prophets of religions continue to repeat these fables so as they would not be fables at all, but reality, truth. What a confusion they cause in the heads of people with these fables! Because the modern man already at school learns a minimum of scientific knowledge of himself and of the world. How he can parallel these biblical legends with scientific conceptions?! For him stays only not to trust science or spit on logics and accept both contradicting versions of the origin of world and man. Both variants are disastrous. Distrust on science leads to obscurantism, to wild ignorant conceptions. Accepting both versions means abrupt or protracted death of logical thinking. Illogism on practical level to it that anything may be said and done. This is either foolishness or lightheadedness and irresponsibility.
Telling about wonders and other such phenomena the defenders of religions entice in uneducated people disrespect of science, of scientific knowledge. But from disrespect to hate and obscurantism is just one step.
In the past the servants of religions doomed scientists to prisons, burned on bonfires, exposed on different ways of torture. Now this does not exist. Open aggression against science, scientists has changed to implicit or covert aggression: in fight with abort, movements against cloning of man, propaging of antiscientific conceptions in the education system, through the means of mass information, making ridiculous of everybody who does not believe in god and trusts only on science.
On aborts. Catholic and Orthodox churches are cathegorically against aborts, comparing them with manslaughter. Now we can see in metro and other public places affiches dooming aborts as killing the child. Comparing aborts with killing is a strange logical diversion
. Inhumanity of aborts is being tried to show referring to inhumanity of killing. The poor woman, who is taking abort because of various negative circumstances, is turned down from the side of religious activists in addition as moral fraudulency. Even without that she has it difficult, but still a factual accusation of killing brings her to another moral trauma…
According to all canons of science and common sense the life of man does not begin from copulation, but from his birth, that is, appearance in the world. Birth and death mean the beginning and the end of human life. The road from copulation to birth is the road from inexistence to existence. Here still cannot completely definitely be spoken of man’s being. But if one cannot speak of it definitely, then also abort cannot be valued ad killing. Killed can only be what exists, lives. Killed cannot be something that does not still exist. As long as the child has not come out of the mother’s womb to the open light, he is part of mothers organism and her life to the last months of pregnancy is indivisible from the life of woman. Indivisible to the extent that if this ‘life’, however, is artificially detached, then child, that is, man is not obtained. That is why abort is assessed by all normal people not as killing, but as chirurgical operation.
Something like approaching to killing may be considered only artificially detached miscarriage of a dead child, who in other situations (but at the same time) could appear into the living world. And again unequivocally as artificially detached aborted dead child may not be valued as killing. This is a rather complicated question. To miscarriage may lead a situation provoking it, for instance: a woman can experience a strong stress or even not be completely mentally responsible. Other people, society cannot know all circumstances of behavior, the life of the woman during the last months of her pregnancy and therefore they cannot have the right to unequivocally qualify the miscarriage of the dead child as killing. Here, as in other similar cases, must prevail the principle of unguiltiness.
That is why only woman as subject, as personality, as human being can only alone assess, what occurs and occurred in her, only she, the disponent of the possible life or nonlife of her child. Nobody else!
Accuse in advance woman of killing what still does not exist and cannot be is severe moral evil.
On cloning of man. In the USA under the pressure of religious organizations a law is accepted, according to which it is forbidden to finance with government money experiments of cloning of man, his cells, tissue and organs. This is the most genuine obscurantism.
In november 2001 a private American firm performed successful experiments of cloning of some cells of human fetus. This is a big breakthrough in the knowledge of mechanism of growth and multiplying of cells of human tissue and organs. The road to the use of this mechanism in medical purposes, that is to the growing in artificial conditions of organs analoguous to the sick human organs and tissues is opened. And what then? At once the religious activists raised the cry. With announcements bearing condemning character the leaders of two largest Christian confessions – the Roman pope John Paul II and the patriarch Aleksij. One of our priest appeared in television with commentary on these experiments putting them to the same cathegory with inhuman experiments of fascist doctors among the prisoners in Ausschwitz. In the USA themselves these experiments were condemned by president G. Bush and, in addition to that, connected to this the question is presented of lawful prohibition of the cloning of human being and human cells as a matter of principle. As a matter of fact, a scientist said: prohibition to clone man is the same as to stop the rise of sun. To the experiences of cloning of man in religious activists as superconservative people there is some fearful relationship. In addition to that to puzzle out these experiences objectively, without prejudices, reasonably there is spasmodic emotional pendant reaction. Because cloning is a contrivance of man and in addition not the fruit of a refined resoning. It has its place in the nature. One-egged twins are nothing else than the result of natural cloning of a fertilized egg cell. Clones of human beings live amon us and there is nothing monstruous in them!
Religion speculates with ignorance. The less we know, the more we experience anxiety, fear, mistrust on ourselves, the more easier we believe all kinds of concoctions and myths. “Who nothing knows, he is obliged to believe everything” said Ebner Eschenbach.
——————

In the New Testament we read: “See to it that no one takes you captive through philosophy and empty deceit, according to human tradition, according to the elemental spirits of the universe,* and not according to Christ.” (Colossians, 2; 8). I heard this advise of apostle Paul not to enjoy philosophy 19990107 from two girls, who on the market near metro station were spreading the journal of ‘Awake!’ of Jehova witnesses. I discussed with them and one of them, after having heard that I was a philosopher, opened the Bible and showed me the citation mentioned in the apostle Paul’s letters. Thus she showed, how believers relate (or how they should relate) to philosophy. For me it was painful to hear from the girls such words about philosophy. Nothing can be done, the Bible continues to render its black work. The girls, of course, are beginners and scarcely really understand what they are citing. Because the majority of them, and believers like them, are disregarding light-heartedly the uncommon right of existence of whole areas of culture, comparing them to empty words, or as they express it: to ‘empty deceit’. 
Apostle Paul is specific: he refers to two sources of philosophizing: human tradition and elemental spirits of the universe. With the human tradition he refers above all to the books of the antique (prechristian) philosophers and testimony about their different doctrinal structures. With the elemental spirits of the universe he referred to empirical knowledge and philosophic reasoning as the fundament of scientific inventions. Essentially in the citate of the letter mentioned apostle Paul does not speak only of philosophy, but also of science, as far as science immediately is concerned with the research of elemental forces the world. Alas, here an advise for you from one of the basic pillars of religion: put aside philosophy and science, because they are not from Christ, do not belong to the teachings of Christ.
Interesting is the argument, to which apostle Paul refers. He maintains that it is just only in ‘Christ the treasury of the wisdom and knowledge’ (Same 2: 3). But outside Christ there are only empty words, which have only appearance of wisdom’ (Same 2: 23). Where leads this kind of disgust of philosophy and science, it can be seen in the example of ‘wisecracks’, of which M.V. Lomonosov has written: For some wisecracks… it is easy to be philosophers, after having learnt by heart three words: god so ruled and so answer all inquisition about the reasons’. (М.В.Ломоносов. Избр. филос. произв. [M.V. Lomonosov: Collected philosophical works] М., 1950. p. 397). Because essentially religion appears agains fundamental human properties and desire of knowledge, agains the natural endeavor to clear the truth and knowledge. “After Christ we do not need any thirst of knowledge, after evangelium no research is needed” declared Tertullian, one of the Fathers of Christian church.
Here is another example. Khalif Omar after conquering of Alexandria commanded that the Alexandrian Library be burned, the richest depository of books and rolls of those times. Founding his commandment he presented the following conclusion: “Books of this library are in accordance with Coran or they are not: if they are, they are superfluous and they shall be burned; if they are not in accordance with Coran, they are harmful and they must be burned. This way, in any case the library should be burned.”
*     *     *

Now, in the situation of religious boom, experienced in Russia, some philosophers and scientists are trying to introduce bridges between religion and science, theories of double truths are emerging, of polyinformation is spoken (various knowledge of one and the same). Even a journal with this name ("polygnosis”) has appeared. What can be said about this? If everything is truth, then lie is also truth, that is, all is lie. Of this speaks Aristotle already 2300 years ago. ”Who declares everything as truth, at the same time divides truth and confirms the opposite to itself”. Two different truths cannot exist of one thing and two different knowledge of one and the same. In the modern society it is just science that incarnates the power based on the knowledge of mankind. All other forms of social consciousness are concerned with whatever but not with production knowledge. As far as the religious activists and all kinds of mysticists pretend to possess the truth (separate from science), they at the same time are in conflict with the science, whatever they may say.
This boom had its time in Europe. See what has written on this the American scientist Alvin Toffler in the book ‘The Future Shock’: ‘We will be seeing a stormy rise of mysticism. Suddenly began a massive devotion to astrology. Zen-Buddhism, yoga, spiritistic sessions and sorcery became into mode, cults are created around Dionysian joys, means of extralingual and even extraspatial communication”…
Thesis21

Religion has very complicated relations to humanism. The humanity of separate religious beliefs, the behavior of separate believers does not exclude the fact that religion as such is incompatible with humanism, humanistic philosophy. 
1. Religion, any religion divides people to own believers (orthodox, followers) and nonbelievers (believers to other confessions, ateists) and in this way or other comes afore against humanity, that is, against the dignity of any human being. Nonbelievers are from the point of view of believer outcasts in one way or another, in the best case worth of pity and in the worst detestable and even to be hated. The conversation of a believing orthodox with nonbelievers is filthy and he usually tends to purify himself, or to get free from the ‘filth’(a Christian orthodox, for instance, makes the sign of the cross, in spirit and in words sheds down the filth).
But if we think of any religion, from their point of view nonbelievers are the majority of the mankind. Even the world religions (Christianity, islam, Buddhism) have as their beleivers and adepts an insignificant part of mankind (of 6 billions of people, christinism are assessed to be some 1.5 billion islamists, some 800 millions of Buddhists. Imagine youself that they are subhuman beings for believers. Of what humanity can here be spoken! And even less of humanism!

This way, for a beleiver, if he really is a believer, humanism is a dangerous philosophy, and humanity, humanism are words without meaning or even harmful. (for me already long time has been clear that some of our orthodox activists extremely negatively relate to the philosophy of humanism, and words ‘man’, ‘people’ are tried to not say but to replace by words ‘Christian’, ‘christened’, ‘orthodox’ etc. In latter years a terribly stupid word ‘churched’. By the concept of ‘chuched’ you must not only be baptized but also ‘chuched’, that is, confirmed to some church community and/or using a determined secret. If you are not ‘churched’ then you are considered renegate.)
Humanism does not accept division of people, figuratively spoken, to clean and nonclean, to people of first and second sort. For a humanist a person is valued as such, already from the power of his birth. 
The supporter of humanism looks humanity as fundamental value, independent of his written or other membership. In this is his fundamental difference from different sectional ideologies, including religious fundamentalism…
2. Religion is not compatible with humanism, not only because majority of people (non-believing) are considered as second quality people. It in general lowers human being, as such (in front of god, gods, supernatural beings and powers), posts him to be pending of superhuman. In practice this means either self-humiliation, or humiliation from the side of others, above all of those who have taken for themselves the role of saints, intermediaries between god/gods/supernatural powers and people. Clergymen confirm their spiritual leadership, priority in front of all other people, in this or that way they teach, tutor, command. In Christianity the clergymen are usually called (holy) fathers (Father Michael), in analogy of heavenly father, god. But who is such father if not leader and commander who must be listended. (Religion, by the way, is permeated with the spirit of materialism. The relationships of people as parents, children, are good, when children are small and helpless. When children grow, these relationships turn out to hypocritical; therefore clever parents relate to grown-up children as equal.)
*     *     *
Sometimes the supporters of those or other religions use expressions ’religious humanism’, ’christian, islamic etc humanism’. This is misunderstanding or elementary nonunderstanding the meaning of words. Humanism in its essence cannot be worldly or religious. It is one for believers and nonbelievers.
Teesit 25, 26

Some people considering themselves as supporters of humanism look contemptuously and react as from above to the majority of people.
In my opinion a person who thinks bad of the majority of people, of their senses, state of mind, is not entitled to call himself humanist neither has he moral right to speak positively of humanism. Humanism is presupposes conviction that all or at least the majority of people are reasonable with normal state of mind and in general normal as people, human beings. He who maintains that majority of people think bad (have bad conscience) or are even ‘subpersons’, barbars, are essentially misantrops. See comment to thesis 5.

Thesis 26

What a joy – to honor people!

A.P. Tchehov
When I speak of what is most important in humanism, it is not the care for people, not human love, but respect of people, then I mean that respectful relationship to any person, and even more the respectful relationship to any people does not in humanist find exceptions, at the same time as love of human person, not to speak of taking care of human being, does not always take place. It is not possible that a person loves all people without exceptions. Respecting a person is necessarily in collective and divisive sense (to all people together, and to everybody separately). Love to a person is necessary in collective and general sense, but not necessarily in divisive (it is possible and necessary to love all humanity, human being as a living creature, human in human being, but one must not desire from a person that he loved all and without difference. For instance, may one love Hitler, stalin, Tshikatilo on some known unpleasant person?! The same may be said of taking care. Taking care of the whole human race is normal. It is expressed in creative work. Free work, creative activity serve common cause according to definition. Taking care of every person separately is simply impossible. Impossible is even taking care of all those you know personally. Because these persons may be tens, hundreds, thousands.
The caretaking does not appear as absolute value of hunanism, not even because it can be a negative sign, that is harmful, or offensive. About this ‘caretaking’ it is said that it is ‘bear’s service’, ‘a servile fool is more dangerous than an enemy’, ‘the road to hell is paved with good intentions’…
Very well has written of respect as key factor of hunanitarian civilization U. Bokan: In the light of great principles the priority of spiritual, inner life of the personality the concept of ‘respect’ is presented ad key factor of humanitarian civilization. This word is not found in philosophic encyclopedies, and dictionaries give to it the explanation: feeling, founded on the principle of accepting some accomplishments, merits, qualities, honor. And between them the essence of humanitarian civilization is society of respect of human beings. And finally, humanitarism is philosophy, ideology and practice of the respect for people…
In spite of seeming simplicity of daily use, the concept of ‘respect’ is a complicated social and spiritual phenomenon, comprising in itself a broad range of social phenomena…
In the basis the humanitarian world view is human respect, including self-respect, mutual respect and respect of world”  (Бокань Ю. К идеалам гуманитарной цивилизации (Bokan U. On the ideals of humanitarian civilization). М., 1997. p. 116.)

Thesis 28

See above ”Is it possible to make people happy, or even more: to get them stay happy?”, p. 141.

Thesis30

T Hobbes confirmed literally the following: ”Up till now people have lived without common rule, keeping them all in fear, they are kept in the status, called war, but explicitly war of all against all.” (Гоббс Т. Избр. произв (Hobbes T. Collected works). part. 2. М., 1964. p. 152.) This confirmation is simply monstruous. 

In the first place, why is common rule keeping all in fear? This is some anarchistic theory (for those, who hate political power and see in it only the source of violence, mockery and consequently fear) or theory of seniority power (for them who wish to rule through fear). Normal people never would tolerate and do not tolerate that fear is all time hanging over them. In the life fear occupies a relatively modest role, together with other emotional statuses (hope, love, belief, enjoyment, joy etc.) To bring powerpolitics to this status is a big primitive deed and big error. Powerpolitics is a particularly complicated form of leadership of one people over other. It has many varieties. Even the most strict, despotic, powerpolitics is not based on fear only. It uses traditions of many thousand years of managing and subdoing, draws its essence from these traditions.
People as reasonable creatures excellently understand, that big communities of people are not possible without known organization, which presupposes government of some over others and correspondingly submission of some under others. Precisely in this sense people accept power, but not out of fear. In the overwhelming majority of cases some people submit themselves under others not out of fear, but of understanding that otherwise there will be a chaos and destruction. We can imagine ourselves that people would stop to submit themselves under rules of traffic rules, and correspondingly under requirements of inspectors of GAI (the Russian traffic police). The road traffic would be simply impossible. People do obey rules of traffic law and submit themselves under commandments of inspectors not out of fear, but because they know that if they all would break these rules and ingnore the commands of inspectors of GAI, then a disorder road traffic occurs. And so in all forms of human activity, in which people somehow contact each other, cooperate.
In the second place, why the natural status of “war of all against all”? From where Hobbes drw that kind of conclusion? He what, saw around only mongrels, who were ready to break the back of each other? But where is parental love, love of son and daughter, where love between man and woman, where friendship between people, where their comradeship, brotherhood, where simply the feeling of mutual sympathy, gratefulness, human love? Or are these relations and feelings also based on hate, destructive war of all against all?
Thesis 34

One of my philosopher colleagues considers that this tesis is a banality and, in general, does not have direct relation to humanism. It it relly so? Whether self-education (striving of man to completeness) does not have relationship with humanism?!
Humanism confirms the dignity of man. It means, it is also for an ideal. ‘Pitiful, who lives without ideal!’ exclaimed I.S. Turgenyev. (Conf.: ‘Who denies ideal, him may easily occur that he takes vulgar for excellent’ – Goethe).
Endeavor to ideal, to completeness is the nature of man.
’Out of nature man is such that he seeks greater than average statistical existence. Basic tendency consists of realizing the highest potential, even in front of inner problem and outer opposition.’ – G Corey.
Still more categorically said L.N. Tolstoy: ’Ideal is road-showing star. Without it there is no firm direction, no dirction, no life.’
And what with D.I. Pisarev: ’Nobody thinks to say, that all developed persons is more respectable and more clever than nondeveloped. I say only that wisdom and respect of a developed person lead to society and to the owner of these properties it is far more useful and enjoyable, than wisdom and respect to nondeveloped man.’……………
Thesis39

I know: the majority of people, even in civilized countries, are against the abolition of capital punishment. And that much more I am for the abolition. This is my position. In general, it is difficult to imagine humanistically oriented man who wold be for maintaining of the capital punishment.
1. In my opinion, government (in the form of juridical system) does not have the right to kill own citizens. Government, society must not become murderer. Killing occurs either in evil intentions, or out of lack of carefulness, or out of negligence, or in the limits of necessary self-defence. Death sentence is killing out of judicial sentence. What are the motives of such killing? Only one: blood for blood, death for death. Long ago was omitted such primitive and original retaliation.
2. Uneducated people think that abolition of capital punishment means abolition or significant easing of punishment. It is also considered that death sentence is the strongest (fearful) punishment. Very often it is characterized as the highest measure of punishment. This is actually on the contrary: no worse punishment than long punishment, than deprivation of freedom for the rest of life (life sentence). This is what says the main hero of the novel of A. Dumas ‘Count Monte Christo’:
’Bullet to the heart – is that a punishment? A genuine punishment must be long.’
By the way, there are such doomed to death sentences, who consider that better that they get capital punishment than that they are closed to lifelong arrest.
Sentencing criminal to death we punish more not the criminal, but his closest and friends. For them his death is an inconsolable grief. To what are they guilty?! Why they must carry such a cross?!
On final account, death sentence for a crime in general is not a punishment. Because punished can only be a living, feeling and consensing. But what can feel or sense a death criminal? Nothing.
3. Still one widely spread error: ’use of death sentence is suitable to really diminish the number of such crimes in the country’. (so considers the relative majority in the telestudio of NTV ‘Глас народа’ [Eye of the people]).
As a matter of fact the death sentence does not influence on the number of manslaughters. This is the opinion of criminologists in all world. Main thing, according to the specialists, is not the hardness of the punishment, but the irreversibility of the punishment. ‘There is no link between death sentence and the level of criminality. And this have the criminologists shown.’ – this confirms a member of Constitutional court of Russian Federation.
Does the fear of capital punishment have influence on the possibility of committing a severe crime? – No, it does not. This know all criminologists in the whole world, including also our country.’ (S.E. Vicin, the Head of malice in a telecast, dedicated to the theme of abandoning capital punishment.)
4. Still one argument for abandoning the capital punishment – possibility of error in the court, that is punishment of innocent.
5. The golden rule of behavior in its negative formulation (do not do to others what you do not wish that they did to you’) forbids killing in any form, among other things on the verdict of court. Because the deprivation of lifes of a people are sentenced by people obliged to it by courts. They also do not want that with them so would happen, that is that somebody would sentence them to death.
Justly said a man sentenced to death: ’people may not be killed. It is unmoral.’
Thesis 40

On the surface this thesis has no relationship with humanism. But only on the surface. Humanism must be seen not only in space but also in time, not only as person to person, that is to now living generation of people, but also to all generations that existed and will be. Thanks to scrutiny on time dimension the concept of humanity, the respect of man, the love of man cross the borders of space, from mere spatial into space and time dimension. If man is humanist, then he must think not only of present, but also of past and future. Of the past if he does not want to be ‘Ivan not remembering the birth’. Of the future if he does not want to live according to the principle of ‘after me diluvium’. Man is a link not only of now existing chain ‘I-we’, ‘man – mankind’, but also of the chain of generations. 
Mankind is not only in relation to living people, but also to the past (dead) and to the future (still not born) people generations. 
Thesis 41

This thesis is addressed to the young. It presupposes general solution of the question about the sense of life and may serve as an orientation in search of individual reason of life.
5. About love to oneself and others. Egoism, altruism and normal behavior.
 Possible correction of moral conceptions
Moralists are, as a rule, against egoism and favor altruism. To what extent this is a rule, and whether it is a general rule? Everything depends on what we understand with egoism and altruism. It seems to me that in this question there are many errors. Under egoism often is understood much concern about oneself and much love to oneself and compared with concern and love to other people. And under altruism simply taking care (“thinking”) of other people. In both cases there is a confusion of accents, which distorts the moral assessment of egoism and altruism.
Let us take egoism. As it seems to me, it cannot be understood as much concern and love to oneself compared to concern and love to other people. Otherwise we will declare as egoists all people without exception. Because it is completely naturally the most concern and love to oneself compared to concern and love to others. Let us calculate the amount of time we are using to oneself and how much to others. And we will get it clear that we in all cases use more for ourselves than others. This is sleep, food, and toilet and taking care of body, and dressing and undressing, and planning one’s apartment and study, and rest, and hobby. Let us not speak against our best conviction and honestly admit: we are thinking more of ourselves than others; love more ourselves than others. And it is enough to reproach in egoism oneself and others only that you or somebody else was concerned of only oneself, used time to oneself.
As a confirmation of what was said I remember the profound words of the well-known psychologist V.L. Levi about love to oneself and the diffenence of it from self-love and self-contency.
”Love yourself as you love your neighbor. Poetrian reminded of this ironically, philosopher seriously, but love to oneself is really the first necessity of man. Nobody, of course, does not love self-content people, but many excellent people are suffering from dissatisfaction to oneself. But a person who does not at all love himself is terrible. Only who is convinced, continuously loves oneself, is able to love other people – look at the most charming, best and open people and you will be convinced that it is so: they love themselves peacefully, that it is not necessary for them to maintain this love by any kind of self-conviction, it is not necessary exaggeratedly even to cover their insufficiency and to fear mockery or criticism. This love is natural, and therefore invisible, in it is nothing obligatory. Such people are always favorites, and show that love to oneself has nothing in common with selfsufficiency and particularly not with what is called selflove, egocentrism.
This is closest to how you relate to yourself as a small child: this wise and fearless dignity of a living creature, instinctive assessment of one’s value without any infringement of other’s value. You then still unconsciously loved in yourself the whole world and unique originality, which you in reality exist. This is the pattern of genes, that library of memory, this living, feeling, strange, well-known, changing – such, precisely such creature never existed earlier and never will be – and it is you. All your properties and qualities may be and may be found separately in somebody, or something nearly same, but the combination of them – only on among thinkable life’ (‘The art of being oneself’)
No less significant words said Luisa Hey: ’An thus you want to hear of me?’ I know that I repeat these words endlessly, but I am not afraid to bother: ‘Love to oneself is the most important thing, that you can do, because if you love yourself, you do not cause evil to youself neither to other people.’ This is the recipe of peace to all world.
If I cannot cause evil neither for me nor for other, how can a war begin? The more people come to this thought, the better becomes life on our planet.’ (Полная энциклопедия здоровья Луизы Хей [Full encyclopedy on the health of Luisa Hey]. М., 2001. p. 72.)

Egoism is something where one takes care of oneself causing harm to others, on the account of others, when in the conflict situation ’either – or’ (collision of personal interests and interests of others: one to another (third party is not needed) man does choose in his own favor and to the detriment of others.
Unfortunately rather widely spread is another conception of egoism – as larger care of oneself than of others. Aristotle, for instance has written:
’Otherwise it is difficult to say in words, how much joy being conscious that nothing belongs to you, because it is characteristic to every feeling of love to oneself not by chance, but applying to the nature itself. True, egoism correctly is denied, but it is included in the love to oneself, but greater than it should be, the degrees of this love belonging also to the greediness; to both of these feelings are inclined, so to say, all people.’ (“Политика” [Politika] (1263 а-b))

Look, what he said: egoism ’is included, not in love to oneself, but in greater than it should be in degrees of this love.’ This is a too broad and indefinite formulation, allowing to treat egoism as any love to oneself. As a matter of fact, what is such expression ‘in greater love to oneself than is needed’? Everybody may treat it as he likes. Because with obligatory some people may understand also life for others, self-sacrifice. Aristotle does not give here criteria to definition of duties
. On the contrary, advice to egoism as to greater love to oneself’ seems to be understood and convincing.
In fact negative assessment of ’greater love to oneself’ (as egoism) means, according to the law of counterpositioning, a moral prohibition of love to oneself in general, as far as it is not defined as obligatory measure of love to oneself and any, among others, dishonest, feeling as greater love to oneself may be interpreted as egoism, that is, as nothing else.
By and large moral prohibition of greater love to oneself is unnatural. It means that man cannot develop this feeling in himself, refine it, fortify it etc. To him remains only always to suppress this feeling or to be hypocritic. Love, loving love is such a ‘thing’ that has in it a spring to widen out, get fortified, developed, refined and a continuous suppressing can lead to self-destruction or explosion in behavior, to unforeseen chaotic action.
Lack of understanding of Philosophers in question of so called reasonable egoism. Philsophers sometimes are mistaken and confused in human reason. So, for instance, they have invented a theory of reasonable egoism.
According to all canons of natural language and thinking egoism is a negative moral characteristic of behavior of some people. Yes and philosophers in most cases do not question this kind of understanding of egoism. So, already Aristotle speaks of egoism in negative sense (“egoism is justly detested”), see Politika 1263 b). Theory of reasonable egoism admits the existence of egoism with the sign of plus, so called reasonable egoism, that is, egoism in accordance with reason, operating reasonably. In addition to that, there are such philosophers that confirm that reasonable egoism not only rules out self-sacrifice and self-dedication, but even expects them. N.G. Tshernyshevsky, supporter of reasonable egoism, presents in the novel ‘What to do?’ te character of Lopuhov. This hero, a complete victim because of others, speaks: ‘I am not that kind of man, who would bring forth a sacrifice. Yes there are not such cases that nobody brings, this is a false concept: victim – soft shoes. As it is more convenient, so also you present. See how: the victim turns out not to be victim, but something pleasant. Really ‘soft shoes’! When man sacrifices himself (in the extreme case – his life) for others, then it is always a show and a tragedy. Self-sacrificing for others means action against one-self, agains ‘me’, ‘ego’ in Latin. Yes, of course, he may be morally satisfied with his self-sacrifice. But moral satisfaction is not equally powerfully satisfaction in life as a whole.
Theory of reasonable egoism is unclearly operating on the idea of ’I’ and ‘we’, more accurately, dissolution of ‘I’ into ‘we’, ‘I’ into ‘other’ (‘others’)’. This is never a suitable idea. In it egoism, individualism is factually appearing as altruism, self-sacrifice – soft shoes! As a matter of fact, ‘I’ is in no cicumstances transferred to ‘we’ or between ‘I’ and ‘we’, ‘I’ and ‘others’ cannot be complete identity. Unity is yes, possible and in great part also exists. But not identity. Unity always assumes difference or even contrary positions. For instance, the unity of man and woman, is expressed in love, marriage, family, is based on the contrary positions of sexes and different social roles.
Altruism, self-sacrificing, self-dedication. I confirm that altruism is even bad, as egoism. The word ‘altruism’ comes from the latin word ‘alter’ – other. In the soft variant altruism means greater caretaking of others than oneself. In the hard variant it may mean taking care of others at the damage of oneself, even self-destruction. In this hard variant it is called in Russian self-negation, self-destruction. both in the soft and in the hard cases altruism as norm of behavior is unbearable and harmful so to the altruis as to others. 
Reasonable people already long ago paid notice to the harmfulness of altruism for them to whom it is directed. Oscar Wilde in ‘An Ideal Husband’ with the mouth of the hero of the play says: ‘Self-sacrifice should be prohibited by law, so that it medicates those to whom it brings the sacrifice’. Of this has also written Russian A.S. Makarenko in the ‘Book for parents‘. He has told about a concrete case of maternal self-sacrifice and negative consequences of self-sacrifice. To him it was visually shown, that altruism of some almost unavoidably leads to egoism of others.
Furthermore, altruism may have destructive, catastrofal consequences for him to whom it is directed. Overmeasured concern of others usually leads to the situation that these others almost literally cease taking care of themselves, remain dependent, parasites, spiritual and even physical invalids.
Speaking of ideology of self-sacrifice, about sacrifice, so here may be also other harmful consequences. Any sacrificing leads usually to that not only oneself, but also others are sacrificed. If there are no ways for the man in own life and no happiness, how then can there be ways of life and happiness to others?!
Above it was said that altruism is harmful as norm of behavior. In principle this saying about norm of behavior is not needed. Altruism according to definition confirms self-sacrificing as norm of behavior. Otherwise it were not ‘ism’.
_____ 

Unfortunately, for some part of people altruism, self-sacrifice has become a consciously accepted attitude motive of behavior. This, particularly, has enabled Christian religion. The main dynamic face of religion, directed to Golgate Jesus Christ is described in it as a man sacrificing himself for others.
_____ 

Completely corresponding to this arrangement of christianity F.M. Dostoyevsky has written: ‘Whether the salvation is in the impersonality? On the contrary, on the contrary, say I, not only is it necessary not to be impersonal, but exactly become personality, even on a highest level, higher than that was defined in the West. Remember me, self-powered, completely conscious and self-sacrificing, everything of me to use of all, obliged by nobody, is in my opinion, a sign of the highest development of personality, its highest power, the highest self-rule of freedom of own will. Voluntarily placing one’s own life for all, go to cross for all, to bonfire for all, can only be done with a strong developed personality. Strongly developed personality, completely convinced of the right to be personality, no more having any fear, cannot do anything else from one’s personality than give it completely to all, in order that also others were exactly the same kind of self-righted and happy personalities’ (cited according to А.Гулыга. Кант [A. Guliga: Kant], p. 288-289. A. Guliga ascribes to Kant this view: ’Kant’s standpoints are known: freedom is following of duty, and the formula of duty is the happiness of others.’ (The same, p. 288).
_____

F.M. Dostoyevsky criticized socialists, revolutionaries, supporters of Nechaevshhina, wrote novel "Бесы" (The Possessed), in which he condemned their behavior. And what? In many aspects he spoke so, too. Both he and they are collectivists. For him and for them personality is only personality, when he sacrifices himself for others.
A similar reproach can be presented to V.S. Solvyev. He wrote, for instance: «Personal self-sacrifice, a victory over egoism is not destruction of own ego, the personality itself, but on the contrary, bringing this ego to a highest level of being»
.

Heroism. Turning away of altruism as everyday, usual, normal behavior of man, I at the same time turn away from positive meaning of some acts of self-sacrifice, self-dedication, when man appears in exceptional situations, that is in situations ‘either or’ (either he takes care of himself sacrificing others, causing harm to others, or he takes care of others sacrificing himself). In these circumstances, choosing in favor of others, man presents himself as hero. Heroism in exceptional situations, if fire, war etc. is completely justified and normal, if of it is spoken positively as normal phenomenon. Yes, heroism is normal behavior in unnormal (exceptional) circumstances! And it… is unnormal behavior in normal circumstances, in normal life.
Normal behavior. In most cases man is no egoist, no altruist, no hero, moderately takes care of himself and others. Because majority of cases is this situation, when taking care of oneself and taking care of others, love to others are inseparable, one whole. We take love of man and woman. It is the more love, the more in it is mutuality. Loving woman man loves himself, own feelings, own soul and body. And woman loves man in significant degree because of loving herself and loves, when she is loved.
Any social contact – we are bathing in social contacts – is a two-way street. It necessarily presupposes mutual interest, affection, caretaking. Where there are unilateral social contact, it soon dies out…
We will take creativity. Aside with love it is one of the most important elements of life. Creativity is both education and cultivation, consciousness and art, and philosophy, and management, and invention, technical creativity. And wat else? Practically any act of creativity is at the same time an act for oneself and for others. In other words as also love, creativity is not divisible to ‘for oneself’ – ‘for others’. Creating, man experiences highest degree of joy of life and at the same time works on all people, serves the process of life.
If I were a poet, I would write an ode, poem, hymn to normal behavior, normal life of man. In normal is everything that is needed in order to keep, to love life and to enjoy of it!
Of abnormal and of how normal in life is much more common than abnormal, see p. 306.

6. collectivism and/or individualism

Wilfulness and law, person and sociaty and their endless struggle with countless complications and variations constitute all epopee, all drama of history. A person, who only can reasonably liberate himself in the society, is in mutiny against it. The society does not exist without persons, pacifies a personality in mutiny.
A person places a goal in front of himself.
The society does the same.
This kind of antinomy (we come often to speak of them) constitutes poles of all living, they are unsolvable because, as a matter of fact, their solution is the indifference of death, the equilibrium of rest, but life is only movement. With a full victory of a person or a society history would end up to predatory people or to peacefully ruminating cattle.
A.I. Hertzen

Collectivism pro and contra
For a long time the debate between collectivism and individualism in our country was solved unanimously in favor of the former. It was considered that collectivism was compatible with humanism, but individualism was not. However, as it seems to me, from the point of view of authentic undeclared humanism, collectivism is also not acceptable because of the general norm of the behvior of people, as is individualism. Raised to the general norm collectivism breaks personality, individuality in man, binds him to conformistic behavior (sheep in the flock), transforms him to a screw in the social mechanism. Tsh. Aitmatov, a soviet writer of Perestroika era was obliged to constate: ‘All time I am thinking about th paradox: constructing socialism, giving the prevalence to everybody who goes from collective, from collectivism, we loose much from what is considered individualism, personality, if it is possible to express it so, of the selfness of man. We will have to take as point of origin that if there is self, the everything else is world. How this loss is expressed today! On much, in much. On the quality of work, on relations between people. On the valuation of his creative potential. The value of the personality itself is not adjusted, not defined… And we ignore these problems… There is enough dogms, formula established in advance. Many of them already were, dogms and formula, braking the movement ahead, and we must go from levelling, impersonalization, standardization. General standardization in the name of collective is suicidal’. (1987)
As we can see from what was said, I am not against collectivism in general, but agains its rising to a all-comprising norm of moral, agains one-sided interpretation of human moral as collectivistic.
In connection with this I propose that we make a difference between simple collectivism and hypercollectivism. The mere collectivism is that natural endeavor of people to unite, voluntary combination of powers to increase them. Hypercollectivism is an effort of some people to bind their will to others, using here the natural aim of people to unite, to unity, when voluntary union in fact is transformed to obligatory. Hypercollectivism is an effort to make collectivism to a general norm of behavior, an effort of people with collectivistic consciousness and behavior to bind their will to all the remainig people.
Example of norman collectivism: patriotism.
Example of hypercollectivism: nationalism, (chauvinism).
Positive power of collectivism

If we speak of collectivism as one of the forms of behavior, then unconditionally it may have positive meaning. Already Seneca has given a good picture of collectivism. He has written: ‘I remind: we are born to live together. And our community is like an arch, which only keeps its form, because stones do not allow other stones to collapse’
. An ancient Indian wisdom says: ‘Hay, bound into rope may bind an elephant.’ Still one wisdom, coming from the deepness of ages: ‘A broom ylou cannot break, but branches one by one yes.’ Still in our time Bulat Okudzawa wrote a song beginning with words: ‘We fetch a hand of a friend, in order not to fall in loneliness’. This song became famous and the beginning words of it the flag of resistance movement against totalitarian regime. It cannot be denied that collectivism may multiply the powers of people and help in solution of tasks, which separate people not combined with each others cannot solve.
Goethe one month before he died, said in discussion with Friedrich Jacob Soré: ‘- Look, in essence, we are all collective creatures, whatever we ever imagine of ourselves. As a matter of fact: how insignificant that we in the genuine sense of the word could call our own property! We must occupy ourselves and learn of those who lived before us, as well as of those who live with us. Even the greatest genius would not go far, if he wanted to produce everything self. But this this is not understood by very many good people and half of lifetime are wandering gropingly in obscurity, dreaming of originality.’ (И.-П. Эккерман. Разговоры с Гёте [J.-P. Eckermann. Discussions with Goethe]. М.-L., 1934. p. 844-845). As an illustration of these words Goethe resound the words of Newton, which he said, turning to Gook: What Descartes does, was a step forward. You added to it new possibilities… If I saw further, that because I stood on the shoulderes of Giants.”
.

Example of the positive power of collectivism: collective paly in hockey. The players themselves speak that individualism in hockey is harmful, but a victory may only be reached by common efforts of players or, As they say, collective play.
Still one example of collective power: Exit of people into the cosmos succeeded thanks to such big countries as USSR and USA. Small countries had not power to do it. Only uniting powers of hundreds of millions of people plus the newest achievements of science and technique allowed Russians and Americans to effectuate such expensive and bold projects. I pay notice on ‘and bold projects’. The more people are participating in the realization of this bravery the more convinced they feel in this bravery and the more probable it is that these plans will be realized.
Collectivism feeds heroism. Not by chance is said: ’for peace also death is beautiful’. Self-sacrifice is sensible and reasonable, if it serves life as such, goals of preserving human collective.
In addition, often collective efforts are simply necessary. Many human matters are impossible without united powers. On this occasion there is a proverb: ‘one on the field is not war’.
But the slogan of Schiller and Beethoven: ‘Embrace millions’ in the Ninth symphony of Beethoven?! This is uncommon inspiration of musical picture of the human union.
minuses of the collective principle of ‘one for all and all for one’

Let us see the question: is the collectivism always, in all cases good? Carefully and impartially seen this question it turns out that collectivism is not always good, but in a number of cases harmful and even disastrous.
Are the goals of one or another group of people always in accordance with interests of separate people and/or the whole human community? No, not always. We will mention as example such negative phenomena as sectionalism, lack of regularity in social relationships, nepotism, localism, regionalism, nationalism, chauvinism, racism, terrorism. And circular guarantee? In olde times it was the whip of rural communities. Circular guarantee is essentially another name, so to say, negative mask of collective principle of ‘one for all, all for one’. Yes, we will be open: so much honored and trusted collecitve principle not nearly always serves moral purposes. And not only as a whole, but also partially.
We will take the first part of the principle. There are many cases, when better not ‘one for all’, but ‘one against all’ (see below about positive meaning of individualism).
If we take the second part of collective principle: ‘all for one’, then this is softly spoken, nonubiquitousness seen with unarmed eye. Negative examples? Please: blood or family vengeance, leader and boss cult.
Collectivism may be also destructive, as the constructive step of soldier, going to the weak bridge.
We do not need unity to any purpose, to any price. When it is spoken about positive meaning of unity, then often it is remembered the parable of old father and broom or principle of rulers ‘divide et impera’. At this point it is forgotten that unity to any price is as bad as the lack of unity. Not without reason has become popular such an expression: ‘strangling by embracing’. 
destructive or deformed collectivism (hypercollectivism)

Collectivism may be as destructive as constructive step of soldier on weak bridge.

Forms of destructive or deformed collectivism:
1). Terrorism

2). Taking hostage
3). Kamikadze

4). Gansterism

5). Mafia

6). Organized criminality

7). Blood or family revenge

Terrorism is the endeavor to punish, give lesson, show something to others by the way of destruction or bringing damage to third. Third party is considered terrorists, essentially, as faceless creatures, as things, as false money in political and other game. Terrorists consider the victim of terror not as personalities, individuals, particulars, but people as property, as representatives that community, to which are related others, enemies of terrorism.
Taking hostage. Some take somebody other as hostage for solving his problem. Hostage is seen and used by this other as belonging, as connected to other (others) by some linkage (relationship, group, agreement, class, etnic…) 
To forms of hypercollectivism are related also etatism, governementalism, totalitarianism.
Positive meaning of individualism

Better will be one

than he with whom happened to join
Omar Chaiam
I am not against collectivism in general, but against it being taken as a all-comprising norm of behavior, against simple interpretation of human moral as collectivism.
When individualism is spread like collectivism, comprehensive fraudulent practices are not possible. Impossible is the cult of boss, despotism, massive terror and repression.
Individualists may be compared with grafit corebars in a nuclear reactor. The presence of certain amount and quality of grafit corbars in the nuclear material does not give the possibility of chain reaction of disintegration to be transferred to unmanageable phase of nuclear explosion. If there are few individualists, then collectivistically tuned people may ruin themselves and the society, in which they are living. Collectivists are inclined to unity of action to the extent that they are ready (as a flock of sheep) to follow some political lunatic to the abysm of self-destruction or go to a road of dead end. Individualists do not in any political situation let be lead by one or the other political leader. Their attitude and interests are manifold and therefore the society, in which they have as strong positions as also collectivists, evolutionize not as rapidly, but instead with care and caution. Polydirectional action of individualists does not allow the society to become a monolit, which could bread like a stone to an abyss.
Still one positive example of individualism, expressed in a word of Heraclit: “One to me is ten thousand if it is the best”… At the tomb of I. Newton is the writing: "Qui genus humanum ingenio superavit" (He surpassed the race of man in understanding).
When collectivism is worse than individualism. Let us take the first part of the collectivist slogan of ‘one for all and all for one’. There are enough situations, when ‘one for all’ is not better, but ‘one against all’. For instance, if a scientist has made a discovery, established a truth, then he has the right to defend his discovery, truth, even if it is necessary to stand agains ‘all’, the majority of many… We remember Copernicus and Galilei, standing against the all-comprising error. Famous is the Galilean ‘"Eppur si muove" means And yet it moves (Nonetheless, it moves), an excellent proof of man defending bravely his truth in front of pression of false collective will, incarnated in catholic church.’ It is not by chance that it is said that the truth is not reached by voting. In general, the question about voting, of minority being subjected to majority is a very complicated one. We know, for instance, that in some cases when the right of veto is applied, when one may block the decision of many. But the interests of national minorities? Not nearly always they correspond to those of the majority. 
Half of the human moral, at least, is outside the competence of collectivism. I have in mind the conscience. In questions of conscience, said Mohandas Gandhi – the law of majority does not work’. The conscience is a deep individual category.
suffocating by embracing

(communistic collectivism)
One thing is collectivism as a natural effort of people to unity, as a voluntary coalition for multiplying forces. Another thing is collectivism as the principle of official moral, as comprehensive principle of behavior of people. In this case collectivism looses its naturality, volutarity and gets the character of imperative, obligatory normmesure, ‘suffocation by embracing’. 
In complete accordance with its doctrine of abolition of private property communists absolutize the collective beginning of human nature. This absolution leads in fact to the renunciation of humanity, to antihumanism. Because human nature is both genetically and behaviorally manifold. It represents in itself statistical distribution of collectivistic, individualistic and middleway types. Supporting collectivism communists in this way voluntarily of involuntarily are relying on fraudulent ostrachism. big part of human community (individualistic and middleway types). The practice of communist construction in 20th century showed this clearly.
Distortions of collectivism and individualism
	Distortions of collectivism:
	Distortions of individualism:

	Circular warranty
	My hut is in the brim, I do not know anything

	Parvenu
	Après nous le deluge. [After us the diluvium.] (Louis  XV, king of France)

	White raven
	Lonely wolf ("homo homini lupus ")

	One on the field id not war (one of meaning)
	War of all against all

	Do not stick the head out. (law of land squirrel)
	Law of jungle (either you or to you...)

	Live as all do
	Blond beast (F Nietzsche)

	What I need most?!
	Everybody for himself, only God for all


As also in collectivism, individualism may be ’moderate’., and may be hyperidividualism, extreme individualism, individualism without limits 

mutual enabling of collectivism and individualism

Normal collectivism and individualism equip each other according to the formula (C – I – C) and (I – C – I).
The formula (C – I – C). Also in the flock there is obligatorily a leader, and in a human collective there is a leader: an individual needs a collective.
Even in the situations of hypercollectivism the individuality of some people not only not disappears, but on the contrary, is emphasized, is showed as a model, etalon. In the era of Stalin communism, when hypercollectivism was in power, different bosses and leaders did not be afraid to take to themselves the responsibility, they acted as the most genuine individualists. Two examples: Stalin and G.M. Zhukov. This were, obligatorily, clear cut personalities and individuals. In addition to them there were a plurality of smaller stalins and zhukovs. In general, the human individualism is inconsumable. It may sometimes take distance and even be abolished in separate cases, but completely disappear completely as such it cannot in principle.
Formula [I – C – I]. In situations of normal individualism man does not act in absolute aloneness, not in isolation from the society, but taking into account that results of his activity in one or the other way get acceptance of other people, of the society as a whole. A. Einstein dreamed of a lonely work at a lighthouse for maximal concentration. Scientists sometimes utilize the figurative expression of ‘Ivory tower’ in order to explain the importance of the scientific reclusion. But on the other side, the scientists, in general people, aim to results not for themselves, but for the society as a whole. Man is connected with thousands of fibres with other people, with the society as a whole. And this connection is either open, immediate, or implied, indirect. Scientists, whatever individualists they even are, work in the framework of science community, in the atmosphere and in the auspices of the science as a whole. And science is collective conscience.
friendship is a compromise and symbiose of individualism and collectivism

Friendship is a deeply individual connection of people as people (not as reltives, neighbours, lovers, acquaintances, members of a clan…). In it individual beginning is united with need in constant companionship relation, in some common cause with somebody.

An extreme individualism excludes friendship. Extreme individualist behaves like a lone wolf (we remember the story of ‘The Sea Wolf’ by J. London. In this story the captain of a schooner is presented as an extreme idealist, completely without the property of becoming friends with anybody). 
Also the extreme collectivism excludes friendship. In a rigid collective the friendshiop of separate members is not allowed, is turned aside or dilutes to comradeship.
Friendship in many respects is like love. This is in fact nonsexual love between people. In exceptional circumstances the friendship tolerates any hardships. Such an example of friendship is known:

‘Damon and Finti! writes G. Serebrjakova, This is an impeccable model of friendship between equals. Two natives of Syracusa, not tolerating violence, proud, respectable pythagorians. Fintij was grasped by the despote Dionisio II, being suspected for an attempt to his life, and sentenced to death. Damon, knowing that his friend desires ardently to take leave to his family and arrange things, offered to be hostage. Fintij was released home on strictly defined time. He, however, escaped and did not return at the time prescribed. Damon was brought to the square, and the executioner already raiset his axe, when, out of breath for running the sentenced appeared to the platform. People gathered to the place of execution required that the sentenced to death be forgiven and Dionisio II not only forgave him, but also asked so true to each other friends to become also his friends. Fintij and Damon refused. ‘Friendship is the present of gods’ considered the ancient.’ (G. Serebrjakova ’Predecessors’) 
comradeship

Comradeship is a union of people in the framework of one or other collective community. In the comradeship the individually attuned is less expressed than in the friendship. If friendship is individual, then comradeship is collective. Comradeship is a form of collectivism. In the comradeship the collective intiative is in forefront, that which is called ‘elbow-feeling’. 
Comradeship may be provided with the sign of plus, but may also be with the sign of minus. In the second case this comradeship of people is of these of other amoral or criminal communities (criminals, bandits, gangsters, Mafiosi etc.)
Comradeship is something in the middle of friendship and brotherhood. For instance, ‘comradeship of arms’ as a rule is called brothers in arms, but ‘brothers of arms’ is far from being obligatorily on the same side of the front. ‘Brothers in arms’ may be called even representatives of both war going sides, of the opposite war going sides. ‘Military brotherhood’ in principle does not know frontiers (in the framework, of course, of the armies as such). All ‘comrades of arms’ are ‘brothers in arms’, but all ‘brothers in arms’ are not ‘comrades in arms’.
brotherhood
’Brotherhood’ means almost the same as comradeship. Brotherhood is union of people in the framework of big human collectives and communities. For instance ‘brotherhood in arms’, ‘brotherhood in belief’, ‘brotherhood in reason’, (‘brotherhood in brains’) etc. 
About animals, our smaller brothers. Here we have an example of brotherhood union of living creatures.
The slogan ’all people are brothers’ is utopistic. It may have real meaning only in one case: if suddenly the population of earth undergoes an attack from the side of a civilization outside the earth. 
Utopistic is also the motto of the French revolution ’Freedom, eauality, brotherhood’ in its part of brotherhood.

humanity

Brotherhood allows some people, some human communities to be counterpositioned to each other. Humanity does not allow that kind of counterpositioning. It has absolute all-comprehensive character, it does not know exceptions. It is not by chance that it is spoken about ‘crimes against the humanity’ and ‘crimes against mankind’ as synonymous expressions.
The separation of humanity and brotherhood is not only in this all-comprehensiveness. Brotherhood is a form of collectivism (collectiveness), but humanity relates to individualism and collectivism and even moderates them, that is, does not allow individualism rule over collectivism or collecitivism rule over individualism. 
patriotism, nationalism, chauvinism

Patriotism is love of Fatherland, normal, natural relationship to one’s homeland (as to oneself).
Patriotism is one form of brotherhood.
There are different forms of patriotism: love to small and to large homeland.
Nationalism is hypertrophic patriotism, patriotism, to which xenofobia follows, feeling of unacceptance of even hatred towards other nations and ethoses. 

Chauvinism is extreme nationalism, expressed in conception about own nation being prevalent over all others.
In our country again and again the words of the poet Totshev are repeated:
Russia with wit is incomprehensible
With common stick immeasurable

It is special and stays

In Russia may only be believed
Умом Россию не понять
Аршином общим не измерить

У ней особенная стать

В Россию можно только верить

These words of Totshev are genuine poetical chauvinism. In them is confirmed the idea of Russian exclusiveness. See what write T.A. Kulakov and Ju.N Solonin in this context:
‘We will pay attention to two complexes of national selfconsciousness, in which there are shades of our national prejudices, of enthusiastically brought to life, instead of letting them die in peace. One of them is called ‘Tshaadaevism’, far from being connected with the significance of the great cultural activist P.Ja Tshaadaev…
The second complex we will ascibe to not less enlighted name of ‘tjutshevism’ Out of despair of the hopelessness we throw ourselves to convulsive division of the world and with enthusiasm confirm like incantation of the words of F.I. Tjutchev: ‘With wit Russia is not understood…’ And why not? And did they give themselves pains to work who lived with this formula, to think about its offensive character to us and to others. All are subjected to common measurement, but we not. On what reason? Nowhere and never we will find a clear answer to this question. Our exceptionality is understood, but this is self love, national narcism, as if elevating us. In the West they agree with this, but in contrary sense, belittling us. For our megalomany there is no motive, for its humiliating assessment – all reasons. 
And what is in us incomprehensible? Probably, understandable in us not less but perhaps even more than with other nations.’

The expression of hypertrophic patriotism are the words of the song,often heard in the country in 70’s and 80’s of the 20th century: ‘First think of Fatherland, then of yourself’. Or: ‘Thought must be in the interests of the country, and not of the own.’ (these words uttered the famous film regisseur Grigorij Tshuchrai 20010523, the day of his 80th birthday).
About the so called ’Russian idea’. In recent times in our country much is spoken about the Russian idea, about the necessity of having such an idea. I am personally against the idea of ‘Russian idea’
In the first place. The idea of the Russian idea is all the same inacceptable effort to monopolizise the conscience of the Russian society to bind it some one concept of national spirit, one version of national selfconsiousness.
We remember, the author of the ’Russian idea’ V.S. Solovjev, proposed that it comprised the consciousness of the trinity of church, government and society. ‘To rebuild on the earth this true model of divine Trinity, he wrote, look, here is the Russian idea’
. How much pretension is there in this statement! So simply he speaks for all Russians, convinced of his truthness. Even more, he wants, that all the world lived in accordance with this consciousness. There you have messianism that is no worse than Catholicism and imperialism of the pure British type.
Secondly. This is not only an effort to monopolizise some one concept of national selfconsciousness, but in general a futile effort to reduce all the endless manifold of expressions of the Russian spirit into one idea of thought. Because the idea of thought, as a rule, is expressed in a few words, in one or some few sentences. Imagine the giant spiritual richness of such a great nation reduced to some one idea, some few words!
The nation is not an entity comparable to organism. It is a continuity, statistical collection of people, living in one state, speaking one language, having one culture. Uniteness of a nation is kept not on some clever thought, not on some words expressed by one of the national auctorities, but on complex cooperation and correspondence of people living in one country and speaking in one language.
Thirdly, the concept of nation in context of an idea is an effort to put people to follow this concept (if there is an idea, this means that it must be realized, put into effect, incarnate, for it can be died or killed). The Russian idea, once accepted, in one formulation, stays, as the idea of communism or the idea of fascism, as an imperative and regulator of behavior, conquering all people speaking the Russian language. This is the most genuine Russian Nazism. 
7. duty
Moral, and more broadly, human justification of duty emanates from the golden rule of behavior. See about this above p. 194.

Negative form of duty (people must not do this or that) is nothing else than negative formulation of the golden rule (‘do not do others what you do not wish that they did to you’).
The positive form of duty (man must do this and that) is a truncated formulation of the golden rule (‘behave with others as you would like them to behave with you’).
This is a general concept of duty. It is, naturally, divided to partial aspects depending on whom we mean with ‘others’:
1. Duty in front of those who at the side (the nearest, parents, children, spouses, relatives, friends, comrades, colleagues, known persons).
2. Duty in front of aliens (neighbors, on the street, in common places, in the nature).
3. Duty, emanating of obligations in educational or professional activity (learning, serving, military etc.).
4. Duty in front of that or other generality: collective, clan, tribe, folk, fatherland, land of residence, cultural community, extending over limits of one country, civilization, race.
5. Duty in front of mankind.
6. Duty in front of living nature, life as such.
Any duty is placed not only in the space (in front of nearest or far-away), but also in time (in front of the past and the future). If, for instance, we take duty in front of living parents, but also in front of dead (save their memory, take care of their burial places etc.). If we take duty in front of children, then we speak not only of born children, but also of unborn. Young person must be conscious of his sacred obligation to the Earth and leave after him the next generation. Therefore he must follow his health, strengthen it and not come into situations, which risk of diseases and loss of fertility. Girls must be prepared to the role of mother in all respects (and in the sense of strengthening her health and getting the corresponding knowledge and information, and in the sense of carefulness in acquaintances and contacts). The same concerns also boys and young men.
It is also clear that all the mentioned kinds of duty must not be in conflict mutually, but accordng to possibilities in conformity and harmony. For instance, the duty of parents (in front of children) must not come into conflict with the duty in front of other people, in front of humanity, at the end. And on the contrary, duty in front of humanity must not exclude duty in front of separate people and communities of people. 
When such collision of obligations occurs, however, it is always a tragedy.
Duty and habit according to Kant

Kant sharply counterpositioned love, habit, desire of man to his duty. ‘Duty! he exclaims. You enhanced, great word, as in you there is nothing adulatory that would flatter people… only from it come the necessary conditions for dignity, which also people can give to themselves. This precisely is the great that enhances man above himself (as part of sensed world)…’ From the theory of Kant follows that man behaves morally, when he acts according to duty and immorally, when according to habits. Love, from the point of view of Kant, is immoral. This point of view was laughed at by Schiller in his poem: 
Doubt of conscience.

The nearest with pleasure I serve, but alas! – precisely to him it is a habit.

So also is there a question: Am I really acting morally?

The solution.

There is no other way: trying to show him disrespect

And disgust in soul, do what the duty requires!
Duty is a moral necessity, but only as a moment of freedom. In the contrary case he turns to spiritual chains of serfdom, existence of a castrate. Duty outside good will of fulfilling duty in its essence excludes the indirect effect of randomness, but consequently cannot be a moment of freedom. The idea of duty in this sense often has been used and is bein used as a power of rule by owners as a means of getting people willing to serve, with resignation carry heavy burdens and hardship, not arise in mutiny against the existing order of things (be it a dictatorship as political regime or tax discipline on enterprises, in army). Duty as an unconditional devotion, as unbreaking submission under the power of father, ruler, feudal boss, imperator, as the rule of tradition was one of the greatest foundations of the Eastern despotism. ‘Duty in general’ or as we said ‘duty out of duty’ is in significant extent formal concept, a moral abstraction. Only in connection to the opposite concept, particularly with habit, duty can be considered as moral necessity, as a moment of freedom. As we will see, it is very important not to detach duty from freedom, not to counterposition it to habit. In the opposite case duty gains the character of clean necessity or necessity existing in nonorganic systems. But this necessity of alienation of man as living creature. In any case man as living, freely acting creature tries to get rid of this necessity. That is why along all the history people have always been against those, who declared duty out of duty and counterpositioned duty to habits.
8. conscience
If judgement is given to oneself, then always you will decide with liking either more to the side of guilty, or to the side of justification. And this unavoidable oscillation to this or that side is called conscience. 
M.M. Prishvin
Conscience is a fundamentally moral category, defining behavior of man practically in all situations of life. It is not possible to imaginen normal life without conscience. Man behaving against conscience, puts himself, as a rule, outside the society, bot in moral and in physical and in juridical sense (the range of this ‘outside the society’ is large: from loss of normal human relationships with surroundings to boycott and, further, to prison isolation and even to physical destruction). If the number of people acting against conscience, exceeds some critical number, then big trouble and misfortune is to be expected in form of war, genocide, terrorism, epidemy of narcompany, decrease of birth rate and increase of mortality…
Above it was mentioned that conscience plays a regulative role in relationships between people. This regulation is of double kind. Conscience may correct actions of man, but may also not correct. In some cases it is spoken of ‘clean and calm conscience’. In others of ‘bad conscience’, of ‘torture or remorses of conscience’.
’Clean conscience – wrote L. Feuerbach, is nothing else than joy of joy, caused to other people, bad conscience is nothing else than pain and suffering for having caused pain to other people.’
There are no people, who would not have conscience. Facts about separate immoral acts indicate only to that conscience undergoes trial and test and that man can be morally sick, as this sometimes is with him on physical and psychical level.
The pains of conscience may be so heavy that they surpass the powers of the person and lead to self-destruction. Our great poet A.S. Pushkin genially expressed this in the picture of Boris Godunov:
Ah, I feel: nothing can us 
In the middle of worldly griefs soothe

Nothing, nothing… maybe only conscience!

So, helthy, it triumphs

Over anger, over dark slander;

But if in it one only stain,

Only accidentally appeared,

Then misery: as a sore wound

Soul burns, heart fills with poison,
As with a hammer, blows reproach in ears

And all feels sich, and head spins,

And boys with bloody eyes…

And willing to run, yes somewhere… terrible!

Yes, pity him, whose conscience is not clean!
During the last one and a half centry ‘activists’ have appeared who started relate contemptuously to moral and conscience. The ideology of this conscienceless movement became German philosopher F. Nietzsche. His philosophy is overfilled with nihilism. He called to revaluation of all values, tried to destroy everything, that was done by human culture. Moral goodness is rubbish, conscience is nonsense.
This is how, for instance, he characterized moral (I remark: completely one-sidedly!): ‘Look from this point of view on any moral, and you will see that its ‘character’ is to teach to hate laisser aller, to hate too big freedom and to implant in us the need to have limited horizons, in the closest tasks; it teaches us to contraction of perspectives, and started in known sense, stupidities as conditions of life and growth’

Hitler truly was inspired by Nietzsche, when he pompously declared, addressing to soldiers: ‘I release you from chimers called conscience’
 (alternative: ‘I release you of dirt and decomposing chimery, called conscience and moral’). Compare Nietzsche: ‘Did I ever feel guilty conscience? My memory saves in this respect silence.’ (Part 1. p. 722, "Злая мудрость" (Bad wisdom), 10). Or: Guilty conscience is same kind of stupidity as trial of dog to crack stone’ (Same. p. 817, "Странник и его тень" (Wanderer and his shadow), 38).
The amoralism of Hitlerism (German Nazism) mixed with Nietzschean attitude to conscience and moral, is known to everybody. The price of this amoralism: connected to World War II over 55 million people perished. Soviet Union paid for this amoralism 27 million lives.
Hitlerism was dropped from flying. But efforts to finish with the conscience have not stopped. Enrico Fermi, the Italian physicist, having participated in the USA atom project, discussion going in flames about the justification of the coming nuclear bombardment of Japanese cities (in August 1945) uttered a sentence completely in the Nietzschean spirit: ‘Do not bore me with the pains of conscience’
. The price of this ‘do not bore me’ was more than 150 thousand perished and injured in Hiroshima and 75 thousand perished and injured in Nagasaki)
.

The Nietzschean spirit started even intrude into mass consciousness. Clear illustration: in famous American film ‘Godzilla’ a young journalist deceived the thrust to her old friend, by stealing and publishing secret videomaterial belonging to her; as a result she lost her job. The wife of the young man, colleagues of this journalist, reprimanded him: ‘You convinced her (the journalist – L.B.), that conscience is not fashionable’. If already in movie this kind of sentence appeared, then this means that actually in young population, in some circles actively is propagated this wonderful and absurd idea of ‘having conscience is not fashionable’. If this idea rules the consciousness of big number of people, then expect misery: either Hitlerism is in new rise or something still worse.
(Совестливость - contrition) neat Russian word, which nowadays, unfortunately rarely is heard. Pity. Contrition is a rather valuable human property, pointing out intensified feeling of conscience. This is not shyness and not bashfulness, but feeling and desire of harmony with other, all people, in normal human relationships.
Contritious person, as a rule, takes consciously into account the interests and feelings of other, all people. 
Contritious person, whatever he does, always thinks about other people, about life, about how far his behavior is connected to the tissue of life in general and in human life in particular.
Contritious person as a doctor is lead by the principle ‘do not harm’. He does not leave garbage behind him, wherever he is, does not use bad language, say spiteful things etc.
Contritious person also being alone tries to fulfil his human duty.
9. nobility
Nobility is a high degree of self-respect, being created from an equally high degree of rexpect to other, all people, developed feeling of human dignity, dignity of self and others. Nobility is tat generosity toward distressed, sympathy towards weaks, humiliated and offended.
Noble person is not only orderly, but highly orderly, highly moral person, with developed reason, conscience and honor. He is organically not able to fulfil bad deeds, gloat, be cynical.
The opposite of nobility is meanness. Mean person is able to any filth and baseness.
10. unhappy and criminal conscience

People with that consciousness have as point of departure that ‘world is full of evil’, that all or the majority of people are smeared with sin, vicious, egoists, rabbles etc. Unhappy conscience is a conscieousness of victims, and criminal consciousness consciousness of malefactor.
A person with unhappy consciousness behaves passively towards the evil, as a victim, intimidated, complains, cries, screams, but does nothing himself.
A person with criminal consciousness, considering all or majority of people malefactors, and himself alike. Such a person reasons: as the people are evil, there is no reason to be sensitive with them, but one may and must approach them as they deserve, that is, harshly, pitilessly.
Some philosophers, willing not willing follow the people with criminal consciousness, declaring that particularly, people as evil animal (F. Nietzsche), with foul, bad character, the most disgustive creature on the surface of the Earth etc.
Appearance of unhappy and/or criminal consciousness:
Some women consider that men are egoists, animals etc. (The heroine of the telelserial: "Марш Турецкого" [Turkish march], directed according to the book with same title by Friedrich Neznanski, says: ‘Yes, normal men do not exist, Sacha’).
Some men consider women trollops, stupid creatures. They even invented saying: ‘cherchez la femme’, ‘find the woman’. The main hero of the Polish movie ‘Medicine man’ of Antonij Kasiba directly announces: ‘All bad in the world comes from women’.
Representatives of one nationality (clan, tribe, race) consider sometimes others lower creatures, filthy, foul, wild. 

Representatives of one religious confession consider sometimes representatives of other religious confessions or nonreligious wrong, that is, outcasts, inferior or even enemies.

Prosecutor Wilford of ‘Count Monte Christo’ by A. Dumas says: ‘All people are blackmailers, my dear’. These words he says to his exmistress, wife of baron Danglar in justification of of his hardheadedness in relation to his adult son, whom he does not want to know. Very often such or similar words can be heard from the mouths of people having committed one or another crime. See discussion proceedings with criminals or interviews with them. Here an example: ex-director of KRAZ (Красноярского алюминиевого завода [Krasnoyar aluminium factory]), accused for organizing a series of murders, said in discussions, recorded on video: ‘I knew him (his former ‘friend’) as a normal person, but ‘Moscow spoils and destroys all’. So, no more, no less. This ex-director without shadow of doubt, categorically accused the whole Moscow (read all inhabitants of Moscow) of spoiling and destroying all. He did not think that he with ease cried down 10 million Moscovites. Of course, with that kind of consciousness it is easy to come to road of crimes.
Criminals in justifications of their criminal acts, as a rule, refer to common perversity, viciousness or stupidity of people.
Criminal consciousness is that kind of consciousness of man that justifies his criminal deeds (fraud, theft, violence, killing) referring to that all or majority of people are alike (fraudulents, thiefs, swindlers, violents, with one word drags and swindlers).
Still one particularity of unhappy and criminal conscience: absolutization of conflict relations between people, dividing all people to winners and loosers, to masters and slaves etc. 
See how sometimes people with criminal conscience are reasoning: Rodion Raskolnikov in ‘Crime and punishment’ by F.M. Dostoyevsky: ‘Can I commit a crime or cannot I? Am I a shivering creature or do I have the right?’; ‘either gnaw to all or I lie in dirt’ (so teaches young Thomas his uncle, gaining his living in criminal ways. See ‘Thomas Gordeev’ by M Gorkij); ‘you do not want to be a sheep, which is cut, so cut you yourself’ (so cynically speaks criminal Rastegaev in «Дело пестрых»); ‘either you eat or you are eaten’, ‘people are divided into two categories: those who rule, and those who are ruled’ (these ‘either – or’ are called ‘secret law’ in the motion picture ‘Masters of taigas’ the brigadier of timbermen, committing crime); gansters in the film ‘Boomer’ speak their justification: ‘we are not such, the life is’, that is, life is evil, that of gansters.
Having committed crime, essentially, the person is unhappy. In a film such a dialog was presented between prosecutor and criminal. The criminal in powerless rage hurled: ‘I hate you, hate!’ Prosecutor answers: ‘You hate? But I feel pity for you. Because people like you have no future’ (‘Consequnces follow’, in main roles Vija Artman and Gunnar Tsilinskij).
————

Special type of anomal conscience is found with terrorist. It represents a roaring mixture of criminal and unhappy consciousness. Terrorist relates to good minority or good, good part of society and in this consciousness is similar to that of unhappy conscience. But in difference ot people with unhappy conscience terrorist is tuned to an irreconciliable struggle against the evil majority (evil part of society). He is ready to kill absolutely anybody (among others, children, women, old people), whom he treats as evil majority.
A characteristic example. One of the members of the group, who seized children and adults as captives in the school of Beslana (Norther Ossetia, Russia, 20040901-03 [1-3 september 2004]), announced in discussion with captives, in answer to her reproach of brutal relationship to captivated children that it there is nothing to pity these children, because they as their parents become ‘narcomans and prostitutes’. That is how. Terrorists justify their inhuman acts referring to how they are fighting against monsters, those who, in their opinion, are morally decadent, inhuman (‘narcomans and prostitutes’) and to whom there is no reason to feel pity, but only to destroy, to destroy, to destroy… (As a result, through the hands of terrorists in Beslan 335 people lost their lives, among them 156 children, injured over 700 people).
Almost such roaming mixture of unhappy and criminal consciousness is presented by consciousness of so the called noble robber. 
11. about the culture of behavior
The human culture consists of two parts: internal and external.
Internal culture is knowledge, feeling and understanding, which are lying on the bottom of the human life (being educated, development of intelligence, beneficiency and morality, professional preparation).
External culture is the culture of behavior, culture of immediate contact with people, surrounding environment. External culture is born on the junction of internal human culture with the surrounding environment.
External culture in separate cases may not be connected with internal culture or even may be contrary with it. Cultural and working man may be empty, immoral, without deep internal culture.
External culture is relatively independent of internal. Voltaire has said: ‘Etiquet is reason for those who do not have it’. And he is in many respects right. You may well know the rules of etiquette and follow them, but at that not follow the corresponding internal culture, including a developed intelligence.
External culture is called in different ways: culture of behavior, etiquette, good manners, rules of finess, noble education, cultural refinedness… This means that depending on concrete tasks people accent attention to some one side of external culture: most often either on knowledge of rules of behavior and their following either on the level of taste, tactfulness, art of mastering the external culture.
External culture consists of two ‘parts’: of what follows of social opinion (different generally accepted rules, etiquette) and of what follows from the conscience of man (delicateness, tactfulness, good taste, manners).
Different level behavioral rules exist:
1) level of common human rules, accepted in present society;
2) level of national rules or rules accepted in a given country;
3) level of rules accepted in a given locality (village, city, Moscow);
4) level of rules accepted in one or other social layer (among workers, intelligence, higher society etc.).
5) level of rules accepted in one or other professional community or social organization (medical workers, jurists, police force, military, government officials, members of one or other political party…)
6) level of rules accepted in one or other institution (educational, medical, governmental, commercial…)
If we speak of what comes from the conscience of people then here also may be observed grat variety of types of behavior: as well delicateness as hypocricy, and good and bad manners, both good and bad taste.
Man may know these or other rules of behavior, accepted in the given community. But if he has a developed intelligency and a developed conscience then he may to some extent compensate this ignorance with the essence, intuition that are based on genetic or acquired delicateness, tactfulness, good taste.
——————

Among rules and internal regulators of behavior complicated relationships exist. They are contrary as external and internal, typical and individual and at the same time ‘working’ to some direction.
normal mutual relationships of people are a refined material
It easily is cut, if people rudely address each other.
1). Must try to avoid rude words. We speak, for instance, often to other person: ‘do not yell’, ‘do not shout’, but he, however, loudly speaks (for disorder, for excitation) or even did not raise voice, but it seems to us that he ‘shouts’. Or if a person from our standpoint said something foolish, we at once answer with rude words ‘do not speak stupidities, be quiet’, ‘do not chatter’.
2). We love to use bad words. To woman, if something does not please us, we say ‘gab’, ‘stupid’, ‘bitch’, and to man it is ‘bock’, ‘lout’,’softhead’.
3). To a person, with whom we do not agree in something, we say ‘you are lying,are not speaking truth’, ‘you are wrong’, ‘you do not understand at all’.
4). We love strong expressions, rude word-parasites (‘flapjack’, ‘f…’ etc.), we say. Some people think that bad words, strong expression are ‘decorating’ them. Yes, and in abnormal situations it may be so. We remember, however, that already Aristotle said: ‘from the habits of using rude words develops an inclination to completely other deeds’ (Politica, 1336 b).
I announce / remind to everybody, who continuously uses the expression ‘damned’ or belittles the use of this expression on people, in motion pictures, in television, press etc. This expression is an euphemism (a weak, soft version) of a rude original word insulting the dignity of a person, particularly women. All use of it or listening without dooming it reduces the level of relationship with people to a low, base, foul level.
Do you desire rude, overfree, cynical, foul relationships with people? – so go on. But then do not expect of people polite respectful relationships towards yourself.
5). We love to generalize, easily make of flies elephants. Person allowed negligence, said something not quite correct, did something, but we at once hang an edict: ‘stupid’, ‘egoist’, ‘boor’, ‘scoundrel’ etc.
6). ’This is your problem’ is an impolite and irrespective removal of the problems of another person. The same could be said in another way: ‘I, unfortunately, cannot help you here’.
’This is your problem’ may be simply rude, insulting, if the speaker has partly a responsibility of the emergence of these problems.
It is not necessary to show or demonstrate to other person that he stays alone with his problems, that he is the only one, that he is not very clever, not very canny, informed. If you cannot help another person, then you should not at least deprive him of the hope of help and not deprive his self-respect.
You want to develop, be better, be worth of love, good, want that you are respected? So follow with you, with your words, deeds, be clean, do not give yourself rest!
about good and noble education

A person may be educated differently, bad or good. Good uprising is called noble education or just simply education.
According to A.P. Tshehov, educated people…
1) respect human personality, and therefore always behave in a humble, soft, polite, compliant way… They do not revolt for small things or missing rubber band; living with somebody they do not make a fuss of it, they do not do of it a favor, going away they do not say: with you one cannot live!
2) They are compassionate not only with beggars and cats. They suffer spiritually, of things that you cannot see with one glance…
3) They are cleanhearted and avoid lies as fire. They do not eve lie on small things… They do not draw, keep themselves on the street as well as home, do not allow dust into the eyes of smaller brothers… They are not indiscreet and do not talk openly, when they are not asked…
4) They do not belittle themselves in order to get compassion of others…
5) They are not vain, they do not occupy themselves with such false brilliants as acquaintance with celebrities…

6) If they have some talent, they respect it. They sacrifice to it peace, women, wine, vanity… They are proud of their talent.
7) They flourish in themselves esthetics. They cannot sleep clothed, see on walls fissures with bugs, breathe dull air, walk on filthy floors…
In order to educate and not stay on middle level, where they accidentally came, it is not enough to read only Pickwick Faust and learn by heart monologue from Faust… There are needed a continuous work day and night, endless reading, study, will…’
about politeness
Politeness is an external expression of respectful relationship to a person. The opposite of politeness is rudeness and boorishness. They are external expressions of irrespectful, that is, disdainful  or pejorative relationship to a person.
Politeness does not obligatorily mean really respective relationship to a person. A person may be rude because he has lived in rude environment, does not see other models of behavior.
Boorishness is either a covered expression of irrespective relationship to people. Open boorishness is behaving in form of rude addressing of a person. Covered boorishness is an externally respective relationship, but essentially irrespective relationship to a person.
magic words
There are three magic words: please, thanks, excuse (pardon).
Every asking of favor should be followed by the word ‘please’.
For every service or help needs to be thanked, said the word ‘thank you’.
For every inconvenience caused to others must be said pardon or asked forgiven.
These magic words must be taught to be spoken inadvertedly, automatically. The absence of these words in corresponding situations or their being not expressed automatically means either impoliteness, rudeness, or presence or expression of hate.
Ethics of telephone discussion

1). You must always present yourself, when you call, if you are not acquainted or you seldom call this person. You must also pay attention to that the telephone contact is bad, that is, your voice may be barely heard and therefore also good acquaintance may not at once figure out with whom he is speaking. 
2). Almost always must be asked, whether the person is occupied or not, and how much he has time for telephonen call. Impolite is the behavior of the calling person, who at once without asking the limits of the discussion starts to speak. 
3). If somebody is calling you and you are very occupied and cannot speak, then, as a rule, the time of calling back is not on him who called, but on you. Here there may be two exceptions: 1) if the calling person has no telephone; 2) if it is for any reason difficult to call the person who called you.
It is impolite to cause the calling person to call again to you, because of your occupatedness. If you are, necessarily you let him know, that you appreciate him less than yourself.
4). When somebosy is calling in the telephone and not asking you, but somebody else, then it is impolite to ask ‘who is it?’ or ‘who speaks?’. For the first, it is indecent to answer with question to question. Secondly, with your question you may put the person asking into inconvenient situation. The asking person is not always in the position to present himself to a strange person, who has taken the telephone tube. It is his privilege to stay incognito to strange people. He who asks ‘who speaks?’ may willing unwilling ‘hurt the soul’ of the calling and immediately calling, as far as the addressee might also save the secrecy of his or her relationships with the calling person. (So parents sometimes behave in their efforts to control every step of their grown up children, limiting their right to private life. A too extensive control and too extensive guardianship from the part of the parents leads to a situation, where grown-up children either stay childish or dependent or alienate fro their parents.)
In the case if the adressee not being present, it is necessary not to ask ‘who speaks?’ but ‘what to tell to the addressee?’ 
5). In the telephone call with rare exceptions must be followed business-like or telegraph style. Side steps in other matters are almost inallowable. As far as possible, at once ask questions, for which you are calling and not be ashamed to ask the same of the other party calling, if he ‘enjoys’ side themes. Ask the interlocutor to go back to the subject matter of the call with tactfulness, without rude interruption of his speech.
As a matter of principle also other than business discussions are allowed on the phone, but only after the declaration of willingness of both sides to continue with that kind of talks.
6). It must be remembered that telephone calls are not such full discussions as those face to face. Therefor the requirements of on the discussion are harder, that is, one must behave more carefully, looking out. A word expressed at telephone, and a word face to face may be assessed differently and even to opposite directions.
In the telephone call one must speak less emotionally, joke with more careful words, try to avoid abrupt words and expressions.
complaisance, punctuality

A non-complacent person is very inconvenient to his environment, although he may be nice, well-mannered etc. On such a person one must not count. If only he does not get hurt, when he is no more respected and communication with him is avoided. ‘Punctuality is the politeness of kings’ confirms a proverb. He is not king who is not grateful, who behaves nonchalantly in relation to his own obligation. 
VII. liberalism and freedom
1. liberalism
Recently the idea of progress in the matter of freedom as a political idea has become the flag of a mighty stream of social thinking in the concept of liberalism. The latter may be characterized as spiritual flow, considering freedom as the highest value of life, and the movement to a greater freedom as the most essential task of governmental and other institutions.
The concept of liberalism must be cleaned of layers, born by limited opinions about freedom and opinions not actually connected with liberalism as an ideology of a free man.
Liberalism must not be connected neither with soft-bodiedness and characterlessness nor with connivance or all-allowedness. In the original sense liberalism is nothing what would express these human properties and actions. Freedom as I will show below, is not at all without hardness of character and corresponding behavior. On the contrary it presupposes them.
He who reprimands libealism, either does not give himself the trouble of deliberate the meaning of the term, or is an antagonist of human freedom. The relationship to liberalism is a litmus paper of progressivity or reactivity of ideas of one or another political activist.
Liberalism presupposes a developed and differentiated conception about freedom. Every sphere of action corresponds to a certain view of freedom: 
liberal thinking or freedom of thought
freedom of opinion

freedom of conscience

. freedom of religion
freedom of will

social freedom

political freedom

. freedom of word, information
. fredom of meeting

. freedom of union

. freedom to move

. freedom of settlement

economic freedom

. freedom of entreprise

. freedom of property

. freedom of commerce

. freedom of competition

creative freedom

. freedom of art

. freedom of scientific creativity, research

. philosophic freedom
freedom of love
. sexual freedom

From this far from full enumeration of freedoms may be seen, that liberalism does not appear as strictly political movement. It is a movement of all those who are striving towards a greater freedom.
Of course, not all kinds of freedom can be covered with the concept of liberalism. Liberalism concerns above all and mainly the relationships between people, the life of man in a society, among men. But it relates positively to all other freedoms, emanating from the framework of purely relationships between people (technical freedom or freedoms in relation to natural objects,: freedoms of flying, freedoms of going into outer space etc.). In addition to it there are such kinds of freedom which do not only presuppose freedom in relations between people, but also in general the freedom of man (in relation to the nature, the world). Let us take for instance freedom of movement. Its components may be both political possibility of movement and economic, and technical possibility of movement. Economic and technical possibilities of movements depend not so much on the relations between people, as the level of technical development of means of transport and on general level of people’s welfare. Of the mentioned actually with liberalism is connected only politically created freedom of movement. However, to liberalism, also other constructive parts of this freedom are not indifferent, as far as the political freedom of movement is an empty word if economic and technical possibilities of movement do not exist. In general, to liberalism is not indifferent the scientific and technical, material progress, widening the framework of material, creative freedom and at the same time serving as a base of the widening the freedom of relationships between people. 
In the marxist philosophy liberalism as a movement of social thinking is unequivocally connected with the bourgeois class. In the Филос. энцикл. словаре ([Philosophic encyclopedistic dictionary] М., 1983) we read ’Liberalism, ideal-political movement, connected with the adherents of bourgeois parliamentarian constitution and bourgeois ‘freedoms’ of economic, political and other spheres.’ This kind of understanding of liberalism is at least twice erroneous. In the first place, out of rather simplified model of social stratification, expressing in the theory of classes, particularly, theory of division of society into the classes of bourgeois and proletariat. This theory ‘sets’ liberalism and other socially political movements in the procrustean loge of one ‘class’. Secondly, in the self-denominating term of liberalism, there is nothing specifically bourgeois. One can speak of the limitedness of some type of liberalism, but assessing all liberalism as bourgelois is rude logical mistake.
Liberalism must also not be described as ‘a conviction, striving to get rid of traditions, habits, dogms etc. (see  Краткую филос. энц. [Short philosophic encyclopedy] М., 1994. p. 241). 

In the first place, liberalism is not negative flow, which only strives to get rid of something.
Seconly, traditions, habits, mental stereotypes must not be without proof counted among those, of which free man must get rid. In themselves habits, traditions, stereotypes of thought and behavior as forms of regulation of human relationships are not bad, neither good. In addition, they occupy an important place in this regulation. We can speak only of some habits, traditions and stereotypes, but just those, which are obsolete and disturb people in its movement to a greater freedom. Liberal does not deny old, only because it is old, And sustain new because it is new.
In its natural aspect, according to the term itself, liberalism initially completely agrees with humanism. More than that, liberalism and humanism are mutually compatible. There is no liberalism without humanism and no humanism without liberalism. Humanism is tis liberalism taken in the aspect of freedom. If anybody calling himself liberal presents inhuman or antihuman views, he is not liberal in the authentic sense. If anybody calling himself humanist reprimands liberalism, then he either does not understand the essence of liberalism or is not a real humanist.
As a matter of fact, for a liberal the freedom is the highest value. And he respects it not only in himself and for himself, but also in others and for others. If, let us suppose, a person recognizes freedom only for himself or for a few only, then in this way he actually refuses it, as far as freedom ‘in himself and for himself’ carries a rather organic (private, not all-comprising) character. To be free among slaves, surrounded by slaves is nonsense. One reasonable person has said: ‘If you give chains to a slave, the other end of it is fixed in you’. Long ago it was observed that a prison guard, controlling the prisoner, is in many respects also prisoner. Really free one can only be among free people. Therefore a genuine liberal appreciates not only his own freedom, but also the freedom of others. Consequently, he is according to the definition, human, humanistic.
To a liberal, obligatorily, dear is the formula, drawn in his time by T Hobbes: ‘man must… be satisfied with that level of freedom, relative to other people, which he would allow in other people in relation to himself’
. This formula is a paraphrase of the golden rule of behavior, and illustrates excellently the connection of freecdom with humanity, liberalism with humanism.

For a liberal no talien is also another paraphrase of the golden rule: ‘Not breaking other’s rights, you protect yours’
. This rule is followed by indigenes of Amazon. In their midst the theft is practically inexistent.

Into liberals sometimes were counted those who in essence were not liberal, who in a rather limited manner represent freedom (as independence of habits, traditions, as individual freedom). These unliberals contrived an opinion that liberal is a finished individualist, trying to reticence and self-isolation. What can be said of this? Unconditionally, this opinion is false. Freedom of its very essence is open, has nothing in common with reticence and isolationism. Free society is an open society. A free person is an open person (for communication, mutual action, cooperation with others). It is difficult to imagine liberally tuned person as such a wolf, misantrop, staying aside of other people or living according to the principle ‘my hut is my castle, others I do not know’.
In the contest of individualism and collectivism liberalism takes the position of arbitrary tribunal. It stands against the extreme collectivism, pinching the individual freedom of man, being ignorant of or pinching the freedom of others (all-inclusive freedom).
The particularity of liberalism as a social phenomenon consists in that it stands not only for the freedom and not simply for freedom of all, but for a greater freedom, for progress in the matter of freedom. Therefore in the concrete situation liberalism may call for inacceptance and even abhorrence of the side of conservatives, of all those, who are fighting against freedom, greater independency. 
As far as progress in the subject-matter of freedom presupposes changes, liberal from beginning, according to the definition is tuned to reforming, reformulating of society, social structures towards a greater freedom.
Liberal may be also conservative, if a reached freedom, a reached level of freedom is threatened, changes are undertaken not in favor but in detriment of freedom. Liberal is not only the messenger, activist of freedom, but also its defender, protector. As a messenger, activist of freedom he is progressive, reformator, and even revolutioner. As conserver, defender of freedom he is conservative.
As far on the basis of ideology of liberalism lies the concept of freedom, it is just of the treatment of this concept in a significant degree that the understanding of the essence of liberalism is depending.
2. freedom 

From my point of view freedom is a category of possibility, representing in itself organic unity (mutual enabling) of random occurrence and necessity. – See below diagram of the category ‘possibility’:


PROBABILITY
NECES-     FREEDOM    СRANDOM 
SITY                                   OCCURRENCE
If random occurrence determines the manifold of possibilities, but necessity is their unityform, then freedom is the union of possibilities in their manifold or manifold of possibilities in thei union.

opposite views on freedom
In the history of philosophy may be observed two mutually exclusive views on the concept of freedom.
Some philosophers (for instance Spinoza, Holbach, Kant, Schelling, Hegel) approach the concept of freedom with the concept of necessity, they either deny the presence of the element of randomness in freedom or belittle its importance. This is the way in which B. Spinoza characterizes freedom: ‘Freedom is called such a thing which exists according to only for the necessity of own nature and is determined only by itself…’ From Spinoza we have the famous formula: ‘Freedom is the recognition of necessity’ (with him it sounds like this: ‘freedom is recognition ‘with some eternal necessity of oneself, God and things’ [Etica, part 42]. Hegel in his way, interpreted this thiw formula. Then in Marxism it was the basis of the concept of freedom.
Its extreme expression this view received with Holbach. ‘For man, he wrote, freedom is nothing else than necessity in itself’
. More aqccurately, Holbach considered that man cannot be in a genuine sense free, because he is subordinated under the action of laws and consequently belongs to the realm of inexorable necessity. The feeling of freedom, he wrote, is ‘illusion, which may be compared with the illusion of fly of tower, imagining, sitting on a pole of a heavy vehicle, that he is leading the movement of a world-wide engine, as a matter of fact this machine goes round ruled by man but not known by the fly.’
. 

Kant in the ’Critique of Pure Reason’ raised the antinomy: freedom is in man, no freedom exists. In the world of phenomena, according to Kant, the necessity rules, in the world of things themselves man is free. But what is such freedom according to Kant? question is asked by A.A. Guliga. And answers it in Kant’s manner: ‘This is obeyance of moral duty, that is, again some submission of man under necessity. The task is to choose the correct necessity’
. In the book dedicated to Kant, A.A. Guliga explains his position in the following manner: ‘Freedom from the point of view of ethics is not arbitrary. Not only logical construction, on which for given reason on equal rights work different actions. I want, I act that way, but work in a completely opposite way. Moral freedom of a personality consists of recognizing and fulfilling of duty. In front of himself and other people ‘the free will and will submitted under moral laws is one and the same.’’
.

The position of Schelling in many respects is similar to Kant’s. ‘Man is evil or good, writes A.A. Guliga, explaining the position of Schelling, not accidentally, his free will is predetermined. Judas gave Christ voluntarily, but he could not behave differently. Man behaves according to his character, but character is not chosen. You cannot avoid destiny! The dogm of free choice by Schelling is called ‘plague for moral’. Moral cannot appeace on such a shaky basis as personal will, as personal will or decision. The basis of moral is the recognition of the necessity of definite behavior. ‘On this I stand and cannot others’. In words of Luther recognizing himself as being carried by destiny, picture of moral consciousness. A genuine freedom consists in accordance of necessity. Freedom and necessity. Freedom and necessity exist in each other’
 In another place A.A. Guliga so explains the position of Schelling: ‘The process of creation is self restriction by God. (‘Master is shown in the skill to restrict oneself’, Schelling cites Goethe). Does this happen on free will by God? Does this mean that the world came to existence accidentally? No, it does not mean: the absolute will is presented by absolute necessity, of a choice at free expression of will cannot be any question. The problem of choice emerges where doubt exists, where the will is not clear, and consequently, not free. Who knows, what him is needed, works, is free’
 In the ’system of transcendental idealismi’ Schelling reasoned about movement of society to whole world citizenship regime, spoke of mutually intertwined free action of people with historical necessity (as then spoke also Hegel, and K. Marx with F. Engels): Man, although free in the relationship of his immediate acts, but results, to which they lead in the framework of scope, depends on necessity, standing on he actor and participating even in the unwrapping of the freedom itself’. A. Guliga comments: ‘We are acting completely freely, in full consciousness, but as a result in form of nonconsciousness emerges something that never was in our minds’. Hegel mentions a similar combination of ‘cleverness of mind’»
. In the book ’On the method of unversity education’ Schelling speaks of the meaning of necessity in history: ‘In history, as in drama, events flow by necessity from preceding and are not understood empirically, but thanks to higher order of things. Empirical reasons satisfy reason, for the reason history exists only then, when in it there are instruments and means of higher necessity.’ He also confirmed that in a complete government necessity is intertwined with freedom.
And this is the opinion of Hegel about freedom and necessity:
’… but genuine, spirit is concrete, and its definitions are both freedom and necessity. This way highest understanding consists of soul being free in its necessity and only in it finds its freedom, equally as in, on the opposite, its necessity is produced only in its freedom.  Only here is more difficult for us to assume unity, than in objects of nature. But freedom may be also abstract freedom without necessity; this false freedom is arbitrary, and it is just because of this contrary to itself, unconscious connection, empty opinion about freedom, formal freedom’
.

Other philosophers, on the contrary, put the concept of freedom against the concept necessity and thus approach it with the concept of randomness, arbitrariness.
American philosopher Herbert J. Muller writes, for instance: ‘Speaking simply, man is free to the extent that he may on his own will choose a business or withdraw from it, make his own decisions, answer ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to any question or call and, being led by his own reasoning decide about duty and worthy goal. He is not free as far as he is deprived of the possibility of following his propensities, but on the use of direct violence or of the fear of consequences is obliged to behave against his own wishes, at which these wishes do not play role, these wishes being him utile or harmful.’
.

A similar concept of freedom (according to the priciple of ’I do what I want’) we will find in the German philosophical dictionary
, and in ‘Short philosophic’
. Hegel in this connection justly remarked: ‘When we hear that freedom consists of the possibility to do whatever we want, we can accept such assumption as complete absence of reasoning culture’
.

And here a sharp remark from the collection of prison aforists: do what you want, but so that it does not deprive you this possibility in the future.
Very complicated, of course, is it to recognize the presence of freedom of both moments: randomness and necessity. the reasoning mind is fighting within the limits of ‘or’. In the Marxist philosophy, in spite of the fact that all considered themselves as dialectics, existed some randomness at the valuation and characteristics of freedom. This is what, for instance, I.V. Birko has written:
‘The existence of randomness… confirms one or the other of the leading representatives of American naturalism K.Lamont, gives birth to the freedom of choice, although also does not guarantee that it is really occurring.’ (C. Lamont. Freedom of Choice Affirmed. N.Y. 1967, p. 62). Depriving (or at least not exaggeratedly) freedom on randomness, Lamont in this basis completely in the spirit of materialism of 18th century puts the freedom against the determinism’
.

The presented quotation from the writings of K. Lamont does not contain that he ascribes it to I.V. Bychko. Included into it idea is completely justified. How this even is paradoxical, but freedom necessarily presupposes randomness, it is not possible without it. Already Aristotle remarked that denial of real existence of randomness brings with it denial of the possibility of choice in practical action, that it is absurd. The destruction of random occurrence, he wrote, brings with it stupid consequences… If the phenomena do not have randomness, then there is no reason to consult, nor act as if it were so, then this will happen, but if otherwise, then that’
.

Some of our philosophers literally ‘cycled’ with the formula ‘freedom is recognized necessity’. Among others Hegel himself, if we take all his statements about freedom, did not understand so simply this category. He essentially admitted that freedom includes both moments: randomness and inavoidability. So in Small logics (§ 145) he speaks of bare arbitrariness as will in form of randomness. On the other hand, he does not deny that genuinely free will includes in itself arbitrariness (will ‘includes in it random in form of arbitrary, but includes it only as a ‘taken’ moment’). In another place of Small logics (§182) he wrote that a ‘veritable and reasonable concept of freedom includes in itself the necessity as taken’. This way, to Hegel ascribed view that freedom is a recognized necessity is finally only half truth, which searches complicated and versatile presentation of the German thinker about freedom.
On A so called paradox of freedom
K. Popper describes this paradox in the following way: “The so-called paradox of freedom is the argument that freedom in the sense of absence of any constraining control must lead to very great restraint, since it makes the bully free to enslave the meek. The idea is, in a slightly different form, and with very different tendency, clearly expressed in Plato.”

In another place K. Popper writes: “This paradox (of freedom – L.B.) may be formulated in the following way: unrestrained freedom leads to its opposite, as far as without defense and restriction from the part of the law freedom unavoidably leads to the tyranny of strong over weak. This paradox in unclear form settled by Rousseau, was solved by Kant, who required that freedom of everybody be limited, but not beyond the frames which are necessary to provide even freedom to all’

As we see, K. Popper follows I. Kant in understanding the paradox of freedom. Between them already Hegel criticized the mentioned thesis of Kant. He wrote: ‘…there is nothing more widely spread than the conception that everybody must limit his freedom in relation to everybody else, that the government is the construction of this mutual restriction and laws the essence ot these limitations. In such conceptions, continues he the criticism, freedom is understood only as an accidental caprice and arbitrary rule’
 As a matter of fact, if freedom is understood only in a negative sense, as to what must be limited, it unavoidably approaches to caprice and arbitrary rule.
Just exactly this kind of understanding of freedom exists in the famous French legend. In it it is told about a lawcourt decision over a man, who having waved by hands, accidentally stroke nose of another person. The accused justified himself by saying that nobody can limit his freedom to wave with his own hands. The court decision in this respect sounded: the accused is guilty, because the freedom to wave hands of one person ends, where the nose of other person begins.
As far as this conception is spread, it may be assessed from the fact that N.U. Senkevich at the entry to the position of general director of the telecanal NTV announced on the press conference 20030125: ‘Personally I guarantee that there will be no limiting of the freedom of word on the NTV canal’. This is a populistic and utopistic announcement.
Freedom, any freedom is without limitations. Therefore from the very beginning insolvent and simply senseless is the question about limiting or not limiting the freedom. More correct is to pose the question about the quality and quantity of limiting, as they influence the freedom and in what relationship they are to directly opposite actions, allowing of different kinds. Because freedom of everybody of us not only is limited in the society but also allowed. In other words, not only mutual limitation of freedom, but also mutual allowance of freedom takes place. In this essential is the order of rights. In this is also the regulating role of the government. Above I also said: of the mutual restriction of freedom emanate manifold obligations of man; from the mutual allowance of freedom emanates a not less manifold of rights of man. Hegel, disputing with Kant, is against the conception of the illimitation of freedom (that it may be not limited). He justly proposes that there are limitations, internally inherent to freedom. Freedom without internal limitations is no freedom, but arbitrary rule.
And so, as a matter of fact, there is no paradox of freedom. because unlimited, absolute freedom does not exist (wilfulness, arbitrariness are no freedom; and even they have their limits). Real freedom is always limited from inside as well as from outside (from inside: internal necessity, circumstances; external: requirements and duty). And that what as a result of free elections in power may come tyran or dictator (as it was in 1933 in Germany), speaks only of the fact that freedom itself gives no absolute guarantee of self-defence. Freedom always involves a risk in itself, among others the extreme risk of destroying itself. Freedom is this possibility, but possibility may include in itself also denial.
(As to the absolute guarantee of something it may be said: it does not exist in principle! May it concern freedom, security, success, winning, long life etc.)
freedom as a possibility of choice

Rather widely spread is the conception about freedom as possibility to choose. Also this is completely justified. In this concept of freedom sharply may be seen the presence of both contrary moments: randomness and necessity. We shall scrutiny this in a concrete example. The choice of profession is in life an important problem for practically everybody. It contains two moments. The necessary moment is the person become of age, and must determine in the question of choice of the profession in order to realize himself, here there is no choice.
A random moment is the choice of just this and not some other profession, speciality depending on random circumstances (place, time etc.) or randomness of will.
Organic union of necessity and randomness in the choice of profession takes place, when this choice of profession is effectuated by vocation.
Furthermore, it is possible to see, that necessary moment of choice finds its expression in two categories: category of necessity and category of duty. (moral responsibility). Category of necessity expresses personally necessary moment of choice (a person needs, experiences persistent need into some kind of action or to some kind of object, which he may ‘obtain’ only by working). Category of duty (responsibility) is expressed in socially necessary moment of choice (a person is obliged to, must work, labor in order not to be good-for-nothing, dependant, parasite). And need, and duty are internally necessary for the person. Only need goes from biological mechanisms of regulation of behavior, but duty from social mechanisms.
(By the way on the freedom and responsibility. In the first place, not all questions of freedom and necessity must lead to the problem of mutual relationships of freedom and responsibility. The latter is only one of the expressions of necessity. Secondly, not in all cases of freedom is organically connected with responsibility, so to say, friends with it. There are such forms of responsibility, which make a person unfree. For instance, responsibility for crime and evil deed, responsibility of theft, serfdom, prisoner. This way, there is responsibility that denies freedom in one or another relationship.)
Choice of profession by vocation just unites both necessary moments: personally meaningful and socially meaningful.
To this necessary moments of choice correspond two random moments: subjective – randomness of desire and objective: randomness of circumstances, conditions, etc. (for instance, randomness of birth, confluence of conditions).
Under randomness of desire
 I understand a certain dose of arbitrariness, which always is present in endeavors and actions of man. For instance, a person has chosen profession by vocation – became musician. This is a free choice. And not less than that, at the definition of concrete type of musical presentation, and still more often, at the definition of the concrete place of work a person may be led by random, independent of profession, preconditions, particularly sympathetic or antipathetic towards the possible coworkers, workmates, bosses etc. These sympathies and antipathies may be completely random in relationship to the chosen activity.
In freedom as the possibility to choose sharply are distinguished subjective and objective moments.
From objective side the possibility of choice means that there is of which to choose. Objective possibilities of choice are rather versatile.
In olden times the freedom was counterpositioned to serfdom. Free was who was not slave is said in the Evangelium of St John (8, 33). Seemingly with this concept of freedom operates also Aristotle when he wrote: ‘free is considered the person who lives on his own, and not for others’
. It is curious, that almost in the same way characterizes freedom also Hegel: ‘freedom consists precisely of it that no absolutely other, but I depend on contents, which is myself’
.

And look what kind of ideas expressed a prisoner on life in freedom: ‘People in freedom and they do not understand what it means: go on the earth where and how it to yourself pleases, expecting commandments and not serving according to them.
People in freedom do not appreciate still another great privilege – right to choose, which is completely deprived from a slave, prisoner; from the dictionary of free people the word ‘or’, their actions are not subjected to other people nor to bad will’
. A person goes from prison to freedom. This means, that in front of him a mass of possibilities to live normally, in a human manner, is opened. Usually in front of a person are open broad possibilities to realize himself, to act according to his wishes and needs.
The ability to choose
From the subjective side the possibility to choose means ability to choose. A person, in spite of huge possibilities, which he has may turn out unable to choose. This happens either by ignorance, or by weakness of senses, will, or as a consequence of the lack of skill.
People possess different degrees and different kinds of abilities to choose. Probably, general ability to choose is expressed in the concept of ‘independence’. The greater the ability ot choose (quantitatively and qualitatively) a person has, the more he is independent (other conditions remaining unchanged).
The ability to choose is possessed not only by people, but also by animals and in general living organisms. True, for the simplest living organisms, monocellulars, this ability is minimal. They may only perform choice  between food and no food. According to the measure of complication and development of organisms their ability to choose grows. The simplest organisms and plants
, for instance cannot choose the environment of living, but animals can do it. Animals maintain, as a rule, active search of favorable environment.
Unable to choose are inorganic bodies (christal, stones, planets etc.). This is understandable. They do not have any activity. Their ‘behavior’ completely is determined either by necessity (for example, movement around sun), or randomness (for example, movement of dust in the air), or probability – a middle position between necessity and randomness.
The ability to choose is determined higher as a subjective moment of freedom. In its turn it is divided in two moments: conscious and voluntary (naturally, we mean human ability to choose).
Conscious moment of the ability to choose means that a person is able to reason, ‘weigh’, calculate before he takes the decision about some alternative of action, that is, he is able to act ‘knowing the matter’. Here is valid the rule: ‘seven times measure, once cut’. Leibnitz has written: ‘already Aristotle successfully noticed that free action we are calling not only those which are spontaneous, but also additionally are reasoned.’
. Leibnitz had in mind that place in ’Nikomachean ethics’ where Aristotle detailedly treats the question of what such conscious choice is. Compare the German proverb: "Wer die Wahl hat, hat die Qual (Who chooses, also has the headache). It is a right context to quote also the famous word of the Evangelium of John (8:32): ‘and you will know the truth, and the truth will make you free’ (I also have a similar saying: ‘the more objective view of a person on things, the more independent he is from them’). Of course, these sayings are unilateral, but they sharpen the idea and this way compel thinking.
Interesting is the reasoning of V.E. Shlapentoh about the connection of freedom and knowledge (information): ‘Freedom to act and possibility to take decision appear only then when there is a possibility to choose among different alternatives of behavior’. In this the concept of ‘freedom’ in principle can be quantified: freedom the ‘more’, the more there is alternatives to choose… Knowledge of different alternatives of behavior is a necessary condition of the existence of ‘freedom’ for individual and for group. In the opposite case takes place the ‘freedom in itself’. In fact, the more information the student has of the existing professions, client of the existing goods etc, the higher degree of freedom in their action have. Of this such a connection of the concept of freedom with the category of information: although apparent that the information is necessary, but by no means sufficient condition of freedom. If an individual is exactly informed that in all movie theatres of the town is shown only one movie, the freedom of choise is not increased because of this information’
.

Volitional moment of ability to choose means that a person is able to make decision on some alternative of action inspite of insufficient information, experience or time for reasoning. The ability to volitional choice, decision allows also to avoid situations of Buridan donkey. In philosophic parables called Buridan, a donkey died being not able to decide of which of two heystacks it shoud eat. It could not solve the task of preferring one of two even possibilities.
In real life people have conscious and volitional moments of ability to choose not always equally expressed or developed. Some people may have a better expressed conscious moment of ability to choose. They reason well and much, ‘measure’, calculate, but sometimes are not able to decide in the final choice or clothe teir choice, decision in cautious, not always clear, strict formulations. Some people may have more expressive volitional moment of ability to choose. Careful reasoning, weighing they clearly prefer volitional approach, set hopes on happy chance and even on ‘maybe’.
On the basis of volitional, voluntary decisions lies the randomness of choice, when the cup of ‘will effort’ clearly weighs more than the reasoning, ‘measuring’. Reasoning and ‘measuring’ are bzsed on cognition and taking into account of all aspects of reality and possibility, that is, not only randomness, nonorderliness, but also necessity, regularity, orderliness. A person making volitional decision, consciously on unconsciously, absolutizes the moment of randomness, nonorderliness and underestimates the moment of necessity, regularity. Just here is the connection of philosophy of voluntarism with irrationalism. In knowing the essential role plays the search and opening of regularities that circumstances are managing. Irrationalism is the enemy of that kind of knowledge. Here voluntarism and irrationalism meet. They both are absolutizing one ability of thinking, intuition, and underestimate or deny the other, directly opposite ability of thinking, logics, reasoning. This latter ability to a greater extent than the former, is oriented to thinking and recognizing of the objective necessity, regularity, orderliness. Intuition is instead mainly oriented to taking into account and using objective randomness, nonorderliness of the reality.
This is what B.A. Abchuk writes about the importance of balanced approach to conscious and volitional aspects of free choice:
‘In the schema of leading the treatment of information is combined with choosing of certain operation model. This choice of model of action on the basis of treatment of information is also decision making. The decision is the basis of management, its heart beat…
Making decision, the modern pilot, engineer, economist aside of quantitative results of calculations must also take into account a great quantity of circumstances and considerations of quanlitative character, not giving an unambiguous answer. And, as a rule, the result is that in similar conditions it may work this, but maybe also that way. But life compels to do something, go to a completely defined, one only decision. There you may not avoid it without choice, which requires in addition to skill of calculation still also volitional qualities.
… Jean Buridan invented an amusing parable about donkey, which died of hunger, because it could not decide between two similar stacks of hay, laid by its master. The trist history of Buridan donkey is the best illustration of what may happen, if at the decision to be made, the will is absent. In this light it becomes understandable on the fist glance the aphorism ‘Bettr one bad decision than two good’…
Necssity and importance of volitional beginning of decision are obvious. But a ‘will’ tuned manager beware of another kind of danger, no less terrible, than that which killed the poor donkey, the danger of making decision on the basis of the volitional act, of depriving his choice on solid reasonableness. A similar action has even special scientific name – ‘voluntarism’… 
So, in the word ‘decided’, side by side with the academic ‘seems possible’ must be heard also metallically sounding note ‘so be it’. All that matters is the just proportion of ‘academic’ and ‘metallic’. What should be this important mutual relationship? Half and half? One to two?...
Answer to this question you will not find in one text book – for each decision the proportion must be its own. Nevertheless, a certain general regularity may be explained by ‘seven times measure, once cut’ (7:1), not vice versa. For the beginning of the calculation, ‘measure’, there is an obvious preference. So, however, we will act with you, respected reader, when life compels us to decide. We will try to keep the indomitable desire to ‘cut’ at once, without any calculations, going from the so-called common sense or decide simply ‘on a glance’.
Volitional action presupposes preliminary cognition of the aim and means of action, mental discussion of the grounds, saying ‘pro’ and ‘contra’ for its fulfilling.
The decision is not a proof of mathematical theorem or getting an answer of mathematical problem, because here is no volitional element, the answer is unambiguous, in this sense an expression ‘solving an arithmetic problem’ is not exact). On the other hand, decision is not either a purely volitional act: volitiona effort completes the grounded choice, calculation. 
As a rule, the decision presupposes choice with participation of will of one of some possible alternatives of action’
.

formula of freedom
According to definition freedom is a mutual enabling of randomness and necessity. It can be presented with a formula:
F1 = ( N - [ F - N ) - F ]
where 
(N-F-N) is the enabling of necessity by randomness;
[F-N-F] is the enabling of randomness by freedom;
F1 is freedom of first degree (not to be confused with ‘degrees of freedom’, used in mechanics, physics and some other sciences!)
Freedom of 1st degree being the simplest living organisms (monocellular), enabling the independent existence.
According to the measure of complication and perfection of living organisms, in width and in depth, becomes the freedom of their behavior more complicated, that is, increases their freedom. (In empirical level it is expressed particularly in the increase of the degrees of freedom
. The most complicated and perfect organism is the human organism, having 600 muscles and at least 250 degrees of freedom!). On the categorially logical level the increase of the degree of freedom is expressed in the deepening of mutual enabling of necessity and randomness. This deepening may be presented with jumps or stairs. To the freedom of 1st , 2nd , 3rd etc. degrees correspond different discrete levels of mutual enabling. Below see diagram of ‘Levels (depth) of mutually enabling necessity and randomness’. The higher the degree of freedom, the deeper layers of necessity and randomness it ‘conquers’ as a result of mutual enabling of these counterpositioned phenomena.
Freedom in human society carries rather complicated character. Of what degree it is, is difficult to say. Research is needed.
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	If led by the most general considerations, then we may assume, that man possesses a freedom of no less than 7th degree or still higher. As a matter of fact, if we assume that the simplest living organisms (monocellulars) possess freedom of 1st degree, polycellular plant organisms freedom of 2nd degree, animals freedom of 3th-6th (invertebrate, vertebrate cold-blooded, vertebrate warm-blooded carrying eggs, milk-feeding or live birth), then man 


must possess no less than 7th degrees.
This way, the birth of living nature and human society may be imagined as a progression in the matter of freedom, that is, as a consequent emergence from freedom of first degree to freedom of second, higher degrees.
How to understand mutual enabling of necessity and randomness? We will try to make it clear with close to us examples, that is, with examples taken of the life of man. We must only take into account that these enabling do not become as unambiguous as on the level of 1st degree. Because, if in the last case the mutual enabling of necessity and randomness appear as if spontaneous (either [N-F-N] or [F-N-F]), then in the framework of freedom owned by man this mutual enabling becomes not nonenabling, but multipliedly enabling, as if mutually enabling in cubic or in fourth or fifth degree.
Therefore in connection with great complication the mutual enabling of necessity and randomness in human society I intentionally shall present it in a simplified scheme [NFN] or [FNF].
We shall scrutinize the first alternative: [FNF] enabling of randomness by necessity. We shall take the following example: In science is known a so called random discovery, when researchworker investigated something, but found something completely different. This history of discovery is the appearance of radioactivity by Henri Becquerel. Although this discovery is accidental, it would not have happened if it would not have been enabled by the necessity, and precisely by all knowledge, logics of thinking and direction of interest of the French scientist. Just before this discovery x-ray radiation was discovered. Henri Becquerel all time thought about this discovery, as the biographies, and this ‘thinking’ formed a special atmosphere for discoveries. At the background of ‘thinking’ also was done the discovery of radioactive radiation of uranium salts. This is how Eve Curie describes this discovery:
’After discovery by Röntgen of X-rays Henri Poincaré decided to research, whether similar to X-rays of Röntgen were also the rays, which emerge from fluorescent particles under influence of light. Inspired by such task also Henri Becquerel researched uranium. But instead of the expected phenomenon he revealed another, completely perfect and unexplained: the salts of uranium independently, without preliminary influence on them of light emitted rays of unknown origin. Including uranium substance placed on photographic film turned to black paper, had an effect on firm also through the paper. X-rays and ‘uranium’ rays discharged the electroscope, transforming the surrounding air to conductor.
Henri Becquerel was convinced that these properties did not depend on transitional radiation, but constantly appeared and then when they contained uranium substance maintained long time in darkness. He discovered the same phenomenon, which later got from Marie Curie the name of ‘radioactivity’’
.

Similar discoveries, even most accidental, do not come out as a matter of fact purely accidentally. They always are enabled by one or another necessary moments. Accident helps only a trained mind, said Louis Pasteur. Or: accident smiles to them who understands to use it
.

We shall now examine the second alternative: [NFN], enabling of necessity by randomness. As the example we shall take the situation of the choice of profession. From the very beginning is given as the necessary condition of the grown-up life to work, labor, choose that or other profession. This inavoidability of the choice is made possible by accidental preconditions or circumstances. The same may be said about the choice of lover, intended husband. He from the beginning set as necessary condition of the grown-up life. On the other hand, this choice appears as choice conditioned by a multitude of random occurrences. In matters of love a big role plays His Excellency the Accident and not only in the negative sense, but also in positive. Accident is a kind of midwife, helping the birth of love. Such role accident plays also in art. This is what wrote for instance Alexander Green: ‘Irreproachable purity exists of characteristic movements, which can completely be pictured in lines or in drawings. This is the thing also in life, that gives the beginning to art. A genuine case is hammered in impeccable simplicity of naturally true sound, which we expect on each pace by all heart, always full of enchantment. So some, but so fully sounds then the impression’ (‘Krysolov’)

From the point of view of analysis of the problem of enabling it is interesting is this form of behavior: the hint or allusion. In this form of behavior consciously is used element of randomness. Hint may be understood, but may also not be understood. Correspondingly it may stay without answer. He who makes hint, would like that it is understood by other or others. But on the other hand he allows that the hint may not be understood and consequently that what he wants may not occur. For instance a girl hints to a boy about her feelings and desires. On the basis of this her behavior lies a need, that is, necessity. But by the form of her behavior carries the character of play, one of the phenomena, which is ment by hint, specially constructed accident.
dependence and independence

Above I have speaken about the emergence of living nature and human society as a consequent ascent of freedom of one degree to that of two degrees, and further to higher degrees. But progress in the matter of freedom may be imagined also as movement from dependence to independence, from greater dependence to smaller dependence. Man as living creature in the matter of freedom is unconditionally more independent from surrounding environment than animals. Modern man is more independent of it than original people. Exiting to outer space and conquering it he started even to overcome the gravitation of earth (By the way, the exit to outer space is a fact by which man solved the problem superior to all others, what living nature could do on Earth).
Dependence and independence are still two dialectic mutually opposite sides of freedom.
So, a child at early age is maximally dependent of parents. In mature age man is minimally dependent and correspondingly maximally independent of parents.
Dependence may not be unambiguously connected with necessity, and necessity not with randomness. The dependence of child of his parents contains in itself as an element necessity (of forming favorable conditions for life and development), so also element of randomness (for instance, dependensce of caprices, errors, carelessness of parents, their ignorance and lack of skill). Or another example. Man is by thousands of fibres connected to society, in full sense of the word ‘lives in the society’. And dependence of man of the society is not only his dependence of manyfaced social necessity in moral, juridical, economic, political sense, but also dependence of random occurrences of social changes, conflicts, shocks, of random occurrences of birth, and education in the given society at the given historical epoch.
So also the independence may be consequence not only of subjective or objective random occurrence, but also of subjective or objective necessity. Even that exit of man into the outer space, overcoming the gravitation of the Earth is a result of many factors, among others such as logics of scientific and technical progress. Or the behavior of man in circumstances exceptionally dangerous for him. Such subjective necessity as thirst of life is here always at service.
The mutual relationship dependence-independence expresses degree of freedom (and, correspondingly, of nonfreedom) of subject in relation to another, to object.
Man, as long as living, is always free, is a free creature. He is originally in possession of a minimum amount of freedom simply as a living creature. But at the same time in man is hidden an effort to a greater freedom, an unrestricted effort, at that. From this emanate all the problems.
When we speak of nonfreedom, slavery, serfdom, then it is not necessary to understand it in the sense of complete absence of freedom. Even in the most shameful circumstances man possesses a minimum of freedom, above all, ability to choose. This exactly allows him to struggle for liberation, for widening of freedom.
*  *  *

As we see, the concept of freedom is always complicated, manifold; of one side, exceptionally wide, but of another, completely concrete. Correspondingly also liberalism is rather complicated, historically developing stream of social thinking. What is seen as liberalism, its partisans or opponents are sometimes rather far of its real meaning. One must constantly check the subjective view on liberalism with a natural concept of freedom and be ready to correct this view.
Unconditionally, liberalism, once born, develops according to how its framework of social and other freedom widens, how people resolve the tasks of progress of the matter of freedom.
VIII. critics of the ideas of socialism and communism
Below material, written basically already during the Soviet era. In it is included an absent answer to all supporters of the idea of socialism and communism, confirming that the theory is good, but the executors were bad. I am, contrarily, convinced that the executors, above all V.I. Lenin and his companions, were outstanding people. They had enough power and time (1/6 of the Earth dry surface and 73 years), in order to apply their theory to life. In addition to that it must not be forgotten that this social experiment was repeated in various alternatives in a whole dozen of countries on almost all continents. And everywhere one and the same  result: bankruptcy of socialism and communism.
Unfortunately the presented material did not lose its actuality. A highly ranked official said in a tv-program word for word as follows: ‘communist idea is the most promising, most human… it however will be brought to reality… maybe after 200, maybe 300 years… ‘ ‘They were mistaken, messed many things, did not build that socialism, of which the classics wrote, but a barrack socialism…’ How often one must hear such statements! Did not the life teach anything to these stubborn?!
To criticise the ideas of socialism and communism is not simple. The authors and supporters of these ideas use as starting points good intentions: help to humanity, getting rid of ulcers of life. It would seem that reprehensible, antihuman  things would be in good intentions? Yes, of course, as such the good intentions are a good thing, and they can be condemned only a bad person. In real life, however, good intentions and aims always are combined by some means. And just here often arise situations of bear services: motives, intentions, aims of activity are good, but results, consequences bad, harmful. Not at all accidentally there is a proverb: ‘the road to hell is paved with good intentions’. So it is, how many supporters of the socialist and communist ideas did not fall in love with humanity, how many did not work for the good of humanity, they unavoidably are getting directly opposite to what they were wishing. Of what is here the question? The question is that the ideas of socialism and communism, however widely they were interpreted, initially contain in themselves the concept of means, application of which leads to a result directly opposite to what was the goal. This concept of means is based on a certain concept of man and society. In the idea of socialism the basic concept is the concept of society (‘socialism’ is derived from the latin word ‘socialis’, ‘socium’. In the idea of communism the basis is the concept of common (‘communism’ is derived from the latin word ‘communis’). So in the idea of socialism the stress falls on the society and all social (social interests, social property, social relationships, social structure) and, on the contrary, the start is on the other level, individual person, individual, personality. In the idea of communism the stress falls on common ( common interests, common responsibility, common, combined, collective work etc.).
Completely obvious is the connection between the ideas of socialism and communism. These are sister-ideas or even twin-ideas. In one and the other case the stress falls on the overpersonal, overindividual, be-it society, collective, class, social group or common: common interests, common property, common work, common business. This transfer of stress (from personal, individual to overpersonal, overindividual) is not so inoffensive, as it may seem at first glance or an innocent intellect. In the case of consequent realization of ideas of socialism (not to speak of the ideas of communism) it lead to three undesirable consequences:
1. To the absolutization of social whole, group, overindividual, and undervaluation of human personality, individuality. This absolutization is expressed particularly in the famous moral requirement of putting social interests above personal or worse still, submitting the individual interests to the social. It is also expressed in the valuation of collectivism as absolutely positive moral value, but individualism as absolutely negative value; also in the positive valuation of altruism, self-sacrifice, selflessness and condemnation of egoism. This absolutization leads finally to antihumanism (in the ‘Optimistic tragedy’ V. Vishinevky captain of a ship does a rhetoric question: ‘it a man woth attention, when mankind is in question?! This way he sarcastically evaluates the thinking and behavior of communists and Bolsheviks). 
2. To the absolutization of social in the man and underestimation of natural, living, biologicall beginning in him (particularly undervaluation of physical side of life: material commodities, physical development, physical love, physical culture). From this there is just a small step aside to semiascetic, Spartan existence, Puritanism, hypocrisy.
3. To the revaluation of the meaning of social relationships, social order, social structure in life and destiny of separate people; belief in decisive meaning of social reformism for improvement of life of people; belief in almighty of social ideas, that is, ideas that are directed to reorganization, reconstruction of society.
*  *  *

Socialism in one or another way is connected to overvaluation of the meaning of circumstances in the life of people and, correspondingly, undervaluation of the influence of people on circumstances. It is shown in this statement of K. Marx: ‘If the character of a person is formed by circumstances, then the circumstances must be made human’.
(Relative to the first part of the statement may be remarked that K. Marx, unfortunately, was not alone, in this kind of evaluation of man. In his time this was almost predominant conviction. It is enough to refer to I.G. Pestalozzi, famous pedagog, founder of the theory of elementary education. The latter confirmed: ‘Man is made by circumstances’. Nowadays we know that it is not that simple. The influence of circumstances, undoubtedly, takes place. But also man has no less influence to environmental conditions. More than that, often he influences despite those or other environmental conditions).
Socialism belittles or even ignores the well-known principle of life ‘man, help yourself’. This principle was earlier considered as the antithesis of waiting help from god (“бог-помощь”, “спаси бог”[God help, God save]). Socialists in stead of god put the society. The mentioned principle of life starts from the obvious premise that man is personality, subject, that he is an active being, that just he in the end is responsible of his life, activity and nobody else: not mother, not father, not educator, not boss, not collective, or society. Of course, completely the responsibility is not taken of others. But all the basic part of responsibility lies on individual person. He, personality, subject, of whom the activity begins. Maturity, adultness of man is determined by to what extent he independent and responsible. ‘Independence of man is the password of his greatness’, declared A.S. Pushkin.
For socialists the belief in reasonably organized society is characteristic, in other words, belief in organization, in almighty of organizations. They in fact turned out to be in situation of the heroes of ‘Quartett’, a tale of Krylov. They thought that it is enough to reconstruct, reorganize the society, change the social structure, and everything will be in order, all people become good and will live well. In reality with the changes of social structure people do not automatically become better and their life neither. With what wonderful selfdeceit were convinced the Bolsheviks, expressed in the well-known statement of V.I. Lenin: ‘give us the organization of the revolutioners, and we turn Russia upside down!’
 Yes, Russia they turned upside down. But as Topsy-Turvy it turned back on legs! And this is understandable. With a mere reorganization nothing is obtained.
In order to improve his life, man must influence in all directions: both on the level of developing interhuman relationships, and on the level of harmonization of his relationships with nature, and on the level of work on him, self-education. The latter, by the way, communists and socialists of all colors always underestimated or even ignored. For them man was not so much subject of action than object of influence, manipulation.
From the absolutization of social relatioships emanates the predominantly negative valuation of private property. Encyclopedic in this respect is the statement of R. Owen: ‘Private property alienates human minds one from others, serves as constant reason for the emergence of hostility in the society, a continuous source of treason and fraud among people… It served as the cause of wars in all previous epochs know to us history of mankind and prompted to murders’
 As a matter of fact, all mortal sins of mankind socialists and communists are ready to ascribe to private property, that is, again the known social relationship. And here is sharply visible the overvaluation of the meaning of social relationship in the lives of people. As if the incompleteness and faults of people, their hostility and rivalry disappeared on its own, if one of the social relationships is destroyed, the private property. K. Marx and F. Engels, by the way, so also said: ‘communists can express their theory with one sentence: destruction of private property’ (see Manifest of the Communist party). Still in our time the member of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Soviet Union E.K. Ligatshev in the speech on the last session of the Communist Party of Soviet Union (1990) repeated old arguments of socialists: ‘social property unites, and private property separates interests of people and undoubtedly socially divides into layers the society.’
It is clear, however, that the variety of interests of people, their vices and hostility are caused not only and not as much by the system of private property. Evidence of this is the practice of every day life in the conditions of socialism, which destroyed this system. Absence of private property by far does not save mankind of international disorder and hostility, does not save individual persons of various vices. Causes of human disagreements and hostilities are much deeper, they are rooted in the biological nature of man, in manifold conditions of his life. If taken just one biological characteristic of man, we know that people originally, genetically are rather different and even contrary to each other. Their different individualities lead to different interests. But difference of interests causes collisions between people, their struggling among others.
Efforts to eradicate collision, conflicts, confrontation, struggle between people are in advance doomed to failure. They are utopistic in their essence. The most that can be obtained by humanly oriented politics, is that collisions and struggle betseen people would gain civilized forms, that is, such forms, by which the human dignity would not be humiliated, man would not be destroyed.
Fortunately, people already long ago have found such forms. This is the struggle on elections, in parliaments, this is economic concurrence etc. Important is that the forms mentioned completely exclude from the human relations uncivilized, antihuman forms of confrontation.
Very well said in his time A.I. Herzen: 
’Wilfulness and law, person and society and their unended struggle with innumerous complications and variations consists all the epopee and all the drama of history. Person who only can reasonably become free from the society, revolts agasins it. Society not existing without people, pacifies the revolting personality. 

Person sets a goal for himself.

Society for itself.
This kind of antinomies (for us it was necessary often to speak of them) constist the poles of all living; they are inallowable because, just their solution is the indifference of death, balance of peace, but life is only movement. With a full victory of person or society history would finish with predatory people or a peacefully grazing herd’

mechanical totalitarianism

Mechanical totalitarianism is a conception of society as some kind of engine, mechanism. Man in such a society is in the system of tightly determined unambiguous relationships and is considered, essentially, as a small screw of social mechanism.
V.I. Lenin and his followers, the communist leaders imagined the social structures in the manner of engine-mechanism, completely in the spirit of mechanical totalitarianism.
So also with the program of production the ‘Immediate tasks of Soviet regime’ (191803) V.I. Lenin straight forward compared the national economy to the mechanism of a clock. He wrote: ‘Not railways, nor transport, nor big machines, and enterprises in general can work correct, if there is no unity of will, combining the whole present number of workers in one economic organism, which is working with the exactness of the mechanism of a clock. Socialism was given birth by a huge machine industry. And if the working masses, introducing the socialism, do not understand to construct their institutions in the way in which works a huge industrial machine, then there can be no word of the introduction of socialism.’ (p. 105).
During ten years this writing og Lenin was studied by the students of colleges and technical institutes, millions and millions of people, practically all representatives of intellectual workers, of leading, scientific, engineering, artistic intelligence.
Correspondingly many leaders, scientists and cultural activists were loaded with the ideology of mechanical totalitarianism.
In the leadersip of the country there was the dominance of engineering personnel, which still is the case.
Fraseology of leaders on all levels was satiated with mechanisms, words and expressions of the language of mechanics. Trade unions and komosomol, their youth organizations were completely officially considered as the driving belts of the party. This phraseology intruded also to songs. In the aviation march ‘We are born in order to make a fairy take out of the past’ were such words as: ‘ instead of a heart, there is a fiery engine!’ Stalin in his famous speech at a reception in Kremlin in honour of the Victory Parade did not be ashamed to mention simple people as ‘screws’, ‘which keep in activity our great government mechanism on all branches of science, economy and war machine’. The name itself of ‘Stalin’ is rather symbolic. In it there is a steel idea. It is not accidental that the man with this name became the successor of Lenin and managed the country 30 years.
The whole social structure, particularly at the Lenin’s and Stalin’s time carried half-warlike character. But we know, that the war organization is in significant extent machinelike.
IX. negative of life: anticulture and antiphilosophy
anticulture
anticulture is a disease of civilization
During the last 80-100 years with luxurious blossom ‘flourished’ anticulture
. Initially it stroke the West, but after well-known proceedings of 1987-1991 (when ideologic barriers were burned and the iron curtain fell down) actively is applied in our Russian reality features of anticulture
:

1) constant orientation to the theme of death, necrophilia: thrillers, action movies etc., informative necrophilia in means of mass information. 
2) information and propaganda of anomaly in different forms: absurd theatre; philosophy of absurdism; psychedelic philosophy; narcotic anticulture; romantization of criminal [when antihero and criminal are described as heroes], overmeasured attention to deviations in sexual behavior [sadism, masochism, homosexualism], predilection to description of psychopatology, unhealthy phenomenons of human psyche, spiritual pain.
3) nihilism in relation to old culture; break with it or efforts to ‘modernize’ it, with one word, destruction of the balance between tradition and modernization in favor of the latter, modernization for the sake of modernization, contest to stronger astonish with ones own modernization, strike timagination of the watcher, reader, listener.
4) militant irrationalism: from postmodern experiments and challenges to eulogy of mysticism. 
Unfortunately, activists of culture ever more turn to their opposite: activists of anticulture.
For the first, instead of ’good feelings’, ‘wake with lyra’ (A.S. Pushkin), ‘sow reason, good, eternal’ (N.A. Nekrasov), they let go on all heavy: in creation of paintings and scenes, demonstration of violence, murder, criminal behavior in general, roughness, rudeness, cynism, all kinds of grimacing, sneering.
Secondly, beauty, excellency in modern activists of culture is not in mode: the more monstruous, deformed the presentation, the better (examples: ‘life with idiot’ by Victor Erofeev, ‘Swane lake’ in presentation of Maurice Bejar, "The Possessed" by Dostoevsky in TV presentation)

Thirdly, thruth is not greeted. A characteristic example: in the television advertisement (telechannel ORT 19990115-1230) it sounded: ‘Real facts are less interessant thatn fantasy and delusion’. This advertisement was emitted several timesin television. Think only, what it inspires to people: world is illusion, irreal world is more interesting than real life?! Yes, welcome daydreaming, munchhausenism, castañedaism, all kinds of datura, spiritual and material! – This is almost direct call to foolishness, to exit of real life, right away to narcotic hallucination. 
With one word, good, beautiful, truth fundamental human values, on which the life is based, the activists of anticulture almost do not interest at all, and if they are interested, then only of the wrapping of it, anomaly (deviation or pathology).
Anticulture is an exaggerated development of certain shadov sides of culture, cancer swelling on its body. The danger of anticulture is not only in its direct influence of on conscience and behavior of people. It makes mimics and masking on culture. People often let themselves be deceited, caught by the angles of anticulture, taking it as culture, as the achievements of culture. Anticulture is the sickness of modern society. It disturbs culture, destroys human in man, the man himself as such. It is more awful than atom bomb, any Usama ben Laden, because it strikes man from inside, his soul, conciousness, body.
Russian philospher V.S. Solovev wrote: ‘What is such culture, as a matter? It is all, decidedly all, produced by mankind. There The World Conference of Hague, but it is also the suffocating gases; it is the Red Cross, but it is also throwing of hot liquid on each other, it is the Symbol of Faith, but also Heckel with ‘World Riddles’. Unfortunately, this view of V.S. Solovev on culture is divided by many, understand under it anything amorfic and boundless, include in it things, incompatible with normal humanity. I decidedly disagree with this kind of concept of culture. To me closer are such statements of philosophers: ‘Culture is conglomerates of collected valuales’ (G Fedotov); ‘Culture is the environment, growing and nurturing personality’ (P. Florensky). Or this statement of L.N. Tolstoy: ‘… we have right to name science and art only such activity, which has this aim and will reach it (good of society and all humanity). If only not called themselves scientists, those who devise theories of criminal, governmental and international right, inventing new guns and explosives, and artists creating obscene operas and operettes or similar obscene novels, we have no right to call all this activity science and art, because this activity does not have as aim the good of society or humanity, but, on the contrary, is oriented to the evil of people’
. (-From the notebooks of L.N. Tolstoy).

To culture is related only that which serves to conserving, development and progress of life. More accurately, culture is the totality of knowledge and skill, oriented to self-preserving, reproduction, completion of man
 and embodied partly in norms of life (habits, traditions, canons, standarts or language, education etc.), partly in objects of material and spiritual culture. All that goes outside the framework of this knowledge and skill, which destroys man or prevents his development, does not have relationship to human culture and serves only one god, the god of anticulture.
propaganda of anomaly in modern society

When you finally understand that normality is not a virtue, but a lack of courage
From American motion picture «Practical magics»

Modern society, its atmosphere as a whole is loaded with bacilluses of anomal (amoral, criminal conscience). Motion pictures and television are overfilled with scenes of violence, murder, all kinds of horror films, monsters, shows of catastrofs, death of people. Criminals and killers often are shown as heroes. Demonstrative examples: often shown on television our movie ‘Genius’ where main role is played by famous film actor Alexander Abdulov; or the recent serial ‘Brigade’. 
Evgeni Petrosjan 20030630 in TV program ‘Laughing panorama’ (ORT, 1820) connected to TV series ‘Brigade’ sadly remarked: ‘earlier boy watched ‘Heavenly slowmover’ and said: I will be flyer, now he watches ‘Brigade’ and says what? – I want to be a ganster’
. The main role in TV series is played by the famous actor Bezrukov. In the interview (in film, shown on TV channel «Московия» 20030921-0940 morning he justifies this TV serial, declares even stupid those who do not understand the positive meaning of the TV serial. What is the subject matter of ‘Brigade’? It is that the main hero is a ganster, who comes out victoriously with his comrades from all skirmishes with police forces. The serial ends with this leader of criminal group is set as candidate for the Government Parliament of Russian Federation and wins the election. This TV serial has already imitators. A certain Vitaly Diomotshko sets in Ussuria in Far East TV series ‘Spets’. This V. Diomotshko only five years ago was released free. Until that time he sat in prison. As he spoke of himself, he was in the starting nest of organized criminal communities, gang. And so this ex-gangster set and directs TV-serial in many respects as his autobiography. He is also the producer, and main director, and plays the main role in the serial. The majority of roles are played by his ‘brothers’. As Milice or victim none of these brothers wanted to play; he was obliged to call to the roles of Milice officers and victims actors of the local theatres. The first series of TV-serial «Спец» (Spets) was shown in the local television (200309). Spectators liked the first series and wanted to see the continuation. Here is an example of a ‘successful’ gangster, who dared even not only come on a list of candidates to Governement Duma, but also create a TV-serial of his own life, that is, immortalize himself. He himself spoke of this. The whole outlook of this ‘producer’ speaks of how he does not a bit repent for his doings and continues his gangsterism (by the way, he himself in the interview rather transparently hinted to this saying that having occupied with legal producer business, leaves possibly all his earlier business). Not accidentally he condempting stated about law-enforcement organs that they are not capable of putting down organized criminality.
We observe endless tasting of details of violence, murdering, raw and cruel addressing of people. Language and behavior of literature, motion pictures, as a rule, are deprived of normal humanity, delicate tact. Continuous boorishness, rude addressing, rude street language of mat level. All this children, youth, youngsters are seeing, absorb to themselves as sponge, load themselves of this negative energy, begin to imitate. Them it begins to seem that all this is possible in the society, allowed, accepted. Negative energy of criminal consiousness, is spilling in the modern culture, in motion pictures, books, media of mass information, is absorbed in the still weak minds of young people.
Yes, what to say about young people?! And adults, mature  people in times don not tolerate this pressure of criminalized culture. In 200110 on the canal of NTV was shown the subject with the capture of serial murder, first aid doctor Maxim Sergeev from Sant Peterburg. Already in the age of thirty years this great lover of detective stories (as he said himself in one of the questionings) started on the road of criminal road, first with robbery, then also murders. On his conscience 10 murders! When in literature, in motion pictures, on television, there are endless action films, detective stories, this inevitably leads to criminalization of the society, to people willing not willing being oriented with these poisonous vapors of criminal conscience.
(I come to remember one motive from the film of Michail Fromm ‘Usual fascism’. On a preelection meeting in a small Italian town was expected that Mussolini would come, the leader of newly founded fascist party. The inhabitants of the small town did not know him. Some days before the arrival of Mussolini the square of the small town was glued full of placats with his picture and characteristic fascist greeting. When Mussolini appeared on the meeting and raised his hand into the faxcist greeting, then all gathered inhabitants of the town unanimously raised their hands to this characteristic greeting… This is the power of manifold demonstrations of one and the same in the press, motion pictures, mass media.)
Countless scenes with the demonstration of criminal conduct lead only to increase of criminality, educate and spread ever newer and newer criminals.
Here some fresh examples. Filmdirector Aleksei German was beaten together with son in the house of creation ‘Repino’ (200112). Writer and satirist M. Zhvanetsky exposed to criminal attack with the aim of robbing: he was beaten and his recently bought Jeep was taken. It had cost him several tens of thousand dollars (200201). Asassinated at his fron door the director oif the Institute of Psychology RAN, a well-known psycholog Andrey Vladimirovitsh Brushlinsky. Brutally assassinated together with her friends the daughter of the dean of the faculty of sociology of MGU V.I. Dobrenskov (200201). One of the killers is narkoman. The dean V.I. Dobrenkov in the open letter to the President of Russia required the moratorim of the death sentence?! The matter is in the social atmosphere. Almost open propaganda of amoral behavior in massmedia, negative energy of criminal conscience, supported, cultivated by modern anticulture, here is the reason of all these drames and tragedies.
Activists of movie and television, writers sometimes justify their predilection to the detective genre saying that criminal motives of their films, TV-programs, describe life, as if life was of that kind
. I with complete responsibility declare: they are slandering the life, people, Russia, mankind! The grat majority of people are living normal life, giving birth, elevate, educate children, construct, take care, produce material and spiritual goods. Criminality and fighting with it is only fainting part of the life of people, Russia, humanity. Criminals, like illnesscreating microbes, can only live as parasites on the body of society. The society does not live on them! The basic life of people is either love, giving birth to children, educating them, the reproduction of new life, or production of material and spiritual goods, life in culture, material and spiritual progress. All the rest is situated in the periphery of life. The criminality is this peripherical, marginal
 life. Correspondingly also it must also be shown in these proportions. Not 50-70 percent of screen time, but 5-10 percent. Artists, writers, TV-people must not operate according to marginal and those who are ready to watch the life of these marginals. By the way, the first use sometimes such an argument for grounding their positions: people must be shown interesting, occupying; action movies, detective stories, as a rule, are interesting, occupying, means, people must be shown them. – This is logically erroneous argumentation. Action movies and detective stories are only small part of interesting and occupying. The contents of ‘interesting and occupying’ is immeasurably greater than the contents the concept of ‘action-detective’. People are interested in love, perpety of love, interesting contest of its various noncriminal aspects (in sports, discovering of unknown things, in creating, in science, in politics, in economics), including competitive forms of fight. Occupying are travels, adventures, historical events, life of animals, plants, humour, satir, comedy etc. Also should be contested the conception that detectives enjoy increased demand. As a matter of fact this is an artifact, artificially called phenomenon (when they propose that on the market there is interesting and occupying something then they also get the corresponding raction in the form of increased demand on this something). If writers, TV-people would produce more interesting non-detective pieces, so also the demand would change to the favor of this production.
Besides, in this kind of situations there is always the danger to rely on bad taste or temptation to gratify it. The crowd is not always right. It may fancy antiheroes, such as Mussolini, Hitler, and all anti- in the arts.
Here is an example: a certain Vladimir Sorokin became a fashionable writer thanks to more or less scandalous works (see for instance, the novel ‘Blue lard’, 1999). In the TV-program «Накануне» (The Eve) (NTV, speaker Parfenov) 20020630 a video is presented where V. Sorokin in profetal tone says the words: ‘I feel how Russia freezes. It falls to the state of inactivity of …tradition… This Bear’ This is a gloomy view, well-fed, fashion-cut beard (neatly gives attention to himself) and such stupid self-opinion, such bitter words on Russia. All meanness, nothingness of V. Sorokin in these words! His works are published by the editor of ‘Ad marginem’ (manager is Alexander Ivanov), which also publishes the works of Alexander Prohanova (an ardent nationalist) and political extremist Eduard Limonov, who is reflecting national bolshevism. Good Society!
People are greed for sensations, to all extraordinary, bold, clamorous. Already two thousand years or more ago was born the educating legend of Diogenes Sinop: “Once he was reflecting important things, but nobody listened to him, then he squealed in the way of birds; people were gathered and he reprimanded them of having come for nonessentials, but not for important’. People are just thus. The popula voice is not always the voice of God.
In the 20th century a big fame was obtained by the artist Salvador Dali. This artist was a real apostle of anomaly. Practically all his production is complete scandal. He does not evade bad and criminal approaches. In one of his exhibitions this oglavlenie was done for him: ‘Sometimes just for pleasure I spit on the portrait of my mother’. Hearing of this extravagancy of the son his father cursed him.
Unfoirtunately many activists of culture are loaded with this negative spirit. They are convinced that only the shadow side of life is interesting, but the good people are not. This opinion was expressed by the famous movie star Macdowell. He was playing the role of Caligula in the parallel film of the film ‘Tsarevits’. This opinion he uttered in a TV-program dedicated to him, in connection with movie project ‘Чикатило’Chicatilo (200309). A similar opinion was heard by me in the program of TV canal «Культура» (Culture), which is led by Maximov (20030917-0100). TV–speaker Maximov and Vitalij Wulf agreed with the opinion of Pier Carden, who said approximatively in the following way: people are interested more of the terrible than of beauty.
In the world, in humanity, there are many entropic, destructive elements and processes. Culture has always worked against them. It is negaentropic of its essence.
In the skewd eye also straight is skew
In general in our country the denomination of ‘means of massive information’, short ‘SMI’ (средства массовой информации) is used, but does not correspond the reality. The means of massive information are transferring information as well as disinformation, as corresponding to reality (truth), so also not corresponding the reality (lie, fantacy). Confirming unequivocally that they inform us about reality is that they introduce confusion to the society.
Let us take news programs as an example. They are transferring mainly the negative of life (catastrophes, accidents, murders, terror, other crimes). The representatives of mass media, by the way, themselves admit this. Here one such consent: ‘the journalists love bad news’. This phrase I heard in Euronews 20030901-0916 morning. Think only: journalists concentrate their attention on the negative of life (bad news), are conscious of this and nev ertheless continue to lie to the society that their news are the mirror of life. I often hear from their mouths (as the justification of the majority testimony of the contrary) the famous proverb ‘don’t blame the mirror if the rose is crooked’.
In the self-advertisment of NTV (200309) in answer to the words of telejournalist Vladimir Solovev on the question of ‘world being lunatic’ the speaker of program «Сегодня» (Today) Osokin said literally the following: ‘But I every day say that the world is lunatic’. A demonstrative self-confession! TV canal NTV as the widow of sergeant carved a sculpture of himself. The world is sound, that is, normal, but they, TV-journalists describe it as lunatic. What is obtained, not the crooked rose, but the crooked mirror.
Self-describing phrase ’journalists love bad news’ and this in an advertisement infiltrated dialog between Vladimir Solovyev and Osokin on NTV confirm my thesis about the fact that mass media are deforming the reality, essentially, disinform the society about the world reality. Yes, in every separate case an information on this or that negative occurrence may be correct enough. But on the whole, taken the totality of occurrences with the sign minus is prevailing in the news programs and constructs the impression that everything in the life is bad. The leaders of mass media should radically change the policy of news broadcast, that is, if they want to show life such as it is, they must construct their news programs in the way that the proportions of positive and negative of life corresponds to the real proportions of positive and negative in life. With other words, they must at all time remember this predilection of journalists (their ‘love’ of bad news) and clean themselves, correct journalists, require of them interesting information on positive occurrences. By the way, it is a big lie to present the matter in the way that the information on negative events is interesting, but the information on positive events are non-interesting. I often met this opinion. It is not only simple, but harmful and dangerous. (This opinion is blown rather wide by the old conception that the picture of a positive hero is dull, but that of the negative is interesting).
In addition to the news programs many mass media are demonstrating also other pictures of disinformation: they broadcast astrologic prognoses (it was established in the science already long ago that astrology is a false science), they are advertising all kinds of witch doctors, clearviewers, so called ‘folk healers’, without any critical analysis inform of their quasi- and pseudoscientific theories etc. I can even say that the last years in our mass media the degree of obscurantism is increasing. That is, in ever increasing degree simply false information, disinformation is broadcast and the truth is silenced and /or the truth, scientifically justified theories, concepts are withdrawn. Example: the theory generally accepted in the science about the origin of man is mentioned more often than not with the minus sign. 
Or: ever more often the logics, logical thinking, reasoning is given in the negative light and contrary, in the positive light, the assessment of paradoxic thinking. Particularly, the assessment of ideas, opinions as paradoxic often are presented as positive. Here a characteristic example: on the TV-channel «Культура» (Culture) in an advertisement of education project of new season ‘The fruits of enlightening’ (200309) among other advertising phrases also this is heard: ‘Every time this paradoxic view of history, society…’ The word ‘paradoxic’ sounds in the context of this advertisement not only something positive, but as something enticing.
In general, it is now fashionable to present all kinds of paradoxal opinions. In the advertisement of the TV program of NTV ‘Personal opinion’ a paradoxic phrase is heard which then is constantly repeated (as a refrain) in the same TV program by its speaker Grasimov: ‘If you understznd everything, it means that everything is not said to you.’ (200309-10). Paradox and contradiction: if I understand everything, then I naturally possess sufficient information, but if not everything is said to me, I cannot everything understand. As you like, so also understand this phrase. They confuse the head of TV-viewer. Do not the TV-people think that they this way entice the attention of watchers to the given TV program?!
Among the paradoxal statements also the negative assessment of love as such is found. It is sometimes described as something unnatural, dangerous for life, as a pathology. So on the TV channel «Культура» (Culture) in the advertisement ’Black square’ (200309) among other words from the mouth of a ‘participant’ sounded such phrase: ‘Love is clinical category’. How badly one must be out of senses to make such a statement! I am astonished that such a statement is done in an advertisement and particularly on a TV channel ‘Culture’. Ok, somebody uttered a stupidity, but why it is repeated and advertixed?! And this on a TV channel which should be bringing the light of culture to people, should show model of good, better, of such that constitutes the fundament of light in life. Because this advertisement is watched by millions of youg people and what they must think? That love is disease? It means: down with love?! This is inconceivable! Out of senses in such a way the young people will behave in matters of love strangely, suspiciously or even cynically, scorning their feelings and /or the feelings of the persons loving them. But some of them will avoid love or struggle with it, if it comes afore. How many drames and tragedies may be brought into light by this stupid statement of a ‘participant’, confirmed by the auctority of television and, particularly, by the TV channel ‘Culture’.
Or in the advertisement of Knorr (already more than a year) sounds a phrase: ‘Truth exists in order to be broken’ (of this phrase more detailedly, see below, p. 326).

about the influence of the means of mass information, imaginative litterature, motion pictures on the behavior of people, the society as a whole

This influence is enormous and grows every decade and century in geometric progression.
After the publication at the end of 17th century of the novel ‘The Sorrows of Young Werther’, who ends up with the suicide of the young hero, a wave of analoguous suicides out of unshared love wiped over Europe.
Known is also the influence of evening show on the cable TV of erotic films in one of the Moscow outskirts towns (it seems to be Klin). During a short time the birth rate experienced a steep rise.
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In our time the negative effect of books, means of mass communication on the society have become truly menacing. Characteristic examples:

1. In the United States at the end of 199803 two schoolboys organized a blood bath in the school. They arranged an ambush at the entrance of the school. One of them pressed the fire alarm button. The pupils and teachers started to run out of school. At this moment the young criminals opened the fire on the runners. As a result some students and a teacher were killed. On this shooting all information agents were announcing in a detailed manner. During a few days means of mass information again and again munched this theme. And with what result? Within some period of time in another American town a schoolboy killed a teacher. Still some time elapsed and again a schoolboy fired. This is already a wave in childrens institutions. The matter reached a degree of curiosity. In 19980508 the means of mass information informed that a preschool child of the age of 5 years (!) tried to shoot with a handgun his caretaker because she put him into the corner. Fortunately there was no bullet in the barrel. It had been taken out by the young criminal. The five year old was arrested for carrying a gun.
In 19980522 there was an information of news agencies: in the United States, city of Springfield a 15-year old scoolboy organized in the café of the school a firing. As a result one killed, 16 injured, 8 of them in serious condition. Home of this schoolboy 2 bodies were found. It was assumed that they were the parents of this schoolboy. It is also informed that the week before in the United States two similar cases were found. They speak of an epidemy of juvenile delinquency.
In 20020426 in Erfurt, Germany a terrible tragedy occurred. An ex-schoolmate, 19 years of age Robert Steinhauser intruded a gymnasium by the name of Gutenberg, shot 13 teachers, 2 pupils, a policewoman and then himself. In all 16 people were killed, him including 17. The gymnasium lost one quarter of its education staff. Steinhauser used a handgun. He also had with him another gun. He revenged his exclusion of the gymnasium. He was excluded in 200112 for falsification of documents and poor progress in school. Steinhauser was a good shot, participated in the activities of shooting club. He did not get well along with his mother. A remarkable detail from his biography: he loved to listen a song saying: ‘kill the teacher’. In Germany a two day was that mourning was declared.
Not a week passed when in another corner of Europe, in the town of Vlasenica (Bosnia) a classmate of higher classes Petkovich killed the teacher of history and shot at a teacher injuring her in the neck, and then finished himself. This happened in April 28. Police joins this tragedy with the recent killing in Erfurt by the pupil of 16 people.
2. In recent years in our country a whole series of tragic incidents is observed in the army, when people in military service have been using firearms against cosevicemen. This is the most genuine information epidemy. Means of mass information broadcasted the information of these incidents and as a result a domino effect followed. The broadcasted information of one incident prepares in the minds of some servicemen ground for committing similar actions. 
3. The same is true of ordered murders. An epidemy of such killings in the recent years in our country was induced in significant extent by broadcasting of the information of these killings. The potential orderers of killing and the paid killers themselves pchologically preparing to similar crimes, are getting information about the technology and conditions of crimes. The means of mass communication often relish with the details of these killings, with particularity report them multiple times and to the obtrusion reproduce the minute details of killing in information programs special broadcasts (type ‘criminal chronicles’, ‘Petrovki 38’).
4. The list of crimes, suicides, informed by the means of mass communication may continue and continue. Into their number may be included the distribution of narcomany, some categories of suicides by narcomans (quite recently was told about a suicide of a young couple of narcomans, having jumped of the roof of a house of several stores, and at the same token a few days later occurred a similar case – a young narcoman jumped out of a window and killed himself), taking of hostages, telephone terrorism.
5. In separate cases some air catastrophes, car accidents and similar catastrophes be may provocated by means of mass communications. When they are reported in detail in the means of mass communication, then some psychically unstable fliers, car drivers under influence of this information may be strongly moved and even get panic incidents. But from this there is one step to errors of conducting the means of transport and to catastrophe.
6. Already long ago was known the effect of detective stories and motion pictures. The phantacy of writers and film makers has been sometimes made reality on the one by one basis by criminals. The latter, using the detective stories as manuals, as text books satiate the information of technicalities of crime, tune psychologically to the commitment of the crime.
The romantization of criminal in the art and literature (for instance in the motion pictures of ‘The Godfather’, ‘Once in America’, ‘Scar face’, ‘Burial of swindler’, ‘Genius’, ‘Brigade’) one of the factors, helping to make reality of a crime.
7. Still one negative effect of the distribution of information: reporting of disorders, strikes and hunger strikes are calling a chain reaction of new disorders, strikes and hunger strikes.
I am convinced: if this information were not distributed by the means of mass communication, then these epidemies would not happen. The society must be understood, that distribution of information causes a powerful psychologic effect on masses of people. If this information is provided with the sign of minus, then it calls for a clash of different phobies and aggressions in the society
. 

In recent times journalists and leaders of means of mass communications more and more often behave like small children, playing with fire on the territory of petrol base. Here are two examples with videoclips being shown on RTR and music channel Mus-TV at the end of 2001: in the first case a singing girl breaks with a heavy object the vitrine of a shop and takes away a doll (a bear); in the other case (gang ‘Tatu’) a girl sings, sitting on toilet and preparing infernal arrangement to explosion (the girl in a completely professional manner places the detonating fuses into trotyl), at the end of the song this loading explodes; she she almost kills herself or her enemy. These videoclips are some kind of crime. I cannot find another word. 
Videoclips refer still to one serious problem: unimportant state of things in the subculture of young people. In it there is nothing else than propaganda for anomal and criminal behavior. Videoclips are just a small part of this demonstrative propaganda. Look, how the pop-musicians call themselves. They compete outright in the inventiveness of denominations of infamous character (‘Legs away’, ‘Hands up’, ‘Crash’, ‘Funeral of swindler’, ‘Akula’, ‘Night snipers’, ‘Construction brigade of adventurers’, ‘Dynamite Disco’, etc.). As to the name of ‘Funeral of swindlers’ I had an unpleasant discussion with my 17 year old daughter. I expressed my perplexity of the indignation of this name, but she said, that there is nothing terrible in it referring to the auctority of the primary source (some American movie), from where the denomination has been taken. I happened to say: there is nothing more absurd than call a musical ensemble singing beautiful lyrical songs (the most famous: ‘love me, love’) with the name, which is rather far from excellent and simply contrary to it. Think only of swindlers, and still funeral! Some offenders… Can a crime be beautiful, and beauty criminal?! Can you eat cake covered by mustard or still worse by excrement?! I am told: the name of ‘Funeral of swindlers’ is only a joke, a trick, a desire to call attention. On this I answer: there are jokes and jokes. There are such jokes, for which you will be blown on the face. And in general, whether you can joke with criminal consciousness?! Some joke, but some other take it seriously.
We are wondering the proliferation of criminality, reprimanding militia and not seeing that we ourselves, being normal people, with our flirting with criminal consciousness and pushing people to the embracement of criminality.
Here still one facet of the problem. When young people do not see anything terrible in anomaly, when people get used to anticulture of anomaly, then arises a situation of ‘revaluation ov values’, the turning of upside down. Normal becomes rare and consequently, abnormal. Abnormal becomes commonplace, customary, almost normal
. (Pyotr Wilde 20030929 in the program ‘That time’ on the channel «Культура» said: ‘the more hysteric, the more shrilly, the more normal’ – this he said of the modern art). Honest, conscientious, good, morally acceptable behavior is ever more not in honour, but a deviating behavior (with all displacements, dynamites, nightly snipers, furals of villains) is taken as normal.
(Here an example. The well-known poet Dmitrij Prigov agreed to call human being as scoundrel in the TV program «Деликатесы» (Delicacies) on TVTz 20030323. Second time he said so: ‘Man is of his nature a scoundrel anyway’. What can be said about this? Scandal, irresponsibility, slander on man or loss of correct reference, confusion. One may only feel pity on Prigov. How much he is poisoned by anticulture and antihumanism… It is evident that he has seen only little of love, cordiality, nobility, contrite, ordinary, worthy people in the life.
[Explanation: the word «подлец» (scoundrel) in Russian means ‘mean, low, honouless man, a good-for- nothing, a sinker’, but the word «подло» (in a mean way) is in a high degree honourless, that is, low, pitiful
]

He who states that man of its nature is a scoundrel, is himself of his nature such. ‘Any good-for-nothing, said V.V. Stasov, is always contempting other people in some meanness’
.(Cf.: ‘If man himself became worse, the everything seems to him worse.’ – M-J. Lermontov). Of this speaks also the Georgian proverb. ’bad person assumes that all people are like him.’ Shakespeare has the following lines: 
And if he sees in love in the neighbor a lie, 
As far as the neighbor is like him (Chek!)
And on the contrary, ’the more ordinary man, the more difficult it is to him to look at others as dishonest.’ (Cicero).

Stating that man in its nature is bad, is not only disordered, but ideally consciously disordered, making philosophy of his disorder. Either is he putting his personal disorder to the disorder of all people, or considers all but himself a scoundrel… In this or that case man demonstrates directly or indirectly his own disorder.)
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What to do to the society in all these cases? Passively just contemplate and wait ordinary crimes, catastrophes, disorders or take some measures to limit the distribution of information on crimes, catastrophes, disorders? The defenders of the free word, of course, are against all kinds of limitations of the distribution of such information. Of course, they are not right. Freedom as such has limitations inside it. Otherwise it is not freedom, but willfulness, arbitrariness
..

It seems to me that the means of mass communication must be led by a definite codex of behavior, they must themselves limit the distribution of information. Because does not TV show the sexual act in detail. Why does it show in detail the scenes of violence, murder, consequences of violence, relishes with showing the victims of murder, without measure and end demonstrates all kinds of demolition, catastrophes?
Normal exists in life much more than abnormal. People love each other, give birth, educate children, learn, commit creative action, make discoveries, invent, rest, relax, travel, have different hobbies etc. This all are normal forms of activity. With what is overfilled the information space of cinematography, TV, video, press production? With showing of anomaly: crime, violence, catastrophes, disorder, narcomany, alcoholism, suicides. As a result in the society an oppressive, psychologic atmosphere is prevailing. People more than is necessary are anxious, fearful. Already in advance prepared to sick reactions (fobias) and different actions (aggressions) more often commit irrational deeds and crimes. A vicious circle starts working: means of mass communication show relish anomalies; this show calls a secondary effect, more wide wave of anomality. The means of mass communication in a wider wave of anomalies. The means of mass communication in a widened alternative show anomal, and so on until collapse. 
Unconditionally, the anomal in determined extent must be shown – in order to develop immunity, for information of what it may happen to people, to what he must be ready. But to show anomaly out of love to anomaly, in order to tickle the nerves and to simply to occupy senses with something sharp – with immorality!
It is said still: normal is uninteresting, but abnormal is interesting
. This is some perverse opinion. How can love, creativeness, creative research and achievement, hobby, recreation, travel and adventures be uninteresting?! And how can be interestin murder, violence, insidious behavior of criminal, traumas of maniacs?! Unfortunately, normal in life is sometimes taken as commonplace, ordinary and thus dull, uninteresting. Yes in it there is also this: commonplace, ordinary, rutin. As I already said, normal life does not always lead to these things. Because normal is also love excitement, and creative inspiration, and many, many other things.
what is learned of the modern advertising?
But what does create the advertising? It stays ever mor cynical, bold, nude, challenging, it almost directly propagates immoral and criminal behavior. Here advertisements of recent days (200110): a girl screaming destroys the vitrine glass of a shop and takes from the shop refrigerator a cooled Pepsi drink. The scene is followed by a very liberal subtitle: ‘Take of life all.’On the form is the trick, animating scene, but the essence of the matter is the showing of crime in juridical sense and encouragement and call to behave this way, behave in criminal way. Completely obvious that here takes place a fraudulent attac on the shop, an attempt to private property. Not important that the girl’s screaming does not crush the window glass. Important is something else: that the advertisement shows the way to attain the goal, a criminal way. In the real life young people, imitating this advertisement, may simply take and break the vitrine glass by foot, by fist, by some heavy object. And will assess their action as a trick.
Or in an advertisement of beer, beginning with words ‘Do you wish, I guess what is your name…’ young person splashes the face of a girl with full mouthful of beer. Again in a way comically, by chance. But what must feel the girl, when her face from a near distance is splashed by a whole fountain of zany liquid from the mouth together with stinking slobber and food rests? What a black humour. In fact this is an advertisement and propaganda for rudeness. TV watcher by millions must tolerate this unpopular repulse, TV rudeness repeated many times. Parents, pedagogs instruct children, young people to respectful relationship with people, the rules of decency, good taste, in order that they would not be rude, but here in TV openly, without being ashamed rudeness is propagated (not demonstrated, but specifically propagated: because the young person does not ask forgiveness and him does not come to mind a rebuff)
...

(Somewhat on black humor: Now it became modish. The activists of arts, representatives of the means of mass communications are outright competing in demonstration and propagation of black humor. And what is the essence of it? – Illdoing in all evidency, that is, joy, pleasant emotions in the presence of unpleasantness and suffering og other people. Black humor is this cultivation of malicious joy and, at the end, sadism, sadistic feelings. Black humor means in fact demonstration, rehabilitation and propaganda of evil, evil feelings, and actions. Of this there is only a short step to criminality. We are driving away criminality through the door, but it comes back to us through the window.)
Already more than a year (from 2002059 on the country’s TV goes an advertisement of bouillon powder of Knorr, followed by the following words: ‘… but rules are there to be broken’. I did never think that publicly (on a government channel RTR, on ORT, NTV and others!) can be in fact propagated contempt of rules like these, practical chaotism. It is, of course, understandable that subjectively, from the point of view of the advertisers and the leaders of the TV channel, these words are nothing more than half-shocking shock, the aim of which is to attract attention of TV-watchers to the object of advertisemtent. Objectively this shock cannot be justified at all. Young TV watchers, yes and many innocent of these jokes adults comprise these words seriously, even to give them right as instructions to act. Imagine a situation with moral behavior (breaking basic principles of moral, rules of behavior in the society), political behavior (breaking of rules and laws of democratic society, political extremism, terrorism) behavior on the road (breaking of traffic rules), important to life in general (breaking the fundamental rules of life, protecting man from death, sickness, and tuning him to constructive activity – produce children, to creative activity). All these situations may be characterized  by two words: destroying life. How many potential murderers, robbers, swindlers, narcomanes, terrorists, culpable of car accidents etc. seriously are led by this phrase!
In the broadcasting advertisement of a motionpicture (on the radio Russia or Lighthouse, exactly I do not remember, in 200109) they speak of the main hero of the movie as a charming killer. Can a murderer be charming?! A man can, but a murderer – never. Charm and murder, in principle, are incomepatible. ‘Charming murderer’ is ambiguous, slippery expression. As if the subject of discussion would be man, but it can also be understood that man in this his quality of murderer is charming, that is, the charm emanates from the very murder.
I still have seen advertisement of a movie ‘Ideal murder’. The moviemakers and advertising people stain the good, noble word of ‘ideal’, combining it with the disgusting, detestable word ‘murder’. And in general, how can a murder be ideal?! What a pervert consciousness…
In a TV advertisement of a foreign movie such words exist: ‘the most talented crime’ (200309). Again, combination of incompatible. Talant is a creative ability, that is, such a property, with which man creates, composes. Crime does not create, but destroys. How can a crime be talented? complete absurdness. The same absurd exists in the title of a famous movie ‘Criminal talent’.
Now on NTV (200110) is shown advertisement of a new TV program by the name ‘Avidity’. Think only: avidity! A playful TV program with positive contents they named by a word, which in most cases is used for fortified characteristics of negative moral qualities – avidity and self-interest. Avidity is greed, self-love in squared power or even higher degree. Yes, of course, the word ‘avidity’, ‘avid’ is used in some cases not in negative moral sense, but to characterize generally ‘the passionate desire of something’ (see dictionary of C.I. Ozhegov). But to call TV program by such name means going to slippery way of playing with immoral, criminal consciousness
. Because how not to turn avidity in most cases means negative moral property. (Thanks God, TV program with such name did not exist more than half a year; TV people, probably were reminded – observation 20030521).
In the boxer combats of Mike Tyson, the ex-Champion of World of professionals, is named irony, invincible and brutal… (‘Irony Mike, invincible and brutal… The best fights of Mike Tyson…’ the first TV channel at the beginning of 200309). The word ‘brutal’ in this advertisement is used with the sign ‘plus’. Naming Mike Tyson brutal, as if admiring him, this his brutality. Top of all, the advertisement people and TV people competed who shows this advertisement. Because advertised is not only Mike Tyson, but also brutality. Being brutal means being good!
Ever more often I hear the word ‘aggressive’ in positive sense (for instance ‘aggressive business’, ‘aggressive sex’). But recently the word ‘cynical’ was used (on one of the TV channels) in the context of positive characteristics of man. 
This liberty in addressing with words, concepts (ideal, brutal, aggressive – the list can be continued) speaks not only about low culture of present time moviemakers, radio- and TV-workers, but also of their low moral properties, their irresponsibility, simply speaking, of their baseness and meanness. What a confusion in the spirit of millions they arise with such lightminded cynic relationship to the norms of language!
But look, what language the advertisements have: primitive as cannibals, and Americanized. These without end repeated words: super, wau, yes, cruto, cleve, class etc. 
The question is not only of making advertisement, bu of how it is seen by the watcher, auditorium. When in the most interestin spot the advertisement breaks an artistic motion picture or similar wholesome program, a situation emerges, in which may develop and develops neurose in many people. Imagine, when you are enjoying sex in the most paramount moments, you are ordered to interrupt and look at advertisement. Something like that every day and every hour is given to us by TV and radio. As a result, the first frustration, neurose etc. Where are looking the psychiatrists, the psychiatric associations?! This kind of advertisement makes the whole society neurotic and psychically sick. Showing of advertisement during the artistic movies and similar programs must be prohibited, as it is done in relationship with the 25th frame.
In one word, now we are experiencing Bacchanaly of advertising anarchy, advertising anomalism and shamelessness.
the necrophilism of anticulture

Above was spoken of some facts about necrophilia of anticulture. Here I would like to sdpeak of it as a social phenomenon. Because also some philosophers actively support this necrophily. They speak of the idea of death, of its positive meaning for life, of existence in front of the face of death etc.
Absolution of death as a phenomenon of culture. The apology of death and ‘metaphysics of horror’ (J.N. Davydov) had a visible place in the culture of 20th century. This is connected above all with such tragic occurrences as the first and the second wold wars. The introduction of death to the Absolution has grown to the measures of gigantic social phenomenon, become a phenomenon of mass culture. Let us take for instance these horror motion pictures. And not only those. We remember the French film ‘Diva’. A normal film, not being connected with the horror films. And what with it? During one and a half of an hour in it is committed several murders, many of them with remarkable ease. Such impression, even if people are killed as sunflower seeds would be blown or consereves opened. You get a terrible feeling. Is the life of a human being like a nifty coin? The numerous scenes of violence and murder shown on the film willing unwilling educate the watcher in the spirit of philosophy of ‘existence in front of the face of death’, that is the constantly felt consciousness of death.
The question is not only of motion pictures. The modern culture is loaded with the ptomaine of the absolution of death, the deadly nature of man. In it rather significant are apocalyptic, humour connected with murder. If in 19th century philosophers declared ‘god is dead’, then in 20th century some philosophers are shouting ‘man is dead’. J.V. Davydov in his book “Этика любви и метафизика своеволия” (Ethics fo love and metaphysics of willfulness) has submitted under detailed analysis this phenomenon of the modern culture, shown its origins and al its dangers. In the chapter called ‘Metaphysics of horror’ he writes:
’The phenomenon of horror must not be considered neither local nor peripherial, neither surfacial or transient phenomenon of culture… Of this speaks already the simple fact of deep rootedness in it of whole branches of ‘spiritual production’, specializing into production of ‘esthetid’ and all kind of other effects the demonstration of horror and monstruousness”
.

J.N. Davydov convincingly shows that in the delivery of atmosphere of horror also philosophers are guilty, those who try to present death as the only absolute’, and ‘limitless horror in front of it as the true human relationship to being’. A vicious circle has come out: ‘metaphysics of horror’ refers to ‘horrible life’, and the latter anew sends us forward to the ‘metaphysics of horror’’
.

Further J.N. Davydov justly reminds that normal people, not being charged with the bacillus of the philosophy of ‘existence in front of the face of death’, always refer to death as subordinate moment of life, have put it aside of the ‘forefront of life’ to a ‘gloomy corner of life, farther of bright light of sun’
.

J.N. Davydov very well shows also, that the introduction of death into absolute has become possible thanks to the absolutization of ‘this now’ in man, belonging to him only as an individual, isolated, counterpositioned to other people, to the society as a whole.

Another result of absolution of ’this now’ in man is the break of connections with other people, with the society, that is, the destruction of what produces and makes possible the real immortality of man.
’This man, writes J.N. Davydov, must be conscious and feel himself absolutely lone in the world, he cannot any more sense his connection to nature of society, his spiritual linkages, his spiritual and cultural determination as something inalienable of him, immediately authentic, having inner relationship to presency and authenticity of his existence. His blood ties of relativity, relationships to parents and more distant relatives, his family attachment, relation to wife, children, grandchildren, his spiritual and religious relationships, relationships to friends, to his generation, to contemporaries in general, finally, his traditional and cultural dependence, relations to more distant generations befor and after him, all this loses for him the living contents, its true animating significance: is formalized, takes the form of something completely unbinding, in external manner imposed, if not alien and hostile…
Is it worth repeating that in front of the face of death such a man cannot suppose that he experiences some essential, persistent, deserving serious relationships. All his he carries with him into the emptiness of inexistence, and what was not for him, identical to his ‘selfness’, does not present for him value, nor true existence, nor substantial. But instead horrifying will be the consciousness, which which he meets his end: consciousness that everything is ‘finished’, these words get here completely literary meaning of absolute catastrophe, metaphysical destruction of existence… All those fears of life, disorders and apprehensions that this ‘metaphysical’ egoist collected fearing to loose his individuality on surrounding neighbors, he lays down now to bony steps of his last divinity, his death, having received in his eyes the character of Absolute: final instance, through which an idea of (more accurately inexistence of any iedea, because this is a negative absolute, precluding all transforming to literal counterposition) and human existence, and the life itself’
.

Here it is unnecessary to mention two names, doing together with their spiritual cadaverism an evil service to Philosophy. These are M. Heidegger and K Jaspers.
Ironically K. Popper writes of them: ‘Heidegger inventively applies Hegelian theory not to practical philosophy of life, or ‘existence’. Life, existence may be understood only thanks to understanding nothingness. In his book ‘What is metaphysics?’ Heidegger says: ‘Research supports only existent, and nothing more,… the only essential and in addition to it is ‘nothingness’. The possibility of research nothingness (‘Where is it to us to research the nothingness?’) ‘How do we find nothingness?’) gives us the fact that ‘we know nothingness’. we know it through fear: ‘The horror opens us nothingness’.
‘Horro’, ‘horror nothing’, ‘horror of death’ – such fundamental categories of Heidegger philosophy of existence, that is, such life, true meaning of which is ‘outcast in existence, directed toward death’. Human existence must be interpreted as ‘iron storm’: ‘determined existence’ of man becomes self goal, passionately desiring to die free… in complete consciousness of the fear’…
K. Jaspers declares his nihilistic tendencies even more clearly (if it only is possible), than M. Heidegger. Only when you collide with nothingness, with annihilation, teaches Jaspers, you will be able to experience and value existence. In order to live essentially you must live in the condition of crisis. In order to experience life, you must not only risk but also suffer losses! – recklessly instructs Jaspers the historical idea of change and destiny to its most gloomy extreme. All things must disappear, all end by defeat. It is just that way the bereaved illusion of intellect understands the authentic historical law of development. Bump to destruction and you understand the breathtaking peak of your life! We in reality live only in ‘limited situations’, on the border of between existence and nothingness. The shamefulness of life always coincides with the finish of reasonable, particularly with the extreme situations of the life of body, above all with the danger concerning the body. You cannot try life, if you do not taste losses. Enjoy of your own destruction!
This may be called philosophy of a player or gangster. It is not difficult to guess that this is demonic ‘religion of horror and fear, of triumfator and hunted wild animal’ (O. Kolnai) this indeed absolute nihilism has few supporters. It is the credo of a group of refined intellectuals, who have denied of their senses and with it also of their human dignity’
.

All is justified in K. Popper’s evaluations, except one: that this nihilism has ‘few supporters’. Some decades have elapsed since the time when Heidegger and Jaspers presented their poisonous teachings, but their willing or unwilling ‘admirers’ are multiplying more and more, and their end is not visible. Of this I also spoke above.
After well-known developments in 1985-1991, when ideological barriers fell down, also in Russia it became fashionable to speak and write on the theme of death. In arts this became a kind of diluvium. Russian moviemakers during the past 10-12 years made films almost exclusively in the gender of thrillers, fighters, detectives… And in philosophy appeared ‘specialists’ thanatologists. Recently in the age of 42 years died philosopher A.V. Demichev. Practically all his short life along he worked on the theme death. His doctoral dissertation was called ‘Philosophical and culturological fundaments of modern thanatology’ (1997). He was poet, theoretician of artistic approach of ‘nekrorealism’, organized Association of thanatologists of StPetersburg, was one of the initiators of two international conferences with the name ‘Theme of death in the spiritual experience of humanity’ (1993, 1995), and also of round tables of ‘Death in new archaics’ (1990), ‘Death as problem of medical research’ (1992), ‘Death of Ivan Ilyich: strategy of reading’ (1992), ‘Death at the eve of 21st century’ (1994), ‘Cemetery in the life of city’ (1995). Was responsible redactor of five editions of philosophic almanac ‘Figures of Thanatos’: ‘Symbols of death in culture’. StPetersburg 1991; ‘Philosophic reasonings on the theme of death’ StPetersburg 1993;. StPetersburg 1995; ‘Art of dying’. StPetersburg 1998.
 As we can see his life he literally placed on the altar of death.
On the 3rd Russian philosophic conference, which recently took place in Rostow on Don (200209) it was possible to see this presence of the fashion of death. So on the section of ‘Philosophic antropology’ the tone to the discussion gave the presentation of professor V.D. Gubin on the theme of ‘Death of man and subject of philosophic antropology’ (see thesises in 3 volumes of the materials of the congress). Here some of the statements of the professor: ‘Human being is in constant dying, disappearance’, ‘Human life is always a chain of misfortune. By and large we do not achieve anything’ ‘We stay alive, when we die’, ‘The great part of people live so that their existence has no necessity’. Commentary, as it is said, is unnecessary.
Unfortunately, the apologies of death in philosophy and culture are not so innocent; close to antihumanism, they prepare the origin for coupling of adventures, menacing with destruction of the whole population of the world. In the modern world everything is mutually dependent and action of separate people can introduce innumerable miseries (for instance, biological, nuclear terrorism). ‘Chatter’ of philosophers referring existence in front of the face of death pours water into the mill of dangerous adventurers, ready to take the risk of destruction of the whole human race, teach peple to the idea of possible destruction ot the humanity.
About the so-called ’right to die’
Writer and philosopher A.V. Katsura, participating in the final session of Russian particiapants of All-World philosophic congres in Stambul (200308) said literally as follows: ‘Nobody of the philosophers presented about the right to die: ‘give me the right to die’’. I.V. Vishev justly answere to him: ‘more impotant is the right to live, but to die we will all have the right in turn’.
’Right to die’, as a matter of fact, an absurd expression. Life differs from death also by the fact that it can be interrupted any moment not by the will and wish of the man. Death arrives sooner or later in any case, man wishing or not wishing it. The right to something is a positive concept, meaning some form of liberty. ‘Right to die’ is an absurd concept, as right to kill, to violence, right to commit crime, right to anomal action. There are such possibilities or such wishes, which go or are outside the rights of man. Rights of man do not mean anything without the obligations. Because any right of one person must not come into conflict with the rights of other people. The right of mother is to wish for her child live, live and live. She gave him life and naturally, wishes that he in full degree used this gift of life. Therefore it is the obligation of the growing child recognizing his responsibility in front of the mother, to live and do everything not to avoid a premature end. But not even the right to die he must not think, if he is a good boy or a good girl, of course. Yes, there are situations, when a person sacrifices his life, for example, in the war. These cases, however, are exceptions, which only confirm the rule. The sacrifices may be justified, I they are made for the life on the Earth. In the film’Tchapaev’ there is one characteristic dialog between a boy and a war cook: ‘Uncle, uncle, why do people go to death? - Why?.. Hm, clearly because everybody wants a good life’. If people go to death, it is not because they decided to use their ‘right to die’. Simply to this they are forced by the circumstances, intern (for instance intolerable sufferings) or external (for instance, participation in war action).
———————

In general ’the right to die’ is a cunny expression. What is ment by death? Own or that of others? If own, then this right must refer the right to suicide. If that of others, then this right must mean the right to kill. Clearly no such right to kill a person does exist. consequently, about the right to die as a general right, uniting also a right to commit suicide and right to kill must not be spoken of. That is ‘right to die’ is to the extent not a defined expression, that it can be interpreted also as a right to kill and in general as a right to destroy life as such. Remains the first meaning: right to suicide. Just this have they commonly in mind, when speaking of the right to death. In recent times such ‘right’ is combined with the concept and phenomenon eutanasy (see below, p. 59). In moral and humanistic meaning there is not and cannot be right to die. In those few cases when man sacrifices his life in the name of the life of others or when he is deadly sick and out of insupportable pains wants to exit life, the question as a matter of fact is not of the existence of right to suicide, but of an obligatory step, that is, of something directly opposite to execising the right. This or that right of man is this possibility to behave in a certain way, being allowed in a given society (or generally accepted) norms of moral and right. Whether moral and right allow suicide or killing? No. A person can of cours finish his life by suicide or kill somebody. Yes, he has that possibility. But he has no right to do this. That is moral and right as such do not allow man to effectuate that kind of possibility, condemns the desire to effectuate suicide or killing. You may ask, but how about death sentence? Because we get the result that some people (judgers and executioners) have the right to kill somebody. Yes, such ‘right’ exists, but this is not a general right to kill, but rather limited ‘right’ (restricted by law) to make decision about the death sentence and fulfil this decision. By the way, it is more correct to speak not of right of some people to death sentence, but of heavy obligation of these people (judges and executioners) to make decision about death sentence of a concrete person and to execute this decision. In the modern society also this very limited possibility to deprive life of somebody on the command of court ever more is excluded by the juridical practice of governments. In the progressive countries of the world the death sentence is excluded. This means that the present moral and justice are against allowing to kill by the command of court, that is, against the right to kill
.

If the expression ‘right to death’ is anyzed from the point of view of logics, then may be said, that those who use this expression as nonrelative (himself to others), commit a logical error of mixing the concepts. The concept of killing is mixed with the concept of death. But these are in principle different concepts. When we speak of right to something, there is the right to do something. Death is not doing something (according to desire, will), but a result of some objective processes (deadly illness, accident, catasdtrophe, unlucky occurrence, etc.) or action of man, when he tries to take the life of himself (suicide) or life of others (murder). If considered on the theme of right to deprive the life of somebody, then it is necessary to speak not of the right to death, but the right to kill (in an individual case, to suicide). Using the expression ‘right to death’ instead of the more correct , exact expression ‘right to kill’ (suicide), they as if do more neutral, more noble and correspondingly, more acceptable this right to kill (suicide). ‘Right to death’ sounds beautiful, pathetic. But the expression ‘right to kill’ and ‘right to suicide’ are practically not used, as far as they reveal immoral, inhuman essence of these ‘rights’. Here we get the result that those speaking of the ‘right to death’ deceive themselves and /or deceive others.
(We remind that those who kill (on the order of court or on personal motives), try to avoid the word ‘killing’. They speak of death sentence, of highest degree of punishment (in case of sentence) or of liquidation, liquid case, they use also the expression of ‘clean’, ‘finish’, ‘wet’ etc. Of what this tells? This tells of the deep human moral of condemning all attempts on life, but as far as in separate cases this attempt to life takes place (from the side of government organs or on personal motives), it is a matter of trying to appease one’s conscience or not to disturb it with the honest word ‘killing’, but to choose a more neutral , less emotional decorative word of type ‘highest degree of punishment’ or ‘finish’, ‘wash’, ‘liquidate’.)
philosophy of killing
Apology of death in philosophy and culture educates some people with criminal inclination into spirit of philosophy of killing. 
First example. In 200302-03 on TVS was shown documentation film of two series of a StPetersburg band of killers, mainly students, who killed on two motives: Nietzschean and in order to get money. Leader of this band was student Sergey Repnikov. This student read Nietzsche and was saturated with Nietzschean spirit (he felt himself a superman, that he can do, is strong, but others, most of them are inferior, garbage). All began with his inspection, Aleksey Djadkin, and Ksenia Kovalev on videorecorder the film ‘The string’ by Alfred Hitchcock, in which it is told on how two friends suffocated with a string the third, hid him in a trunk, but were revealed because they did not come to hide the hat of the killed. During the show a discussion was conducted. Repnikov and Djadkin did not discuss the moral side of the killing, but accused the two of the foolishness of getting caught. Repnikov reminded at this occasion of Raskolnikov of ‘Crime and punishment’ by Dostoyevsky, whom also was accused of weakness. In Repnikov and Dyadkin an idea was born to spit on these heroes, to commit a crime, that is to kill somebody without being caught. An event appeared. This company came to an apartment to an acquaintance of Repnikov, student Plotkin. Repnikov attacket with fists on Plotkin when this reminded of a debt of 200 dollars. Dyadkin hit the victim with specially prepared metallic baton. Friends compelled also Kovalev to participate into the killing: she stack a needle to the ear of the unfortunate. In order to substitute their footprints, ‘complices’ robbed the apartment of Plotkin. Repnikov grabbed a big sum of money. On the following killing these ‘friends’ went already completely conscious intoxicated by their remaining without punishment and wishing to still revive. Joining to them the fourth participant of the band Semenov said that student Patskevitch had money and that this student was a good-for-nothing. In the killing participated also the same and Semenov. In Repnikov and K the ‘appétit’ increased. Still more money was needed. To them joined still the fifth member of the band Nekrivda said, that his friend, student of the war institute Stepan Pasko collects money for a car and keeps 1000 dollars in the apartment. The student was killed in the same manner. In the same manner in the dwelling of Nekrivdy his class mate, businessman Iskanderov was killed. At him the bandits found 10000 dollars. And finally, they killed businessman Aleksey Skorodelov, a former lover of Kovaleva, on the same motives. Kovaleva did not want this killing and was compelled to hide herself from the ‘comrades’. Being informed of the killing of Skorodelov she appeared with confession at the militia, because she was afraid for her life. Repnikov after second killing boasted to Kovaleva that she is his, knows Zarathustra, ‘desire of power’ and in general knows everything. After the arrest of Repnikov on his writing desk the book of Nietzsche was found with underlined words ‘there is nothing truthful; all is allowed’. It is significant that in all cases of killing the band left on the spot of crime a sign of Fascist cross. Nietzsche was with blood crossed with Hitler.
Second example. Recently in Ryazan two serial murderers were sentenced: Churazov and Shurmanov. These murderers rudely handled their victims, hit them with axe, hammer, knot, then loosened members from bodies and burned in a stove. Heads of some victims stayed in use at home after some preparation. Of the scull of Ani Polovinkina Churasov made vase and continuously admired it, experienced delight contemplating it. He even developed a whole murder philosophy. For him ’life and death stood on the same facet’ (according to the words of the examiner of their case), that is, were equally meaningful categories. For him it was interesting ‘to recognize’ this facet, personal life of somebody living this transition from life to death. Thanks to murders Igor Victorovich Churazov sensed himself superman, who deals judgements on people, particularly cleans society from garbage, from unnecessary people. In other words, murders gave him the sensation of power over people. In this Churazovian ‘philosophy of murder’ it was easy to see Nietzschean motives
. And Churazov like Nietzsche ended up to psychiatric hospital.

Many such examples could be introduced. When in death is seen idea, when it is recognized as equally meaningful with life or even is evaluated higher than life
, then the transition to the philosophy of murder (or suicide) takes place easily and simply, and from the philosophy of murder (suicide) only one step is to a real murder or suicide.
——————

In the case of suicide two examples are illustrative.
1. In the old Greece lived philosopher Hegesio (c. 320-280). He has got the nickname of Peisistratos, which means ‘defender of suicide’ or ‘teacher of death’. Hegel has written:
’Hegesio persistently stickd to the priciple of kyrenian school. This is in general expressed in the aphorism, which he rather often repeated: complete happiness does not exist. Body is suffering by many kinds of pains, and soul is suffering with it; therefore it is all the same, whether we are live or dead. Actually nothing is pleasant nor unpleasant’, that is, the generality of the criterium of pleasant and unpleasant is nonexistent; therefore the criterium itself has no objective definedness, it has become an empty word. In front of the general so defined disappears being unessential the sum of all undefined, unity of consciousness, as such, and consequently, also disappears, in general, the life itself. ‘The rarity, novelty or unique with pleasure calls with some people pleasure, but with other displeasure. Poverty and richness do not possess any meaning in relation to pleasant because we will see that rich do not have more joy than the poor. Exactly the same with serfdom and liberty, aristocracy and nonaristocratic origin, being known or unknown are without difference in relation to pleasant. Only for stupid may life have meaning; to a wise it is indifferent whether he lives or does not’, and he consequently, is independent. (…) [Diog. Laërt., II, 93 — 95.]. Universality flowing to Hegesio from the principle of individual consciousness, he formulated as differing from wisdom of existence of full inexistence of differentness; this inexistence of difference from everything, representing in itself the denial of all actuality, the most complete exit of life of himself is the final conclusion of all philosophic systems of similar kind. Legenda tells us that Ptolemai ruling then prohibited Hesio, living in Alexandria, to read lectures, because he rose in many of his listeners such a disinterestedness to life, such satisfaction of it that they finished with suicide [Сiс., Tusc. Quaest., I, 34; Val. Max., VIII, 9.].»

’According to Hegesio, summarizes J.V. Sogomonov, Life is advantageous only when it is known in advance, that the sum of enjoyments to be expected from life is greater than that of the sufferings it brings with it. But it is woth while to occupy with moral arithmetics, as a warning, according to Hegesio, when one comes to the unavoidable conclusion: in reality life gies more suffering than enjoyment. Simple calculation convinces, when only balance is established, that life does not have sense and is unavoidable, and that it is not too late, exit the life. According to a legend by Cicero, lessons of Hegesio were prohibited in Alexandria as they led private people to suicides.’
. 

Diogenes Laertius remarked that Hegesians in fact rubbed out the limit between life and death. For them, he wrote, ‘preferable are life as well as death’, ‘the life itself is for unreasonable man pleasant, but to a reasonable indifferent’
.

2. Example with the son K.E. Tsiolkovsky, Ignat. He was a very able youngster, but read Shopenhaueer, Nietzsche, listened discussions on fashionable themes of heat death of Universe and did not stand the pressure of this intellectual necrophily, ended up by killing himself. Here is how this tragedy of life of K.E. Tsiolkovsky is given by K. Altaisky:
’Elder sister Lyuba writes in her diary:
‘Ignat ever more solemn and reflective. You ask him, does nor hear.’
Ignat with father in Kaluga suburb park. (…) He is not only an understanding discussion partner of father, but also his opponent.

‘My dear! What a fortune to dispute with you!’ – thinks Tsiolkovsky, but at the same time gets worried. The consciousness of the son is frozen frosty pessimism. He all more often with incomprehensible persistence quotes Nietzsche and Schopenhauer. The Father reminds him, that there are also enlighted wits as Belinsky, Chernyshevsky.
I agree with Belinsky, who has said that reality has opened us the eyes, picks up Ignat. – But why? Better were that it closed them…
There is a theme that does not leave indifferent neither father nor son. This theme is thermal death. In scientific circles ot those years on all parts thermal death of Universe was discussed. Light and Darknes were found boring, Science and Religion, Materialism and Idealism. This was a relentless ideologic fight. Son said to father.
In the nature an invisible process of dispersion of energy is going on. The sun irrevocably gives its energy to the environment, energy dissolves, vanishes tracelessly, in the universe with unheard steps the thermal death is walking. The sun is extinguishing, and together with the sun and even before it is extinguishing the life on all planets of solar system. The thermal death is the destiny of not only us, but also of other galaxies. You, father, are proposing to the humanity manageable, directable aeroplane, in the end flying device, capable to detach itself to the space between the planets. But you see, this is not a solution, no salvation. Even a reactive device, letus call it raket plane, of which I have read in your still unpublished work, this is a projectile, capable to fly from grave to grave. Fly from Earth, doomed to death to the destruction of Mars. This is irrationality! More brave is to recognize death as the only lawfulness of the Universe.
Tsiolkovsky listens to his son and does not know him: is this his son, full of joy of life, clever, talented and courageous? From what in him this gloomy philosophy of inevitalbility of general decomposition? Ever more frightful, that in his chain of reasoning there are also true links. Yes, the Sun is doomed to be extinguished, as before it already billions of suns were extinguished. Yes, and with the Sun also Earth is doomed, and Mars, and Venus. Yes, sometime, is ended the existence of the Milk Way, the gigantic lentil of billions of suns. The human conscience is depressed with the picture of death: in principle near, but a butterfly lives a day, a one year plant some months, an animal years, man decades, but the Sun billions of years. Important that all has its end and that the end id death. Nevertheless also at the same time the supporters of therman death are doubtful. Ignat repeats strange words, that time and space do not have real objective existence. They do not form the essence of things, but only in our imagination. Means, one second, and billion years differ from each other only in what we imagine. And only death is absolutely real and unconditional.
Speaking this Ignat looks at father obviously literally expecting that father would find serious, convincing objections. Because his father is wise and acute.
Here is to say in full voice for the elder Tsiolkovsky, to convince his son that he is on false way. Because if consenting that thermal death is an absolute law, then trillions of years existing Universe would already have been destroyed. Isn’t it more true to suppose that on the Universe a great unending process is going on: one suns are extinguished, other at the same time are ignitioned. On the Universe an eternal game of powers is gong on, one energy is transferred to another and therefore the Universe eternally is young and blossoming.(…)
Tsiolkovsky does not doubt that Ignat is a mathematician and a natural scientist of uncommon talent, of whom the Moscow University is proud, his genuine follower and successor. Only how to return his joy of life, how to inspire in him the optimism? Some friends of Kaluga in Moscow were recently seeing Ignat and heard of his present credo: ‘The best to man is death!’
And still sensed the smell of vodka. Vodka and pessimism is a bad sign.(…)
Unlinked, scrappy the young people in student jackets tell about sinister details:
Walked from corner to corner gloomy, ruffled and suddenly said: ‘Nothing can change boringness of life’.
No dance, no theatre, no concerts did he go to. Waved off with unpleased smile. Confirmed: ‘All this is hide and seek game with death’.
Sat in a shop on the boulevard. Soft flakes of snow kept falling. Head, shoulders were getting white, but he did not notice. Spoke in thoughts: ‘Snow is the oblivion of all. Exit to Nothingness. All is white. The Whole Universe is in the white cerement. Some nations consider the white color as the color of sorrow.’
Did he leave a notice before his death?
No. Maybe there was a notice , but it was taken away by the direction of the university. He poisoned himself with cyancalim.’

———————

Near philosophy of the suicide and philosophy of terrorism. Both a person committing suicide and terrorist are on the same degree in not valuing the life. Difference only that in the consciousness of the terrorist the psychology of killing and suicide are present at the same time. On this referred A. Camy. Being ravished by the esers (the socialist revolutionaries) of the first Russian revolution, of their readiness to give their lives to the society of righteousness he wrote in ‘Revolting man’: ‘This uniting fever of people being lost in the midst of Russian crowds, elected the profession of executioner, to which them nobody predisposed. They were an incarnation of a paradox uniting in themselves the respect of human life and the contempt of own life, going to the horror of self-sacrifice. They did not at all be interested in the refined program. In their eyes the terrorist movement was justified above all by the sacrifice, which are given by the participants… Kalaev also was ready at any moment to sacrifice life. ‘More than that, he passionately desired this sacrifice’. In the time of preparing to an attempt to Plov he offered to be ready to throw himself under the hoofs of horses to die together with a minister. And the Voinarovsky attempt to self-sacrifice was contrived with the passion to death. After the arrest he wrote to his parents: ‘How many times I in my youth wanted to loose my head…’
 

Alfred Hitchcock and others
One of the most famous activist of the anticulture was Anglo-American moviedirctor Alfred Hitchcock (1901-1980).
This is what the TV-speaker Innokenty Ivanov tells about him in the program ‘Spheres’ on the channel «Культура» (20030503-04):
’… His favorite was Anthony Perkins, star of Hichcock classics, psychose and typical psychopat, who at the end finished himself. Communicating with such people Hitchcock may have been unbalanced type, but he was saved by his the bourgeois nature of a good-natured pychnic. According to films you do not say … 167 kg fat, deformity and complexes. Such a sinister spectacle was Alfred Hitchcock at the end of his glorious life. When in America the 80th birthday of the terrible director was celebrated, his colleagues saw a mass, hit by the arthritis, saturated by alcohol and dressed in the invariable dark costume. Such identical dresses Hitchcock during his entire carrier had 12 pieces. They all were sewn at one time by one tailor, who made every dress-twin one measure larger, guessing the gradual increase of the weight of the client. The master of horror was always thick and awkward. Even in childhood, when the educators Jesuits punished the boy with rubber stick. In the London college of Saint Ignat, where in 1906 came 7 year old Hitchcock, ruled a democratic tradition: who was due to have punishment, had right to postpone the punishment, but not more than by one week. Pupils used, of course, used the postponement, but then seven days in the night were shivered of terrible horror. Hitchcock also shivered: he was not afraid of the beating itself, but waiting it. This delivery of horror, getting afterwards the name of ‘sasping’, and became the directing method of Hitchcock. The master understood that the very moment of beating, although frightening incomprehensible, but because of obviousness cannot lead to confusion of mind. Awaiting and anticipation of beating, showing artistically, is possible. The main thing is: calculation of their timing and power.
Commentary of Kirill Razlogov, filmdirector:
‘… Horror calls for the appearance of door, the handle of which slowly is turning, because you do not know, what is behind the door and what threatens you. But directing mastery is to find the exact speed of the turning of the handle, because if it turned too rapidly, the horror does not continue to the apogee, and if it is turned too slowly, the spectator gets bored.’
If such complexes of man must be found in the childhood, Hitchcock is no exception: he is always considered a thick deformation. In the childhood nobody played with him, in the adolescence nobody did get friends with him, in the youth nobody dreamed to get him into bed. Hitchcock had complexes and studied well at first in the Jesuit college, then in the engineering and navigation school and University of London. Educated and clever youth was a social outcast for coaged and women, but not for the bosses: they did not need a sex symbol but a specialist. Out of work Hitchcock never had problems. From the beginning he was take to the telegraph company as an electrician, and later he knew about the vacancy on the filmstudio. The fatty appeared on the spot and went as the first to interview. At the beginning he was put to draw titles, but from 1925 he was commanded to take film. In the cinestudio new tapes were needed, but directors were abundant. Hitchcock who was in love to cinema, had a chance, but it frightened him. Thrust to him showed the woman scenarist and assistant of director gray and energetic Alma Revil. At first she bereaved of the 25 year old Hitchcock his boyhood, and then married him. Alma helped the future maestro the first film and to the end of his life was the shadow of the director on the recording field. Hitchcock always was afraid of recording: he could not organize anything, with difficulty communicated with actors, was ashamed to give advise. But Hitchcock exactly knew what he wanted of the film: he liked to conceive excitement, cast from the screen horror impulses. In the spirit of the director remained eternally a child, whom horror hypnotizes and keeps in its power.
Commentary of Andrey Bilzho, psychiatrist and artist:
’Any TV spectator remembers, when being small how horror was enticing. All fairy tales were rather frightening: wolves eating or there or the wolves themselves perish or are destroyed by good redhooded, hunters or others. Blood flows simply in rivers. I do not speak of how children frighten themselves, when they gather in small companies: they tell fearfull things of cemetery, of dead bodies, of black, black rooms, in which there is a black, black man and so on. It means, this somehow entices, it means that this instinct sits in everybody of us. We are afraid, but it draws us to this horrible world.’
Exitement and horror of Hitchcock are clearly English, educated in the novels of Conan Doyle and Agathe Christie, although all his master works he recorded in Hollywood. Americans in the meantime buyed the future genius. Hitchcock everywhere puts his complexes on the screen. Lack of attention to the weak sex the director remembered always. For this he hated women and revenged in his films. Any blond Hitchcock was ready to kill, but in this he was occupied by masochism. He recorded only women with bundle of white hair, red mouth and luxuriant breast. Hitchcock described them according to his secret desires. He hammered them with predatory beaks of birds, killed and mutilated. For the director this was artistic and internal need. In this he used his blond stars, but did it in a strange way. His favorit was considered Tippy Hedren, mother of Maloney Griffith. When Maloney was 5 years old, the director handed her a present: a doll with the face of Hedren, lying in the coffin. Children called in Hitchcock fear and hate. He never became friends with potbellied Alfred. He did not nourish love not even in daughter Patricia. Once he placed her to the world wheel. The child was mortally afraid of the height, but Hitchcock had to see real and not the inspired reaction of fear.
Commentary of Kirill Razlova:
‘If we watch the films of Hitchcock, then all these films have a rational subject: they call horror, they call trembling, they call excitement, but always the solution carries a completely rational character. The criminal has all signs of usual, normal man, no werewolf, no woman-snake, not again such a strange on whom were constructed real, brilliant pictures of newcomers from cosmos.’

Properly speaking Hitchcock recorded only two horror films in classical sense: Psychose and Birds. All others are detective and spy stories, having been precedessors of the adventures of James Bond. Hitchcock himself was considered more terrible than his personages. So the head of the director was hit by unnecessary information: he remembered absolutely all that happened to come to his eyes. Of Hitchcock all were tired, he started to speak of everything pressing in front like a lemon. To get loose of the director was impossible. Only one means existed: Hitchcock had to be filled with drink. Then the director gradually lost control over himself and started to snore. But the first minutes of the drunken madness of Alfred were terrible. Once in half hallucination he called one of his unfulfilled sexual desires: he assured that he was to enticed by Ingrid Bergman, superstar of Hollywood. This was an idea, but phantasy of Hitchcock did not play joke. He even described how the actrise threw herself on him on the bed and begged on carnal love. Imagination and convincingness of the sober director were envied by many. Hitchcock created exact portraits of inner human conditions. His bravura was the realism of horrors, secret and spiritual demons.
Commentary of Andrey Bilzho: 
‘Hitchcock never got anybody to do anything. He did not compel to feel fear, not compelled anybody to commit suicide. The artist in general compels nobody to do anything. He just does what he considers necessary, what pleases him, decides which are the tasks of artst: be it cinema, painting, theatre etc.’
The horrors of Hitchcock were to that extent real that devouted citizens accused him of putrifying influence. In response the Brit evil-mindedly joked: on ringing of disturbed father saying that his daughter after the killing scene was in powerful psychose: is afraid to lay in bathtub, the director consulted to give the daughter dry-cleaning, and himself enjoyed that the recorded film so well succeeded. Hitchcock was pleased: it (the killing) as well as the entire film was recorded rapidly and with a small budget. The role of blood was not even played by a traditional cinestar, but by chocolade sauce from a neighboring supermarket. Even in psychose there is space for laugh. Hitchcock knew that frightening must proceed gradually: this way it becomes more frightening.
Commentary of Kirill Razlogov:
In his films there are very many comical episodes: secretaries with big spectacles and unquiet privte life, comical intermediaries many spectators, even lovers of horror films, (…) at this moment comes control and this control helps to it that the spectator stops to perceive, stops to overstrain himself.’
Hitchcock, despite his fame, felt himself offended. Five times his films were promoted to Oscar and was not given any. Vainglorious fatty it seemed that he was beaten like in childhood. To hisw colleagues he revenged by evil jokes: guests he obligatorily let sit on pillows that gave unambiguous noise of a bad stomac. To one actrise who hated the smell of fish, he sent as present fourhundred smoked herings. To collegues from a small apartment he presented a gicantic cupboard, which was not even possible to carry home. To one who lived in a mansion with central heating Hitchcock regularly sent two tons of unnecessary coal. All his career and success were a place of past oppression and attempts to get rid of manias, which with Hitchcock were overmeasured. He was afraid of dirt and expenditure: after every bath the master dried the mixing faucet with three towels, and in shops the millioner disputed of every cent. The director very much loved Alma. His wife was the protecting angel and helper. Between them there were no strong passion, but was a league of personalities, who always had interestin time together. After the death of the true Alma Hitchcock did not move on joke: he understood that recording films was no more his destiny. He started to drink and get fat not only by years but by months. Death for him was a smaller nightmare than life, and therefore before finish in the end of April 1980 the director said that soon he will sleep away and rest. 80 years of life for Hitchcock were heavy test. All these years he overcame fear. This eternal overcoming also made his films masterworks, horrible and real as the life itself of Alfred Hitchcock.’
Somehow A. Hitchcock pronounced in his style the horrible phrase: ‘One of the main advantages of television is that it returned killing into the home’. In thisa phrase is all of him, full, mean, loathing. Other words I do not pick up.
From the fact that a person is popular, famous, does not follow that he is talented or genial. Herostrat also many know. Both Hitler and V.V. Zhirinovsky also many know. All this means: are genius and illdoing compatible? Hitchcock speculated on the theme of horror, on negative emotions, on the theme of violence and murder. If F. Nietzsche is the Hitler of philosophy, then Hitchcock is the Hitler of cinema. How many souls he seduced and ruined with his harmful and stinking films! In the TV-program «Сферы» (Spheres) Hitchcock is described as the master who knew the measure in horror. Yes, really, a feeling of artistic measure is one of undoubted signs of artistic talent. Can, however, Hitchcock be considered as a genuine artist? I answer unequivocally: no, no, and no! Man may be in private questions artistic, dexterous, canny, handy etc, but as a whole talentless, stupid and good-for-nothing. Let us take that Hitler. How he could conquer votes of electors in 1933! How he then all Germany got dance along his pipe! How much he had followers, worshippers, genuine fanatics! And what? Exploded like soap bubble. A man with minus-sign is antiman, whom practically all on the Earth are cursing. So also Hitchcock. In some etappe he cast a spell over cinema society. But finally he is antiartist, made an evil service to humanity. Yes, can a man who is capable to humiliate his own daughter, who is capable to nifty revenge, be at least somewhat talented artist, or even genius?! His cinema is directed not to saving, supporting, developing and improving life, and its destruction. Therefore he is the most genuine activist of anticulture, antigenius.
How small and nifty are Kirill Razlogov and Andrey Bilzho in their attempt to justify Hitchcock and even present him as the master of measure! Disgusting is A. Bilzho in his slander on childrens fairy tales, with all his ‘rather frightening’, with in his ‘blood flows in rivers’. Yes, he either really does not know childrens fairy tales, or exaggerates the horror in them as psychiatrist, that is, as a man, who much occupied with psychopaths and sees everything in the perverted light of pathology.
————————

Hitchcock gave birth to a whole generation of moviemakers, who excel in showing all horrible, deformed, death, violence. ‘Jaws’, ‘Cauchemar on the street of elms’, ‘Silence is yenling’, ‘Criminal pulp litterature’, ‘Imitator’ etc. Tens, hundreds of films.
The last example: film of Quentin Tarantino ‘Kill Bill’ (2003). Bloody film filled with scenes of cruelty and violence. The director even boasts on this bloodiness of his film. In an interview he announced: to ask him show less blood, cruelty, violence is as to ask the Metallic to decrease sound volume. (20031003 in the news program of NTV was shown the subject connected with the London premier of this film. In fact advertisement of the film, abominable, base. How long this will continue?! How long will our TV-producers propagate, advertise cruelty, blood of violence, murder?!).
And still. There was such a rather well-known cinemadirector as Ingmar Bergman. In 1957 he directed film ‘The seventh press’. On TV-channel «Культура» (Culture) in 20031026 I saw a program on him and on this film (it was led by Dmitry Mendeleyev). Why I became alerted? The film did not belong tho the series of horror films, fighting, thrillers. But what was the ideology of the film?! What subjects, thoughts, ideas it was concerning? Main hero plays chess with death. He is looking the idea of life. And on this background the events go on. There is a church. The artist paints the walls. On them is a picture of death. The main hero asks: why does he do this? The artist justifies himself, and particularly says the significant phrase: ‘the scull is more interesting than a nude girl’. And such scenes in which death in one or another way is present, fill the whole film. In the end the main hero found the idea of life. It turns out that this, the idea of life, is situated … outside the life. There you have a paradox, and the favorite theme of many intellectuals of the 20th century, life in front of the face of death. The film ends up with a scene: Death, dancing, leads away his followers.
Also here in Russia our Hitchcocks and Tarantins started to appear. Some Sergey Epifantsev gained fame as theater director and actor by trying with manic persistence implant in our soil all these displacements of the named directors and similar to them activists. For Epifantsev the more violence, cruelty, horror, all kinds of absurdism, deformation on the scene, the better. On NTV in the news program «Сегодня» (Today 20040116) was shown a subject, continuously in sport jersys with a scull and crossed bones. Both comical and sad.
boom of mysticism
We are seeing a stormy rising of mysticism. Suddenly began a general enjoyment of astrology. Fashioable is zen-buddhism, yoga, spiritistic sessions, and witchcraftery. Cults with experiences of Dionysian joys are formed, means of communication outside the language and even outside the space. 
A.Toffler (’Future shock’, 1972)

Above on page 305 I have spoken about fighting idealism as a feature of anticulture. All is one by one: both horror to anomaly, and necrophilia and narcotic anticulture and this playing with mysticism and even its eulogy…
You maya sk: what is bad in mysticism? Reasonable question. Artists, musicians, painters, writers and representatives of some other professions are using sometimes the word ‘mysticism’, ‘mystical’ in a positive sense (as the word ‘delusion’, ‘extasy’, ‘inspiration’…). This is understandable. They play, among others, with words. This play is not completely serious and often reminds children’s amusement or teenagers’ hooliganic freaking. In real life it has only indirect relationship, available as if touching momentarily. (All excellently understand that in arts everything is for fun, in difference from the real life, where indeed Arts are arts, an life is life.)

But what for an artist has only meaning of play, for mystically spirited has completely real meaning (cruel, wonderful, fatal, etc.).
Mysticism as mystical state of mind, as mysticism, is already serious, it is a kind of illness of mind. In such form it is not amusement and no instrument of play, but something in conflict with senses and reasonable.
It is asked, from where comes mystical state of mind? Any illness is a result of deviation from the norm, of some breaking of rules. Mystical state of mind emerges as a result of breaking the balance between logics and intuition on the side of revaluation (exaggeration of the role of, absolutiosation) of intuition, intuitive thinking (see on this above, p. 286: ‘Intuition, great thing’ and further).
Mysticism (from Greek mystikos – secret) – a tendency to secret or a fear of secret, fear in front of secret. Secret, secrecy, a secret – all these words are led from the word ‘secret’. They in a way or another absolutize the secret. The latter, that we do not know, but assume, that it may have influence on us.
In itself the secret does not have anything mystical. Very many secrets people are saving from each other. Known are such kinds of secrets as war secret, government secrets, commercial secrets, investment secrets, secret of confession, secret of love. In principle, everybody has his secrets, which he saves from others.
Here is what wrote of secrets E. Yevtushenko:
…They had secrets, Toni, Tani,

even with tiptoes on legs.

Had secrets the stars, wild animals,

only in childhood so animals scream…

We secretly something whispered

on secret ice skating,

and scared as secret in secret,

touched the hand another

But came unexpected the grown age…

Enigmaticly we became sorrowful.

Enigmatic became us other,

and enigmatic we to them.
And if the hand accidentally

touches, lightly stroking, this is only hand, and not secret,

do you understand, only hand!
The secret exists only in relations between people. For it it is necessary at least two subjects. One saves the secret, and the other would like to reveal it. For the secret it is necessary not only that somebody saved it and not only saved but protected it from somebody. In the nature there are no secrets, because it is no subject, it does not hide and protect anything. Ascribing secrets to inanimated objects or something inhuman is already mysticism, mystical state of mind. This ascription appears as a result of the absolution of the secret, exaggeration of its role in the life of man. The exaggeration of secret transforms to something mysterious, enigmatic, that is, such that cannot be revealed in general, normal ways.
On the basis of mystic state of mind the fear in front of unknown or, on the contrary, aspiration of wonder or hope of it.
A patography of its own of a mystical thinking is given by the authors of the book “Экспедиция в гениальность” (Expedition to geniality). Here is what they write: ‘It is well-known that the particularity of mystical thinking is included in the insufficiency of attention. Among others it is just attention that brings order into chaos of phenomena and regroups them so that they make us clear the idea, prevailing in the mind of observer. When attention is missing, the picture of world is presented to the observer unilateral, cohesion of enigmatic phenomena, now appearing, now disappearing, saying nothing neither to the reason nor to consciousness. It is necessary continuously to keep in mind this basic fact of spiritual life. Awakenness, reaching pathologic level, puts the mystically oriented subject to make a choice between the phenomena, but he is not led in this by conscious attention, but impressions of unconscious awakenness. He receives only what he agrees with the state of mind, on the contrary to what he does not accept with his state of mind, for him does not exist at all. (p. 265)
…mystical thinking, thinking of easily inspired character, being deprived of the ability to attentiveness, allows him sometimes to conceive very clearly this or that picture, being connected with their inspiration, but not allowing him to make it clear for himself the reasonable connection between separate pictures particularly because the necessary attention is absent. (p. 296)’ (Г.П. Колупаев и др. Экспедиция в гениальность. [G.P. Kolubaev et al. Expedition to geniality] М., 1999).
——————

Mystics and politics. In front of me is a listing of Barkashov organizations ‘Russian national unity (RNU)’, came to me through postal box in the vestibule of the house. This listing has the heading ‘INN – PUBLICATION OF ANTICHRIST’. It is the question of the introduction to Russia of the identification number of taxpayer. (INN). According to the opinion of the authors of the listing any linecode (INN) contains the number 666.’ …this is the essence of the matter ‘the number of beast, of antichrist. Of it speaks John Theolog (Baptist?) in the Apocalypsis: ‘Here is the wisdom. Who has sense, shall count the number of the beast, because this number is human, it is six hundred sixty six’ (Revelation of Saint John, the Theolog, 13).’ Essentially, in political purposes is used the so called mysticism of numbers, and with reference to the Holy writings, to New Testament. In the first place, with big stretching the line code number of 666 can be written. This must have good imagination and very, very selective memory and attention. Because between three double fields to be interpreted as three numbers of six, there is always other numbers, among others numbers of six. In reality only numbers between three double fields, which in this case fulfill the task of separators. How can fields of separators be interpreted as number 666?! Secondly, allowing even that in the line code is seen number 666. And what then? How can one of million of millions different numbers be given any qualitative and containing meaning?! There is no reasonable grounds to do this. Yes, really, some numbers, combined with some qualitative relationships, may have individual characteristics. For instance the number ( (pi — 3,14...) corresponding the relation of the sphere of circle to its diameter. Or the number, describing the atom weight of chemical element. In these and similar cases the numbers are found through scientific research: through measurement, experiments, observation, theoretical calculations, based on open of newly revealed laws of nature. Ascribing the number 666 properties of beast and antichrist is not based on any scientific observations, experiments or theoretical calculations. This means that we must take it as a matter of belief in what has said an ancient author of Apocalypsis (almost two thousand years ago!). In addition to superstitious fear in front of the appointed number such a blind belief cannot create anything.
——————

About using the concept of ’beast’ in physical science and its practical application in technology. The basic meaning of the word ‘energy’ is defined in its use in physical formulas and laws. Its popularity is determined exactly by this fact, the achievements of physics and its practical application in technology. Uneducated and /or naïve people are using this very respected physical concept of energy in different other spheres: in medicine, in psychology, in general in everything that concerns the human life.
Willing not willing they are exploiting the authority of science (in this case of physics) for their purposes. They do not understand or do not want to understand that the use of word or concept ‘energy’ outside physics and its practical applications in technology automatically changes the meaning of this word or concept, simply devaluates it. The exact scientific meaning of ‘energy’ turns to metaphor, to a word used in transformed meaning. But the use in metaphoric or transformed meaning, it becomes blurred, undefined. It can be winded, turned at will, it can be given whatever additional meanings… And save at this its significance key as scientific concept, as sign of fundamental physical entity.
The basic fault of all use of the word ‘energy’ outside physics and technology (more accurately, outside the procedure of the measurement of physical magnitude of energy) consists in reductionism in the introduction of higher to lower, of complicated to simple, and particularly in the fact that willing not willing later all complicated, higher phenomenon of life, psyche, spiritual sphere tend to directly, immediate explanation of phenomena of inorganic nature, that is, through by something relatively simple, characteristic to all inorganic nature. Human being, life, spirit is being led down to the phenomena of physical world. Because from the point of view of physical concept of energy man does not differ from stone, moon, molecule, atom, elementary particles…
Of course, also living in certain sense do not avoid energetic concepts. Biomechanics exists (mechanics of movement and efforts of living creatures), consumption and production of calories in the exchange of substances exists, as well as a very complicated biotechnology of the development and use of chemical, thermal and mechanical energy. This is all that. In all these cases, however, energy is completely physical, measurable, countable.
But what is offered us, when speaking of energetic, energetic vampirism, psychic energy, bioenergy… and at this forgetting the changes of measurement, counting? Because without the latter concept of energy loses all scientific sense, turns to a toy, into an object of manipulation for all kinds of quacks and rascals.
Now it si very fashionable to speak of energetic vampirism. The journals and newspapers get color of information and stories of this. As a matter of fact there is no energetic vampirism. There are normal, ordinary, good people, the overwhelming majority. And there are people who are bad, mean, with declination and different pathologies, of them an insignificant minority. Now it is not rare that these people are called energetic vampires. A normal meanness and evil is mystified. Some bad or simply unpleasant people are ascribed some supernatural qualities. As if these people would not work at their own will and consciousness, but because they are energetic vampires. The result is that they are liberated of all responsibility for bad acts. They are unfree in their action on their environment.
From this, by the way, also the unusual means of fight with these people: damage, evil eye etc. 
——————

Superstition. An everyday mysticism of its own kind is different kinds of superstitions.
Superstition is a vain, trivial, small belief, with nearest reasons, such as fear, hope, ignorance, stupidity.
Fear and ignorance together with stupidity give birth to superstition, connected to anticipation of bad, worse (bad feelings, signs, dreams, omens).
Hope, ignorance and stupidity, on the contrary, give birth to superstition, connected with the anticipation of good, better (lucky signs, good dreams, fortune-telling).
Women are more apt to superstition. Why? Because they on the whole are more afraid or on the contrary, more enthusiastic compared to men. 
Superstitious people are numerous among seamen, aviation pilots and artists. Why is it so? Because the representatives of these professions are working in conditions connected with big risk. In order to soften, neutralize troubled feelings they search support in mystical activities (making cross marks, spitting over the left shoulder, stepping on hard object etc.), in things (talismans and amulets).
——————

About the belief to destiny. The word ’destiny’ has two basic meanings. First meaning: life as a whole, living the life, taking place of life, nonsimple (complicated, difficult) life (see cinema ‘Destiny of man’). When somebody ‘believes in destiny’, then by the word ‘destiny’ is meant something else, is used in other, second meaning.
The second meaning: mythologic, semimytohologic or simply superstitious picture of future, of the possibility, of which naïve conceptions about objective character of random occurrences and necessities emanate. In some cases people they emphasize the aspect of necessity, unavoidability, saying: ‘you cannot avoid destiny’, ‘what you are, you cannot pass’, ‘what is in in your family written, that also must be’. In other cases they divide the aspect of randomness, at that in some variants: positive (present, destiny) and nonpositive (blows of destiny). ‘Man also hopes and takes care of because, writes V.N. Sherdakov, that life, on the one side, depends on oneself. on ones efforts, but on the other side, people let themselves in dependence of circumstances, outside the own will. The word ‘destiny’ has also ment dependence, predestination of life on factors that are not under the influence of man, epoch, nature, inherited data, education, random occurrences etc. This concept more often than not have had mystic idea, however must not be forgotten its real basis. It is not an accident that the word ‘destiny’ has already lost its religious meaning, continues to be used in everyday speech.’
.

——————

Now very fashionable is astrology. On the pages of newspapers and journals, in TV and radiobroadcasts we will see innumerous horoscopes and acting astrologs. For comparison with religion astrologia, so to say, is less serious. Often it is considered as play. And correspondingly related to its evaluations, advice, forecasts. Nonetheless also astrology does its black business, binds the man, frightens him or entertains vain hopes.
(With me still in Soviet time occurred a tragicomic thing, connected with astrology. A woman wanted to make acquaintance. I consented and we almost agreed on meeting. But when she was interested and learned under which zodiac sign I was born, then she refused to meet me, motivating our incompatibilty according to the horoscope. I think that now in conditions of general enthusiasm of astrology and its propaganda in the means of mass communications similar cases are no rare.)
Astrology is science kind of mysticism. The astrologs themselves declare that astrology is science. These pretensions on status of science are in no ways grounded. There are no scientific instruments, no scientific methods, no open to astrologs, strictly established laws or phenomenons. What is then the matter? But the matter is that some mystically tuned people and charlatans try to use the authority of science. In the modern society this authority is strong enough, and many people tuned on the wave-length of the belief in mysticism, do not quite thrust on traditional forms of religion or even relating to it skeptically as archaism, are stetching towards the scince like or updated forms of belief-mysticism, such as astrology, scientology, ufology etc.
Astrologists confirm, that stars and their mutual position in the sky influence the destiny of man. On the basis of these confirmations horoscopes are composed. Astronoms are agains them. Valentin Esipov, leader of the department of radioastronomy of the Astronomic Institute in the name of Sternberg, has presented such illustrating example. If sun is presented so that its diameter is 10 cm, then the nearest to it star is situated somewhere near Paris. Of what influence can then be spoken!
*     *     *

Anticulture breaks the sound mind, among others the sound relationship of man to life, people, mankind, enables that the number of people with unhappy and criminal consciousness increases.
antiphilosophy
(herostrat philosophy)

From time to time there are, to the shame of mankind, ‘philosophers’, for whom the highest values of life, goodness, beauty, truth, are empty sound and who use their reason and language for the sermons of abominable ideas.
In ancient Greece there was a philosopher Hegesio that was named teacher of death or preacher of suicide. About him I have spoken above on the page 341.

F. nietzsche, führer of anticulture
Nietzsche is simply a maniac

Kuno Fischer
Black dog does not wash white
Proverb
Now Nietzsche anew, as in the beginning of 20th century, has become the idol of spiritual men, lover of sharp, but fruitless intellectual sensations
A.L. Simanov
I beg pardon in advance for the sharpness. Scum! Friedrich Nietzsche again ‘in fashion’. Endlessly new editions of his collected works, attempts are made to rehabilitate him, present good, students with inclination write referats on him. Even organ of Russian humanistic society, the journal ‘Common sense’, did not resist, published in its number 19 (2001) a number of material, in fact rehabilitating Nietzsche … This on one side. On the other, in the society grows an atmosphere, originating from the German national-socialism (RNE, skinheads, national bolshewiks of Eduard Limonov, V.V. Zhirinovsky, A.G. Dugin etc.). All this is very disturbing.
Who is such F. Nietzsche as a matter of fact? Not as a man, not as a philosopher, but as a phenomenon. I think that he is a Hitler of philosophy, behave with him we must correspondingly.
Philosophic monster, some philosophic Hlestakov, Zhirinovsky
I am an adventurer of soul, I wander for my thought and go after ideas that blink for me.
F. Nietzsche
The main book of F. Nietzsche ‘Thus spoke Zarathustra’ has a the subtitle of ‘A book for all and to nobody’. An unaware reader says: everything is not in condition with this man. And as a matter of fact Nietzsche in majority of cases spoke absolutely anomalic things as a weak-minded. Here he reminds of V.V. Zhirinovsky. Nietzsche is the singer of anomaly, all that deviates from norm and average right up to pathology.
Nietzsche is an astonishingly light-weighted philosopher, absolutely uninhibited cynician, without a twingle of conscience (philosophical of human) model of phrases, as it pleases to him. Just to say something. Such a philosophic Hlestakov.
Texts of Nietzsche are sweet poison, as the sweetvoiced singing or Sirens, destroying mariners.
In me these texts arise to a great part the feeling of disgust. This uninterrupted boasting and vainglory, this prophetical, teaching tone, this malevolence and denigration, defamation of all that is dear to normal people, these unending attempts to turn everything upside down.
Nietzsche is a Hitler of philosophy. So do I relate to him. If he spoke in some cases reasonably, good things, I cannot at all relate to him positively, not even in small things, particularly, quote him in these reasonable matters in confirming some of his thoughts. Because even Hitler in some cases behaved completely orderly and spoke reasonably. But because he committed many crimes against the mankind, I cannot relate to him positively. He is for me a scoundrel, cannibal etc. Nietzsche did not kill anybody, but he prepared spiritual soil for criminals like Hitler, for crimes agains the mankind. He committed many philosophic ‘crimes’, tried to rehabilitate evil, ‘evil wisdom’, ‘lie’, mixed, paralleled lie with truth
, constantly ridiculized positive human values (good, charity…).
Yes, Nietzsche is a man, a representative of the kind of man and as such deserving respect. And I respect him as I respect Hitler. If the latter came to my hands, I would not begin to jeer at him, would not start to humiliate him, trample his human dignity. I simply would give him to the hands of law enforcing powers. The same with Nietzsche. I will not use dirty language against him, will not humiliate him and mock him as philosopher. I simply transfer him to the judgement of philosophers as a philosophic criminal.
————

Nietzsche sooner is no philosopher, but simply a wisecrack. He shows his intelligence, but not as a philosopher. He uses his intelligence constructively, not for trying to wisdom
 and to solve problems on the basis of wisdom, fighting for an external effect. He does not argument, he troubles himself with arguments, and confirms and expresses his being a mystic and prophet. He turns down almost everything that was worked out by philosophic thinking before him. Announcing the will to power as the basic endeavour of man, he acts as antiphilosopher, as a man who uses his intelligence to revealing nonintelligent ability (will) as the main human ability, that is, for the confirmation and substantiating of antiintellectualism (irrationalization, folly, saying it in plain Russian).
Here an example of Nietzschean antiphilosophy: one of the works of Nietzsche is called ‘Evil wisdom’. Think about this title. It is awkwardly monstruous as a round square or hot wnow. Wisdom cannot in principle be evil. It is a concentration and combination of three fundamental values of life: goodness, beautifulness and truthfulness. From this combination their power increases. For the wisdom cannot be better modern expression than ‘synergism’. It does not separately, not as truth, nor as goodness, nor beautifulness. It is something that leads to truth, good, beautiful, that is as precondition of or condition of truth, goodness and beauty.
Wisdom is the more wisdom, the better it leads to good and better defends from evil, because evil is antigood.
Antihumanist without any qualifications.

Recently the journal "Здравый смысл" (Common sense), organ of the Russian humanistic society, published (in number 19, 2001) a bunch of materials, in fact whitewashing Nietzsche, this militant antihumanist, antihumanist without any reservations. What about this? Incomprehensibleness of the redactor or his concession to the present mode of Nietzsche, flirting with those who carry on with this mode?
Nietzsche is completely on the side of superman invented by him (master, fair-haired beast…) and correspondingly, with contempting and disdain speaks of ‘human’ (and derived from human, humanity, humanness, humanism). Here two quotations:
1) ‘On the basis of these noble races is seen predatory beast, luxurious, lustful, roaming in search of prey and victory of white-haired beast; this hidden basis of time to time needed discharge, beast, must necessarily go out, anew return to the bushes, Roman, Arab, German, Japanese elite, Homerian heroes, Scandinavian Vikings, in this need all those are similar one another. Noble races, just they everywhere, where only their foot touched the soil, set for themselves footprints of the concept of ‘barbarian’; still on the highest steps of their culture is revealed this consciousness (…). This boldness of noble races, is reckless, absurd, sudden in their appearances, the unpredictableness and inverosimilitude itself of their business… their indifference and contempt of safety, body, life, comfort; their terrible joviality and depth of their joy, experienced at all kinds of disturbances, all kinds of lasciviousness of victory and cruelty, all this was poured on those who suffered from this, in the form of ‘barbarian’, ‘bad enemy’, say ‘got’, ‘vandal’. A deep icy lack of trust, still today aroused by Germans, it be only that they seize the power, and everything appears as that recidive of that ineffaceable horror, with which Europe for hundred years was looking at that fierceness of the blond German beast..."

2) ‘Perhaps, completely correct those who do not cease to be scared of the blond beast, hiding in the depths of all noble races, and keeps in front of them a sharp ear, but who do not prefer hundredfold fear, on the condition that here at the same time is something of which be enthusiastic, simply absence of fear, compensated by the impossibility of getting rid of the harmful facelooking of all unsuccessful, chopped, poor, poisoned? And whether this is not our disaster? Of what nowadays is instigated our aversion to ‘man’? because we are suffering from man, there is no doubt of that. Not fear; sooner of the fact that we have nothing to be scared in the man: that a creeping ‘man’ occupies the forefront and swarms on it…’

These words any fascist and nazist would with great pleasure subscribe. (Just thanks to all similar thoughts and ideas of Nietzsche his main work ‘Thus spoke Zarathustra’ occurred in the rucksack of fascist soldier in addition of Bible and ‘Mein Kampf’ of Hitler).
Here still:
’The problem is included in that it is possible to more utilize man and in order to as much as possible bring him nearer to a machine, which as known never was mistaken; for this he must be armed with benefactor machines, he must be educated to endure grievances, have in depression some higher charm; arrange it so that pleasant feelings would be transferred to background. Machinal form of existence, considered as most noble, more elevated, must cherish itself… The only goal for still many years must be depreciation of man, so as from the beginning must be build a broad fundament, on which can be risen a sound mankind. Depreciation of the European man is a great process, which must not be stopped, but must still be speeded…’
 These words in a great degree respond to ideological national-socialism.
And still: ’The ruling race may have only terrible and cruel result’
. At once we remind also the dream of Hitler of the reich of thousand years. Because Hitler wanted be the ruler of the world, create the ruling race. And, naturally, in his endeavor to establish a dictatorship regime in Germany and in their aggressive acts he operated according these words of Nietzsche: to the thousand year reich fatally prepare this ‘terrible and cruel result’. Nietzsche, this way, in a way presented (in absence) to Hitler the spiritual indulgence: You Great leader, shall not think of moral, charity, humanism. If you want to create a reich of thousand years, then you must know that ‘terrible and cruel result’ is waiting for the ruling race. Do not fear anything, shed rivers of blood, because it is needed, as it is necessary, if you want to rule on the Earth.
In order to provide victory for the ruling race Nietzsche suggests, particularly, the following means:
’obligatory war service, with real wars, which put an end for all jokes’
’maintaining of war state, this last means, which remained for great traditions or for consciousness of higher kind of man, strong type. All circumstances that maintain hostility, distance between states, find this way justification for themselves…’
.

In these states Nietzsche is not only ideal inspirer of Hitlerism, but also consultant, giving concrete advice for all hitlers.
Of Nietzsche is known the expression of ‘falling push’
. If man is in somewhat feeble, it is not necessary to help him, let him struggle himself or die. No, most likely, there is not a more cynical statement from the mouth of a philosopher!
The greatest philosophic terrorist

Nietzsche is the greatest philosophical terrorist of all times and peoples. Widmann, the Swiss critic, has written an essay about ‘Beyond Good and Evil’ and saw in this book only leading to anarchism: ‘The book smells of dynamite’, he said. Nietzsche self responding to this criticism, wrote ‘To the genealogy of moral’, in which there were exactly these words: ‘I wanted to make a canon shot with the most noisy gunpowder’
. As you see: for Nietzsche also dynamite is too little!
Philosophic terrorism of Nietzsche is not only here. This all is external, as far as it lies on the surface. Nietzsche is essentially a spiritual and moral terrorist. He tried to crush in his feet all that is dear to people, philosophers, all, that contains human moral, and correspondingly, human coexistence, human society in general. Nietzsche with his words, his ideas, releases hands of all potential killers, criminals, terrorists, dictators and tyrants. He so to say pushes them to breaking of all norms of life, theoretically grounds the behavior of such (small or big) criminals, as Rodion Raskolnikov or Adolf Hitler.
Nietzsche is in fact the spiritual father of all, who commit crimes against mankind (humanity). Why? Because of the majority of people he speaks contemptuously and hatefully as of a stock of cattle, crowd, shit. A boasting militant type of an evil person (master, superman, fair-haired beast), he boasts with this the wars, that is, at the end a massive destruction of people. If the majority of people is shit, then it is not necessary to be scrupulous with them. They are apt to fertilize the soil for the superman.
Contemptuously and derogatory relationship towards women.

‘If you are going to meet a woman, do not forger a whip!’
Thus spake Zarathustra.

This is not an accidentally lost phrase. It is declared in this context:
’And now accept as a token of gratefulness a small truth! I am old enough for it!
Turn around it well and press its mouth: otherwise it will shout of full throat, this little truth’.
Give to me, woman, your small truth! I said. And so spoke the old woman.’
.

This is a fragment of the main truth of Nietzsche (‘So spake Zarathustra’). And look what kind of name has the chapter: ‘About the old and young women’. Nietzsche is not ashamed in his expressions. He is rough, reckless, cynical. His cynicism is doubled because these words, pejorative towards women, he puts into the mouth of a woman!
Nietzsche is a chauvinist, hater of women.
Look, how he characterizes ’feminine’:
’All feminine, slavery, and particularly all mob: these want now become the masters of the whole human destiny – disgusting, disgusting, disgusting!’ (- So spake Zarathustra’. Chapter ‘About superman’
). Feminine is his synonyme of slave mob. Contemptuously he speaks of it as ‘this’. In addition to this he obviously is against the emancipation of women. And three times this ‘disgusting’ exclamation, sounding as a curse with respect to the feminine beginning of life. A short text, but how much evil, contempt, disgust towards the women.
With not the least of embarrasment, Nietzsche ascribes the philosophers the negative relation to the married life: ‘… philosopher avoids the married life and all that could seduce to it, married life is like an obstacle and fatal loading on his way to optimum… A married philosopher is appropriate to a comedy, such is my canon’ (On the genealogy of morals’
). He clearly takes the desirable as real. (Big self-opinion of Nietzsche: very often he expresses his subjective particular meaning as generally accepted opinion).
Racist, boasteer of the aryan race as the race of masters.
It is confirmed that he was not a protofascist, the spiritual father of Hitlerism. The discussions about the ‘blood’, about races, the race of masters, the Aryan (in corresponding cases the German) race – isn’t this protonationalism?! Yes, of course, Nietzsche was not a nationalist in the narrow meaning of the word, nevertheless, he (mercilessly) criticized Germans for ‘national narrowness’
. Instead he was racist, ideology of Aryan race as the noble race or the race of masters.
It is said that he was not antisemitist. A lie! Yes, he was not a primitive, rough antisemitist. But he was a hater of Jews as the race of slaves. ‘All that was done on the Earth, wrote Nietzsche, is against the ‘noble’, ‘mighty’, ‘masters’, does not go in the least comparison with what the Jews have done.’
. — This phrase is enough in order that the nazists would love him. On Jews he laid the main guilt for all that was done on the Earth against the race of ‘masters’.
His statement about Jews poured water on the mill of antisemitism. (It is enough to compare the entire sum of the statements of Nietzsche about Jews with that of what said about Jews our great philosopher V.S. Solowyev. A striking contrast! V.S. Solowev was a true opponent of anti-Semitism. Because he was against it from the standpoint of humanism. The standpoint of Nietzsche in respect with Jews was equivocal, because in this standpoint there was no hard and light background [humanism]).
Known are anglofobic statements of Nietzsche. This is also ‘combustible’, which burned in the bonfire of Hitlerism.
By the way, who said that philosopher Nietzsche is individualistic?! His racism, anglofobia, antijudaism, gross approach to people, do not they testify of a certain, although unclear collectivism of Nietzsche? Likewise, Nietzsche used double standards in relationship to collectivism. When it was advantageous to him to discredit collectivism (in form of cattle form of life) he did this with enthusiasm. When it was advantageous to him a gross approach to people, not as individuals, but as representatives of different social groups, to some generalities (race of masters and race of slaves, critics of Jews, Englishmen, Germans…) then he with the same enthusiasm was for collective standpoints. Nietzsche intricately created individualism with collectivism.
Philosophy of Nietzsche is a philosophy of conflict, aggression, warmongery
The style of Nietzsche is intensive, phrophetic and cathegoric and ironic. He constantly makes war (with words, of course).
Philosophy of Nietzsche as a whole is exiting. He constantly speaks powerful phrases, pathetic and biting, which shows that the person is predatory, evil animal, that the man must be a superman. He absolutizes the antagonistic relationship, that of conflict, hostility and excitedness. Either you are a winner or a defeated (either pan or a looser). Nietzsche confirmed that the society is a pack of predatory wolves. According to Nietzsche a man realizes himself and always attempts to power. He made of people winners and loosers, to heroes and crowd, to supermen and all the rest
. This comes out logically of his theory of power. He who does not attempt to power is a good-for-nothing
Nihilism of Nietzsche

Philosophy of Nietzsche is saturated with nihilism. He called to reappraisal of all values, tried to destroy everything that had been elaborated by human culture. Morality of goodness is junk, conscience is rubbish.
Hitler truly was inspred by Nietzsche, when he pompously declared in ‘Mein Kampf’, when addressing to Germans: ‘I liberate you of the chimeras, called conscience’. Compare with Nietzsche: ‘Did I ever feel the conscience pains? My memory contains in this respect silence’. (Vol 1 p. 722, ‘Evil wisdom’, 10). Or: the pains of conscience is a similar stupidity as the endeavor of dog to crack a stone’. (Same p. 817, ‘Wanderer and his shadow’, 38).
————

Martin Luther King said: ’Accepting evil without resistance is taking its side’. F. Nietzsche is this incarnated philosophic evil. Who accepts Nietzsche is an accomplish of evil.
*    *    *

psychedelic mysticism of carlos castañeda
 (thoughts, arised by reading his
«Teachings of Don Juan» and other works) 

During the last 10 years philosopher Carlos Castañeda has been fashionable in our country. An indicator of this mode is that his books are published in large editions… A terrible mode. It also sheds oil into the fire of narcotic folly and anticulture in general.
Our philosophers and teachers seem to be toothless dispassionate discussing about Castañeda and even praising him. Here an example. In the text book ‘Philosophy’ of L.Z. Nemirovsky we read:
‘Books of Castañeda are dedicated to lessons of magics, which he takes from the Indian don Juan, holder of esoteric knowledge of the tribe yaqui. Castañeda imitates the model of don Juan to the model of Jesus Christ (only living in Mexico). An essential difference is that don Juan uses a special method of teaching: the pupil must be in the condition caused by consumption of a psychotropic plant (condition of ‘detached reality’).
C. Castañeda researches new means of consciousness, scarcely researched up to now, with the help of intuition, intuitive. He presents this way of getting conscious as a specific way to knowledge of world ancient Mexican tribe of yaqui. But essentially it is a question of one of the means of getting esoteric (secret, hidden for ordinary people) conception of the world. This means is the use of some plants, having narcotic effect, calling afore hallucination (p. 175)…’
The story of Castañeda is finished by the words: ‘This kind of works complete mystic thinker, draw us to spiritual search, adventurism and fearlessness. At the same time we will see in the books modern mystics the manifestation of the continuity of human thought, in them there is the wisdom of centuries..’ (p. 178). This way, no more, no less. This text book has been published in the edition of 10 thousand copies!
The philosophy of Castañeda is an outcome of the use of psychotropic means, psychedelic to be more exact. This, essentially, is psychedelic philosophy, philosophy of transformed consciousness, artificially caused psychopathology.
Castañeda continues the tradition of mystic, that is, extremely irrational teachings. He practically denies all the cultural world and establishes, essentially, the perception of the primitive man. It can be called the philosophy of primitive man, a naked man, who has nothing except his body, does not know anything, except his immediate perception of existence, does not want to do and cannot do anything but the most elementary behavioral acts (go, eat, drink, dress, wash himself and so on), and prepare and take psychedelic means.
Modern man is this user of all spiritual and material culture of mankind, of its history of thousands of years. For Castañeda no meaning have Beethove, nor Rahmaninov, nor Aristotle, norHegel, nor Rafaello, nor Rembrandt, nor Shakespeare, nor Tolstoy, nor Einstein, nor Darwin, nor Peter the great, nor Franklin Roosevelt, nor Edison, nor Darvin, nor Ford or Korolev. Castañeda does not need science, no knowledge found by scientists, does not need the laws of nature found by them, does not need discoveries of human ingenuity, improfing and completing human life, not need light, serious, classical, modern music, doe not need Eastern culture, not body culture, nor Indian yoga, nor conquering of cosmos, nor computers, nor cinema, nor radio or television, nor automobile, nor aeroplane etc.
The world of Castañeda’s man is rather simplified, primitivized, poor, concentrating purely natural interrelationships of man and environment. As a matter of fact, he is even more primitive than the original man. Because the latter in his way knew and understood much: as to produce and support fire, hunt animals, catch fish, prepare tools, give birth to and educate children. The man of Castañeda did not even step to the footsteps of the hunter Dersu Uzala (see the novel of the famous traveler Arsenyev of ‘Dersu Uzala’).
Castañeda in the new coil of historical spiral repeats the ancient Greec books with their endeavour to simplify, to go back to nature, to the condition of animal.
The philosophy of Castañeda may be still characterized as psychedelic mysticism. The world for Castañeda is a secret, and all that man accomplishes is ‘endless stupidity’ (p. 395: ‘soldier relates to the world as to endless secret, to something that people do, as endless stupidity’).
Castañeda on a new coil of historical spiral repeats ancient Greek cynics with their aspirations to simplify, go back to the nature, to animalic condition. In fact his philosophy carries in it the spirit of new Barbary.
The Castañeda shot
Under this name is published the material in the book of the author Sergey Baimuhamedov ‘Golden dreams. Confessions of narcomans’ М.: Изд-во ИКАР, 1998. The material is interesting, because in it is the opinion of a person inexperienced in philosophy, but understanding narcomany and narcomans not only by hearsay. We philosophers are boiling sometimes in our own liquid and do not see, what people think about us and how philosophy is seen by the spirits and behavior of other people. The material of S. Baimyhametof is this link with the side and therefore rather informative.
’In recent times, he writes, the name of an American philosopher and writer Carlos Castañeda has become rather popular both in urban and rural areas of our country. I would say it has becom fashionable. His books, basically ‘Teachings of don Juan: way to the knowledge of yaqui indians’, are published by various Moscow publishers. And here, in the capital, the requests to buy them and send by air everywhere, from Bishkek to Oimjakon. 
Who desires, reads, understands the essential. But I explain only the subject matter.
The hero of the book, a student the University of California, becomes qcquainted with an Indian by the name Juan, a wisecraft, sorcerer, magician. Becomes his student, to whom the Indian reveals the secrets of mystic knowledge. It is done this way: the hero under leadership of the teacher takes these or other exotic narcotics, is raiced, transferred in time and space, lives and acts in ‘uncommon reality’, and then detailedly forecasts his sights and experiences. But don Juan already explains and reveals him the depths of the essence and connections of the phenomena.
In other words, the hero of the book does an experiment on himself. What about that, it is his privilege.

Exactly so is evidently the right of the interpreters, authors of the predictions and explanations to assess of the model of don Juan that it is the ‘most significant personality of the human fantasy after Christ’, that ‘revelations’ and ‘unthinkable sights’, that with the ‘possessions of esoteric knowledge’ people get enlightening of soul.’
To similar passages in genara it is difficult to relate without certain uneasiness, which I consider to be near irony. The ornate language there used speaks for itself. But our interpreters of Castañeda take it for granted that there is a more or less solid ground under it.
‘Every human being is destined to a concrete lot of land. This is somewhat joyless… So it is desired to overcome oneself. On one side, man with all powers tries to strengthen himself in his own psychologic corner, make it habitable. On the other, he explodes it, writes one of our interpreters in the foreword to the book of Castañeda. – And our century, continues the interpreter, visually demonstrates this need. The young radicals of 1960’s in many Western countries imagined the individual life as a change to carnival masks. To be clerk, go to Indian reservate. And narcotics fit to the time…’
Stop! This in some empires must wander, in order to speak of… after narcotics?! O sancta simplicitas! no less. And this is not a slip of tongue. For the founder of the doctrine and for its interpreters the ‘hallucinogens… are only a means getting information…’ Exactly so it is formulated: only a means. 
There, really, may be spoken of that clearly for all, including also philosophers: the means are never ‘only’, the means and the goal are always connected. But we remember that I promised to give not more than the subject matter.
And my ‘subject matter’ is narcotics. The apocalypsian illness. People being submitted to it, are living on the border: on the border of consciousness and mental derangement, prison and freedom, life and death. And already, of course, beyond the border of law, border of human existence in general.
I foresee, that somebody protests: prohibited approach, vulgarizing approach! But simply saying: say, how you can take the connection between our low, base, muddy narcomans and ‘sights of soul’, ‘esoteric concepts of world’?!
I dare say: straight. In cellars and attics, of course, the ‘esoteric knowledge’ is not reasoned, but if the ‘revelations’ and ‘sights’ of interpreters of Castañeda are translated to the language of the dens, then ‘keef’ is received. On the whole and total. But if detailedly, then ‘the parish’, ‘the stock’. That is, there are different stages of approach to the same ‘keef’.
And already completely one to one it is approached to the destinies of mediocre narcomans, real philosophic findings about that ‘man tries to jump out of himself’, ‘win himself, the ‘I’. Yes, the attempt to change one’s constitution in general is characteristic to the human nature. In this the biological origin is tightly intertwined with the social. This is a very powerful impulse. But from this does not at all follow, that with Olympian calm could be assumed: ‘And narcotic fitted the time…’ Beware God, if that happens to anybody, if that powerful impulse is combined with narcotics, finds in it satisfaction and ecstasy.’
Probably, ‘confessions of narcomans’, here presented, are completely sufficient, in order to convince: any memory about narcotics as harmless, not to speak of only ‘means to obtain information’ is equal to the propaganda of extermination of children. Be it only obligatory, as thoughtlessness.
Yes, almost nobody does know of the genuine, intern life of narcomans, of their way of life. Of the abomination of their existence, of that stinking life, in which these unfortunate beings are rolling. Of the disperation and unavoidability. Of physical, mental, spiritual degradation cannot even be spoken.
But if normal people do not know this life in detail, then they may only guess and suppose. This is simple. Guess and not be seduced by it. Only no, from where arise the myths about the ’golden dreams’, ‘euphoric clouds’. And when they are fortified by philosophic tractates and reasonings of interpreters, so what can be expected…
But the secret, probably, is still in that ignorance, half-ignorance always give birth to mythes. Attractive. Brightly painted. Irrational prohibition by a totalitarian regime of a component of culture that exists in reality has developed in many people a firm devotion to all ‘prohibited’ whatever it is. At this, distancing from broad layers, all half-prohibited blowing becomes immediately fashionable in certain circles of people, who, according to Chekhov ‘try to show that they are above the medium level and to play the role, for which they get on their forehead the stamp of edict’. Such, do you know, are the pretensions on segregation, even if not spiritual aristocracy.
And because all vessels in the society are reported. Only in far away sixties the smoking of herbs among teenagers was unconditionally considered a sign of a bit crazy, but already also on the university corridors participation in narcoman gatherings is considered as a certain sign of elitism, aristocracy. There already alcohol is looked at contemptuously, it is called ‘muddy keef’, ‘bull shit’.
There is something to think about.
And the last one. Having said something about the ‘means of getting knowledge’ in the Castañeda way, I cannot avoid saying something of the method itself.

I remember that one of my first year students somewhere heard, that there are eight books in the world, reading of which man at once becomes educated, spiritually rich and all. And approached the teachers in order that they give him the cherished list of these books. Just eight in total books! eading those, and ready, in a week all sciences excellent.
This is not a fairy tale. It more than existed.
This big myth of mass man, which very much wanted to ‘familiarize’, become ‘spiritual’, but only quicker and in a simpler way.
Only at first glance it is seen that Castañeda and his followers are very far from ‘mass consciousness’, that they were ‘elite’. As a matter of fact, according to my reasoning, the method here whatever in it is vulgar and simplistic, ‘mass-like’: quicker, cheaper, without these your sophistication and complication… Because in reality any truth, including also philosophic, is revealed to man on long way. He learns, works, reads books, find out, doubts, questions, cognizes himself and other people, gets enthusiastic, acquires… That is obtains the truth in a continuous work of brain and soul.
And here, if taken out all layers and stripping bare the subject, then all where how and easily and even pleasantly: ate mushrooms, drank juice of exotic herbs, smoked poison and here you are, sights and even ‘revelations’, which on the top, are interpreted by an omniscient teacher.
This way and method is far from being new. They have existed as long as human beings. Because there has always been and will be the temptation of getting something easy: richness, knowledge, professional skill. But fortunately, nobody has not yet dared to confirm that you can become cobbler without touching by hand, without learning anything, just burning hundred grams of marijuana. Nobody. But this, however, inspires some hopes on the stability of sound reasoning.’ (p. 146-153).

X. on the danger of narcotics and the privileges of life without them
Danger is the possibility, threat of something very bad, some misfortune.
Narcotics [greek narkotikos bringing to stupor, intoxication] are substances with strong effect (vegetable origin and available chemically), calling on exited condition and paralyzing the central nerve system, the misuse of which leads to narcomany.
Narcomany is an illness, characterized by insuperable inclination to narcotics, leading to heavy disturbances of physical and psychic functions.
From dictionaries
1. of how to avoid the use of narcotics
why people use narcotics?
The spreading of narcotic anticulture as the infection of modern Russia
The desire of the youngsters to try narcotics arises in the background and under the influence of spreading into the society narcotic anticulture, spiritual and material. Spiritual narcotic anticulture is a sly social atmosphere: formally the society, majority of people are against the narcotics, but in fact very many now either indifferently relate to this calamity, or startle social opinion with their ambiguous and playful relationship to narcotics (musicians, singers, artists, writers, cinema people) or are even benevolently related to the use of soft narcotics and propagate them. Material narcotic anticulture is this development of narcotic market, narcobusiness, that is, the possibility of potential consumers to get narcotics easily (in discoteques, near the schools or even in the schools etc.)
The government itself recently has very sluggishly reacted on the distribution of narcotic anticulture (narcomanic epidemies). Only in these days the president of Russia led a special session of the Security soviet, dedicated to this problem. It was recognized that the narcotic infection has become a threat to national security of Russia. At the moment there are three million narcomans in the country (according to the expert assessment). This figure was presented by the minister of internal affairs B. Grizlov, speaking 20011017 at the session of the State Duma.
Young people must know, that from wherever the desire to try narcotics comes, it is to great extend the effect of narcotic anticulture. Young people sometimes do not recognize this. They think that the desire to try narcotics is exclusively their own choice. Still 20 years ago in our society there were practically no narcotics. The young people had no material possibility and no desire to use narcotics. Now the situation has abruptly changed. A strong narcotic anticulture has come into existence. It is the consequence of the fact that our Russian society became (after 1985-1991) open and yet did not succeed in getting immunity against the expansion of internal and foreign narcotic anticulture, striking some of the countries in the world.
(How far as the social atmosphere influences on the behavior of the young people, can be estimated according to the fact: the change in relationship of young people to the call into army. Now many young people relate negatively to the service in army and under all kinds of pretexts try to deny it. The colleges are overfilled with that kind of young people (studying in college gives the freedom of the service in the army). But more than 60 years ago, before the German attack on our country, there was a genuine boom of applications to army, young people tried to get in. Even not completely healthy tried all kinds of intricacies to deceive medical commission and to serve in the army
. And how is it now? – Medical commission is tried to deceive in order to get rid of army).

I am obliged to state: beneficial conditions for the distribution of narcotic anticulture are created in the modern society.
————

Moral: the present youth, thinking that they freely and independently decide in the relation to the use of narcotics, as a matter of fact are under strong pressure of narcotic anticulture and come under its harmful influence, that is, they are seriously not free nor independent. If only they in this respect do not deceive themselves. If they want to be grown-up and really free and independent, then they must, on the contrary, the onslaught of the narcotic anticulture. (Because in the majority of cases narcotics are used not by grown-up over 30 years, but by young and the narcotic epidemy strikes not the grown-up people, but the young generation, growing strong in their immunity against harmful influences.)
From where comes the desire to try narcotics and how it can be fought against?
1

Sometimes young people get this idea of the unconscious or conscious endeavor to get grown-up quicker, to be the master of own life, to get rid of various kinds of caretaking (by parents, school etc.).
Such endeavor is sometimes recognized according to the pricipe of ‘try everything’. (The principle indirectly comes from the concept of the freedom as the possibility to behave as you like). Young and teenagers are often fished according to this principle. They do not yet completely keep in mind that to ‘try everything’ is a false, detrimental principle. Yes, you can try many things and not only can, but it is necessary to do so! Young people are learning the world and curiosity and desire of knowledge are their natural helpers in this business. However, for this the head must be on the shoulders in order to discern: what you may try, and what not. Intoxicated by narcotics sometimes jump from from the high stock of a building in the hope that they are able to fly. They ‘try’, but the result of this endearvor is sad. The experimenting with narcotics are experiments with suicides.
The priciple ’try everything’ does not know exceptions – therefore it is hard, childish, stupid. Young people, living to the grown-up age, do not any more follow this principle. Grown-up people excellently keep in mind that far from all ‘experiments’ are not accessible and justified, that the free choice has internal limitations.
2

1) A young person often asks his friends the pressing question: ‘But can you do it easily?’ This word ‘easily’ is for a young mind has for the young a genuinely magic power. They do not want to seem weak and therefore they are ready to commit thoughtless and dangerous acts, on which they never woud commit in a situation of being alone, ‘without witnesses (for example jump from a high level to the water, start to smoke, drink alcohol, be rude, steal, do violence, beat somebody etc.)
(My experience of the ’weak’: in the youth, when in my environment people of my age or older started smoking, I heard of them the suggestion that I should do the same followed by the sacramental phrase: ‘anyway, you are a man!’ (or: ‘you must be a man’!). On this I answered: yes, man is who starts snoking – it is undoubtedly a sign of grown-up people, but: an even more man is who knows this and despite it does not start smoking. Refraining from the temptation to start smoking, it is a demonstration of power, and not the weakness and fear.)
2) Second means to defend from ’weak’: I tried to avoid the acquaintance of such people, who can make such questions or decidedly detached from them. (I took the idea of life according to the proverb: ‘with whom you assocate, of them you also learn’.) It is not necessary to be afraid to separate from those friends and acquaintances who have a bad influence on you. I have done this several times and as a result I am alive, sound and safe. On the other hand I know of many cases where young people have suffered from having contact with bad society. You shoud know that the heroic narcoman has no brakes: he may kill for 5 dollars. And not of evil thoughts, but simply in order toi get money for buying of a portion of narcotics. Out of the syndrome of abstention narcoman experiences terrible pain, his reason stirs up and he is ready in that condition to get his portion by any means, even by murder.
I know personally some cases of loss of life or killing of young people connected with narcotics. Here some of these:
16 year old daughter of my acquaintance, famous philosopher, professor of Moscow University was killed two years ago in her apartment by narcomans, her friend and friend of this friend (they required money of the girl for buying of narcotics, she denied to give them and as a result they killed her).
20 year old neighbor in the house died of narcotics. I do not know concrete circumstances of her death, only know that he died of an overdose of narcotics, which caused the stopping of the heart. I knew him personally. He lived in unfortunate conditions: without father, his mother was an authoritative and rude person, he himself met regularly with suspicious personalities, consumed narcotics and even had business with them, cursed dirtily, with one word he was a coarse mat.
16 year old boy (in the village of Talaevka near Nezhito, Ukraina, where I spend holiday in 1997) die as a result of the first shot of heroin: a banal overdose. The youngster did not want to crack, but the friends persuaded and compelled.
All these cases of death or killing have in common that the victims turned out to be very young people and they were associated with narcomans. The conclusion here is one: to keep distance from narcomans, and if you learn that your friend takes narcotics, then decidedly and immediately break with him. My opinion: from narcoman must be run like from tsunami! Particularly this concerns of young people. With the help of their narcoman friends they unlikely can get stuck and be transferred to ‘history’, turn out to be completely victims of narcomans.
Young narcomans (yet not being at the end and wanting to live normal life) can make a question: but how must they be in order to turn back to normal life? Live in vacuum, be in contact only with same kind of people? To those I say: recognize that you are sick people (narcomans), that you can infect (entice to narcomany) other and therefore do not have any moral right to contact with anybody but medical personnel. You have only one way out: to be cured. Narcoman seeking contact with normal persons is for them as dangerous as a person infected by typhus or plague…
3) In contact it is only important to detach from the acquaintance with bad people, and search the acquaintance with good and strong people. (Again according to the proverb: ‘with whom you are friends, of them you learn’). Such rule and condition of life exists, based on experience: get in contact with strong and good persons, and you will self be stronger and better. A.V. Suvorov in his ‘Science of winning’ formulated genially a very important principle of self-education: ‘Take to you the model of a hero, observe him, go after his footsteps; catch him, overtake him, happy you’. 
4) There are, of course, cases when man with whom you are in contact, may be sometimes good and sometimes bad, and strong and weak. Then already thinking is needed, weighed on scale: what is more in this person: bad or good, and on what side he more influences you: bad or good.
Special case is our idols. Because also among them there are narcomans. Certainly, the brightest example is Vladimir Vysotsky. True he did not start to take narcotics on his own will, but on medical indications, being cured from other illness and got infected five years before his death. He died, as is known, of ‘sharp heart inadequacy, which developed in the background of abstinency syndrome’ (the diagnose of doctors). Some of you or your narcoman acquaintances may refer to famous narcoman activists and say: here you see: even such great people, why not then us… 
Here one ‘small’ circumstance does not count: famous narcoman people started to use narcotics being already in mature age, when they had reached already the top their creative form, that is, they became famous talents before the use of narcotics. If Vysotsky had started to use narcotics in the age of 15-17 years, he would never have been what he was.
You must remember: narcotics kill always – kill young, not giving them time to develop to talents and genial people, destroy the talent in the time of blossoming out, as it happened to Vladimir Vysotsky. (Separate cases of exception not taking into account, they being so rare that counting on them can only a stupid person).
3

Some start using narcotics out of dullness, of grayness of ordinary life. Young people want to bright, strong impressions and they search them. If they do not find, they go to any trick up to taking of narcotics.
4

When there is too little keef (enjoyment) in the normal life the it is searched outside the normal life. Enjoyment, joy must be thought of, searched continuously in the normal life. Believe me, normal joy and enjoyment exist much more than abnormal. In this matter I have already long time had a maxim:

‘Enjoyments in life are many, so many that for one man even thousand years are not enough to try them all. Therefore who wants to live reasonably, must choose out of the whole mass of enjoyment such which are useful for him, for the entire life.’
Here is one recipee: love more, do not feel restrained, do notbe ashamed of love, go and meet with it! Love is the sun of life, the most powerful engine and factor of life, thanks to which and other its sides and it as a whole, idea and meaning, enrichment is obtained, painted in rich colors.
Without love, without pleasures of love man is deprived a significant part of positive emotions. He may become such a misanthrope, psychopat, rapidly wither, decrepit, get old etc.
Insufficiencies of love, they are not only insufficiencies of positive emotions. There is not a holy place. Positive emotinons are mixed with negative. The latter are born either by depression, oppressed condition, dullness (emptiness of life), or irritation, exasperation, aggression. Many, very many problems arise from the lack of love. Man often also does not notice this. For instance, big part of conflicts with people is called by absence or insufficiency of love in the human life. A man not loving or loving too little is in the best case cold and indifferent with people, and in worst irritable and malicious. Or he has health problems. Insufficiency of love is an anomaly. And anomaly influences the state of health adversively.
In the life there must be a certain sum of love. It is approximately one half of life. Man must continuously be tuned to the wave of life, well disposed towards it, aspire it, do anything to get it existing, continue, develop. Not a day of life must be lost for life.
Love is a natural defender against narcotics. If it serves evil, then it is a to it belonging circumstance. In most cases it is normal, that is, such that it should be or take place for most men and women. The love itself, inside itself, is a whole world, delightful and very beautiful!
5

When many sufferings, pains (bad time at school, in the family, not wery well with health, nutrition, bad friends, acquaintances, neighbors).
With one word, man often begins to use narcotics, when he gathers too many problems for himself, he solves his problems, as by splitting the Gordion’s knot, with one blow: taking refuge to narcotic keef.
In order that the suffering would not seize man from the neck, he must in advance either remove and minimize their causes or harden himself, occupy, particularly with some kind of sport, physical culture, that is, begin to suffer, go and meet the suffering, not fe afraid of it. Learn to be a little masochist, this is not bad. (I already long time occupy myself with running of long distances, I am running minimum 10 km at a time. Every time this is a test, a suffering. Experiencing a manageable not very strong suffering, I this way make myself accustomed against the disturbing effect of strong suffering.)
6

A common reason of the beginning to use narcotics is unhappy circumstances at home, particularly alienation from parents. Young people sometimes is ‘on bad foot’ with father or mother and begins to use narcotics.
It happens, that family is externally in order, having sufficiency, but in spite of that the young person starts to use narcotics. From what comes this?
Here there can be many different reasons. Two basic fundamental: the despotism of father or mother, or on the contrary, their connivance. Either the child grows embittered, behaving badly towards parents, or spoiled, used to be satisfied in all his caprices.
In the relationships with children an exactingness and keenness must be observed. This is alfa and omega of education.
Still one fundamental thing: the busyness of parents, their alienation from the matters and problems of their children. Parents must try as much as possible create situations, in which they participate together with their children in some business (visiting exhibitions, concerts, theatres, going to nature, turism, sport, work on cottage, craftwork at home, hobbies etc.). It is important in this, that the participation of parents with children in these situations be mutually pleasant, unobligatory, natural, and not an obligation, not an act on  checklist.
It must be kept in mind that in the modern society the role of parents in the education and instruction of children is relatively smaller than before. Strong began to influence School, street, friends, means of mass information, computer, books… Therefore parents must maximally use those few possibilities to common life at home, which still exist. I mean above all, common life at home, those spiritual and corporeal relationships, which exist originally in the family. Unfortunately gradually with the growth of children these spiritual and corporeal relationships almost totally vanish. Parents and children start to be ashamed of each other and hide fromm each other their problems and matters. The result is their alienation from each other.
The parents must teach children to things that the school and college do not do: the healthy view of life, love, understanding how to overcome difficulties, independence. For this they must settle with children the limits of sincere and open relationships, as it is possible between the most close people. Parents must be and become trusted to all matters and problems of their children.
Take for instance the sphere of relationships between man and woman. Parents, on purpose, avoid this theme and as a result leave their children alone with their problems. Children want to love and be loved; hormones already work in them (sometimes from early years); feelings tear them. But parents are in a way outside. Even more, in this period of increased interest of children in love matters and love relationships it is practically prohibited in the family. This is nonsense. Who if not parents, the closest people to children in spiritual and corporal relation, must (delicately, tactfully) participate in the love experience of children: not occupy themselves directly with their sex life, this is forbidden by moral, but reason openly all questions of sexual behavior and be bodily close, bodily together: wash together, do massage, playfully fight, caress, strip, occupy with physical culture and sports?!
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Young people after the age of 15 years are already grown enough in order to discuss on equal level with parents. If they are not in good relationships with the family, the they must carefully think the strategy of behavior with the parents, not try to shed them from the shoulders, but also not keep them too closely attached with them.
It is very important to learn to reason, lead interesting discussion, discuss reasoning, think loud.
The habit must be learnt fo speak direct, firmly, without parasite words and of the essence of the question.
The art of oral discussion is very well helped by reading of poems of classical poets, good prosa aloud, keeping of diary, making notes of thoughts, poems, contents of books etc., discussion with friends, acquaintances, close people on different themes: films watched, books read, songs heard, music presentations, different occurrences in the world… With other words, as it is possible to speak and listen more, listen and speak, present questions (to oneself and to others), trying to answer the questions of others. Direct attention on own dictation, intonation, listen good speaking, learn from good speakers, speaking fluently and sticking in facts.
With one word, one must develop the speech and thinking. When you learn to speak well, then half of your problems are already solved. In any discussion, even in the most unpleasant, you will participate without the fear of showing stupidity or being funny.
I remember my speeches from the youth with my brothers and sisters, and with friends. Often I experienced pleasure of these discussion and pleasure and satisfaction of my own speech. This love to discussion in youth brought me in the end to that I with pleasure read lectures to students, write books (now already 20 books published!), with one word, I found myself, my idea of life.
8

Young people sometimes begin to use narcotics, not because that he experiences desire to try them, but because he listens the propositions and persuasion of friends, acquaintances, that is, shows elementary weakness of will.
What is such will? – Will is the property of man to manage his behavior.
How to strengthen the will? I occupy myself by long distance running and recently became to the conclusion that sounds like aphorism: the longer the distance, the stronger the will. Will is educated by patience and endurance, patience to stand the trouble and suffering and endurance in reaching the goal. But: ‘The basic rule for the education of will is: will must not be educated by explosions. This is a daily process. Once having set the goal it must be ‘hit to the spot’. Whether you stop, for instance, out of stoop, if today you follow your carriage, but tomorrow bends after the lessons in three. Educating will is not easy. But the more on your count fulfilled commands, the easier it is to manage oneself (B.S. Aljakrinky).
I long ago developed for myself formulas of behavior, along which I try lead my life:
’Absence of self-discipline leads to it that even small obstacles are overcome with big trouble.’
’Wea are inclined to complicate everything, strong, on the contrary, simplify’.
’The inclination of weak people is to blame others in their misfortunes’.
2. overcoming destructive dependence
In addition to narcotic there is still at least two destructive dependencies: alcoholic dependence and game dependence (roulette etc.). Narcotic, unconditionally, is the most dangerous and destructive dependence. From these destructive dependencies it is possible to get rid in two ways (or in one of them).
First way: strengthening of will with the help of special kind of activity (for example long distance running and, regular use of physical exercise, sport, meditation, suggestion and self-suggestion).
Second way: search and use of meaningfull constructive form of activity. Because destructive dependence usually arises in the background of depression or (temporary/constant) absence of serious meaningfull activities, as a result of what is caused by boredom, emptiness of life. Counterpositioning to unhealthy enthusiasm and passion the healthy enthusiasm and passion is here the second way (according to the proverb: ‘Rolling stones gather no moss’).
The second way is possible only on the condition that the person possesses enough will power. In the opposite case, he must from the beginning (or parallelly from the beginning) go on the second way (strengthening of will).
on the use of the so called weak (soft) narcotics
Some people are convinced that weak narcotics, as also alcohol in moderate portions, is harmless or undangerous. Really, there are entire countries, in which the use of weak narcotic substances is almost a national tradition. People are all life long using weak narcotics and kind of nothing harmful follows. What can be said of this? Yes, above all, what is applicable to some may not be to others. In one way of life the use of weak narcotics is harmless, but in other dangerous. For instance, man living primitively, can calmly take weak narcotics. But for man with high education, high intellect, solving complicated tasks, the use of even weak narcotics may be disastrous. Imagine a narcoman pilot, or train driver being under keef. Impossible to imagine. Such professions, kinds of activity, in swhich the use of narcotics is out of question, are rather many. The modern society is a society of big risks and clear unintoxicated head in it is necessary if ever and anywhere. A person pampering with weak narcotics, in the first place, cuts off the possibility of choocing many professions and kinds of activities, in which on the basis of their specific features the use of narcotics is out of question, and secondly, constitutes serious danger to himself and others. The dangers are of two kinds. Immediate (threat to health, normal life activity, to life as a whole) and indirect (strengthening of narcotic dependence, transfer to strongly influencing narcotics, weakening of potence [loving, creative etc], degradation of personality as a whole). In addition to this, it is known that some weak narcotics (such as cocain) destroy intellect, enable the development of weakmindedness.
But the main thing is included in the following. If a person has begun to use narcotics, even if also weak, then this is a signal of the fact that he is already incapable to make own life interesting, clear, satisfactory without chemical ‘bones’, that is, without that something woud help in his brain immediately with the help of chemical substances. The user of narcotics is essentially a spiritual invalid.
Some people compare the use of weak narcotics with the use of alcohol confirming on this basis that as there is nothing dreadful in the use of alcohol, so is there nothing dreadful in the use of weak narcotics. From my point of view, comparing the latter with alcohol does not stand the critics. The use of alcohol (weak alcoholic drinks, wine, strong drinks in small doses) is built in culture of nutrition and serves not only goals of getting intoxicated, but also the goals of enrichment of different sensations (watching, tasting, smelling). With other words, alcohol is a part of nutrition, part of nutritive culture and in general part of culture
. Narcotics are not such. In this is also their principal difference. Of course, the misuse of alcohol may lead to same kind of harmful consequences, as also use of narcotics. But look: in the context of life the use of alcohol is immeasurably greater in quantity than the misuse of it, but the use of narcotics more often than not is its misuse. Alcohol cannot unequivocally be called bad. Narcotics almost always is assessed ad bad. (with the exception of its use for medical purposes).
statement OF NARCOLOG. In some countries some political activists are for the legalization of cannabis (hemp), more exactly its derivatives hashis and marijuana. These activists confirm that the produced marijuana – weak narcotics causes only moderate intoxication.
The concept of ‘weak’ narcotics is not accepted by medicine, nor by international laws. In 1961 cannabis was included into the Integrated convention of UN as narcotic substances, according to which all nonmedical use of the listed substances is prohibited. This convention is ratified by 148 coutries. Of the fact that cannabis causes different type of intoxication than for instance heroin or amfetamin, in no way follows that it is less harmful, sooner it is harmful in differen way. Cannabis strikes not so much the body, as the mind. This is especially disastrous for young people. The natural process of puberty ripening (becoming grown-up – L.B.) ceases or is braked, so that 25-30 year old users of cannabis (of them who smoke regularly) behave like children and teenagers, when it is question of responsibility for their own future, fulfilling of learning excercises, punctuality, works or fulfilling of parental obligations. Separate cases of normal behavior of hashis and marijuana smokers not considered. Because there are also alcoholists who every day go to work, and inveterate smokers of tobacco, who live to the deep olderdoom. In the case of cannabis the problem is, however, that mental abilities continually weaken. He simply becomes more and more stupid. And there is no insurance against that.
The smoking of cannabis impairs also heart and lungs, the immunologic defence system, reproductive system (childbearing system) and disturbs the development of fetus.
Some smokers experience dramatic conditions, called ‘cannabis psychose’. This psychos is followed by general confusion, excitement and perversion of reality perception. Great part of of them who endure this sharp psychose, are never more cured. The intoxicating substance of cannabis TGC (delta-9-tetrahydrocannabinol), is better dissolved in fat than in water (differing from other narcotics), and therefore is much longer conserved in the organism. It is enough to smoke only one time a week to have continuously some of this poison in the organism.
As also all narcotics, cannabis develops dependence, and is capable of easily (and possibly also irreversibly) leading to misuse of other substances. In Germany more than half of those who turn for help because of the dependence of cannabis, misuse also heroin, and about 40 per cent also cocain. 
Smokers of cannabis may be rather aggressive towards themselves and others. A research of 658 death cases connected with narcotics in Stockholm in 1986-1993 showed that in 52 bodies there was in the organism no other narcotics than TGC. The circumstances of death in this group carried expressly dramatic character: murder, suicide (in some cases jumping from great height under psychose) and road and transport accidents. It was shown that some of the killings were committed expressly during the time when the criminals were under the influence of cannabis.
XI. how we think?

First conquer with thought, then in fact.
A.V. Suvorov. The Science of Conquer.

…thinking means posing questions
 and trying to answer them.   

V. Rubtsov
Thinking how we think is the privilege of Reason, highest capacity of thinking. Who wishes to enhance intellectual properties, not simply think, but think reasonably, must constantly take into account, how he thinks and, correspondingly, know more about thinking as such. Thinking about thinking has also important practical meaning. Famous physicist Kelvin, addressing to the supporters of narrow specialization of students, remarked: ‘Out of ignorance of logics more ships have wrecked than of ignorance of navigation’.
Above all, what is such thinking? In the most general case this is posing and solving problems on ideal and psychic level. Tasks may be most different. There is no activity, which would not presuppose resolving tasks. Even in dreams a person thinks and consequently resolves tasks.
As it is seen from the diagram ‘Kinds (sides) of human activity’ (see next page), thinking combines on the ideal, psychic level three forms of activity: cognition, artistic and managing and transforming. It consequently does not come to one of these forms of activity. By the way among philosophers and scientists rather widespread is the concept of thinking as cognitive activity. From my point of view this is onesided and therefore not true treatment of thinking. Between thinking and cognition there is an essential difference and not only in that cognition includes in it also perceptive forms of reflection. Thinking participates on an egalitarian degree as well cognitive as managing and transforming activities, that is, 
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are ideal tools of cognition and managing and transforming. The latter are counterpositioned of their direction. Cognition is mainly reflecting activity, substantiating transfer of material to ideal plan (desobjectivization). In cognition the subject tries to divide that which is divided in the object and combine what is combined in the object. On the contrary, managing and transforming activity materializes the ‘transfer’ ideal to material plan (inobjectivization). In this activity subject tries to divide what is combined and combine what is divided.
Thinking substantiates on ideal, psychic level the mutual activity (mutual transfer, mutual enabling) of these contrarily positioned forms of activity.
(In brackets I remark. If cognition and the praxis are contrarily positioned forms of connections between subject and object, then artistic activity is a transitional form of connection. Not being genuinely neither cognitive nor practical activity it includes in itself elements of both of them. In the sphere of subject corresponding to it is feeling (emotion), occupying transitional position between knowledge and need.)
Thus, as the process of resoving the task of thinking presupposes the use of some means.
The means of thinking can be divided conditionally into two classes:
abilities of thinking are properly instruments of thinking (mind, intelligence, reasoning);
categories of thinking are instruments of thinking, describing the structure of world, expressing the connection of thinking with all that is within its ramification.
Except of that, thinkin as a form of activity is essentially normative, that is, it has a normative nucleus in form of common sense, sensible thinking.
We shall treat from the beginning the properties of thinking.
1. mind, intelligence, reasoning

(Ум, разум, рассудок)

To the properties of thinking are related mind, intelligence, reasoning. These properties correspond three types of thinking:
intuitive thinking (guess) is the product of mind;
logical thinking (conclusion) is the product of reasoning;
idea is the thought of intelligence.
1

Mind and reasoning are opposite properties of thinking.
In natural language the difference between them is in general made and sometimes it is essential. To the word ‘mind’ epithets ‘living’, ‘clear’, sharp’, ‘brilliant’, ‘keen’, original’, ‘unusual’, ‘paradoxal’ are attributed. To the word ‘reasoning’ such epithets are not attributed. The activity of reasoning is understood as something dry, schematic, unloving.
Rather sharply the character of mind, its differing from reasoning is given by the following quotation of the poem of A.F. Losev:
Mind is not reasoning, not a skeleton

of cognition, spirit or nature.

Mind is the concentration of freedom,

clear light of cordial secrets.
Mind is an eternally young spring.

It is the morning of new revelations,

Play of permanent amazement.

Mind never becomes old.

Our outstanding philosopher P.J. Tshaadaev has spoken about the important meaning of difference between mind and reasoning. He called ‘imagination and reasoning’ as two ‘great beginnings of spiritual nature’.
If Mind is capable of elaborate, generate new thoughts of nonthinkable material, the Reasoning is capable of organizing thoughts, lead some thoughts from other. Mind turns down ready, settled thinking clichés. It is a worshipper or eternally changing living experience of the intercourse with existing reality. It spoons thoughts from this experience, but does not suck them out of thumb and does not take care of their correspondence with previous thoughts. Reasoning in turn alike science weaves net of thoughts of itself. It is conservative, itself poses limits for itself and does not try to cross them. Reasoned thinking does not produce new thoughts. It only elaborates, organizes presently existing. In contradiction to reasoning mind is mobile and even anarchistic. It overthrows all canons, rules, traditions. In its extreme expression living mind is illogical and paradoxical.
2

Mind and Reasoning are onesided and therefore the lowest properties of thinking. Intelligence includes in it what is present in mind and resoning, and therefore is deprived of their onesidedness. It is the highes property of thinking. Intelligence with equal success can elaborate new thoughts and organize them.
If Reasoning is conservative thinking, and Mind is impulsive, spasmodic thinking, then Intelligence is developing thinking.
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Above is a diagram (structure scheme) of thinking. On the diagram in graphical and logical form is presented the mutual relationships of the three different properties of thinking. Between reasoning and mind the temporary ‘space’ of thinking is placed dividec by vertical lines. In this ‘space’, which justly is named as probabilistic thinking, reasoning and mind are smoothly transformed, flow on each other. In the central circle lying on the ‘territory’ of reasoning and mind, the intelligence is placed. It performs an organic synthesis, mutual enabling of Reasoning and Mind. The wider the circle occupies the ‘territory’ of Reasoning and Mind, the greater and deeper is the intelligence itself.
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Probabilistic thinking or temporary ’territory’, is the property of thinking. If reasoning likens hard cristal, but mind likens gas, then the probabilistic thinking is as liquid condition of thinking.
(Intelligence in that case may be compared to living organism, in which all three aggregate conditions of substance are present).
Temporary capability is that which occupies induction, fuzzy, probabilistic logics. Inference, based on such logics, is probabilistic, does not carry categoric character (as deductive inference) and at the same time they, differing from purely intuitive thinking, are build according to certain rules, that is, in known sense on logics.
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Mind is the property of thinking to deduce many of few. (‘charcteristics of a living mind is that it needs just a little seeing and hearing in order to think long time and understand much’
).

On the contrary, reasoning is the capability of thinking to retrieve little of much (from the multitude of material quickly find what is needed). This can be compared with the following everyday example. If there are many things in the living room and all of them are lying in disorder, then it is difficult to find the object needed. And on the contrary, if the things are in certain order, then the needed object is much more easy to find. So is the matter with thinking. As far as intellect organizes the thinking material, then of the multitude can be easily found what is needed at the moment.
If thanks to mind, man can be satisfied with the little, that what exists, then thanks to reasoning he can orient in the ocean of knowledge, thinking material.
Famous aphorism of Heracleit sounds: much knowledge does not teach the mind. If the aphorism is paralleled with what was said about mind and reasoning, then it is seen that in it implicitly is followed the limitations of these two means of thinking. Reasoning is based on much knowledge. With mind man can possess in spite of multitude of knowledge, erudition. The speciality of mind is just that it shows its strength in the most complete way just in cases, when there is only a little knowledge, information is not sufficient.
Clever we call not who knows much, but who approaches all (or in any case most things) with his mind
. Reasoning indispensably requires erudition, multitude of knowledge. Without this it cannot command thoughts, restrain their willful flow. If there is little knowledge, then they freely float in the ocean of thinking, not submitting themselves under crystallization, sorting. If there is much knowledge, information, the it becomes dense, collide with each other, there is interaction, they constitute a crystallic net of thinking.
Reasoning and mind operate on different psychic properties. Reasoning on memory, mind on imagination. This was already noticed by R. Descartes. Comparing reasoning and mind as deduction and intuition he wrote: deduction is the mind of memory; intuition the mind of imagination.
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Instrument of the activity of mind is intuition. Instrument of the activity of reasoning (deductive) is logics. A. Poincaré has written: ‘Some above all are occupied by logics; reading their works, you think that they moved ahead step by step with the methodicity of Vauban, who prepares and attac on a fortress leaving nothing on random incidence. Others are oriented by intuition and from the first blow get victories, but sometimes unreliable, as the cavallerist of the forefront guard’
.

If mechanism of intuition lies, according to the words of A.J. Ponomarev, in the sphere of ‘intimely psychologic’
, then the mechanism of logics lies in the sphere of ancestral, universal, historical. Mind and reasoning, intuition and logics relate to each other as unique, individual and general, ancestral, repeating, as accidental and necessary, occurrence and law.
Logical reasoning ignores the randomness of psychic process. More than that, they are enemies to each other. On the opposite, intuitive thought arises exactly on the comb of such accidents, anomalies. It must not, of course, be said that intuitive thought is completely accidental, but its essential inherent element is accident, what you cannot say of a logical thought, necessarily (unequivodally) coming out by strictly defined rules from the initial conditions. Logical thinking is thinking by rules
. Intuitive thinking is thinking without rules.

Mind is flexibility of thinking, willful play of thoughts. Reasoning is rigidity of thinking, orderliness of thoughts, their strictly directed flow. In this plane mind and reasoning, intuition and logics may be seen as accidental and necessary ‘mechanisms’ of thinking. As far as intelligence combines these two, it is free thinking.
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In the activity of reasoning thinking has the tendency of dogmatical understanding of reality, of absolutization of determination, steadiness, invariability, of absolutization of lawfulness, orderliness. On the contrary, in the intuitive activity the thinking is based on the possibility of relativistic understanding of reality, absolutization of indeterminism, variability, accidental occurrence, unorderliness.
If intuition and logics are interchangeable counterpositions, then reasonableness and illogism are incompatible, opposite, extreme positions. Reasonableness is absolutization of logics; illogism is absolutization of intuition.
Different types of human thinking exist depending on which capability prevails. If reasoning prevails, then it is reasing, discursive thinking. If mind prevails, then it is aphoristic, fragmentary, intuitivistic thinking
. If positions of mind and reasoning in thinking are equally weak, then this is empiristic, probabilistic thinking.

It is possible to present examples of philosophers, for whom is characteristic one or the other type of thinking. For instance, in the thinking of Spinoza, Leibnitz, H. Wolf evidently prevailed reasoning, for L. Feuerbach, F. Nietzsche or our N.A. Berdyaev characteristic is living, intuitive and aphoristic thinking. Empirical philosophers of rationalistic sense were Hobbes, Locke. Empirical philosophers of irrationalistic sense Berkeley and Hume.
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Rationalism and irrationalism are reasoning and illogism, raised in the rank of philosophic concepts or consciously taken in the quality of methodologic standpoints, paradigmas.
Empirism is absolutization of intermedciary capability of thinking, of probabilistic approach
. Rationalists are inclined to order, love it and absolutize it. Correspondingly they absolutize the knowledge, all unknown they try to interpret from the point of view of the known, existing knowledge.
Irrationalists, on the contrary, do not love common order of things, they are inclined to disorderliness, ready to allow all, whatever. Irrationalists are lovers of paradoxes, guesses, mysics, etc. They absolutize ignor<nce, sphere of unexplored, unconscious, secret.
Difference between rationalism and irrationalism is not only in their relationship to order and disorder. The word ‘rationalism’ is derived from French ‘rationalisme’, which in its turn comes from latin ‘rationalis’, and the latter from latin ‘ratio’. One of the fundamental meanings of the word ‘ratio’ is reason. Correspongingly rationalism is often understood as a concept confirming the leadership of reason, thinking in the human life. But irrationalism as method of opposite is seen as a concept denying the prevalence of reasonable thinking in the human life. Who is right?
The auctority of reason is considered evident and on the contrary strange, why people, philosophers again and again attac reason, deny its pretension of prevalence etc.
In the fact that reason manages human being, his behavior, there is a contradiction. On one hand it is understandable, that in reason are concentrated basic yarns of the management of human behavior. But, on the other, how can ‘part’ (reason is a ‘part’ of human being, even if main, but ‘part’, anyway) manage, ‘turn’ the whole?
Yes, really, reason is only a ’part’, but such, that it makes the whole to the whole, that is, it is in known sense both part and the whole, is a binding link between ‘parts’ of human being and the human being as a whole.
Rationalists love the Descartes saying ’I think, consequently I exist’. To irrationalists closer is Shakespearean word: ‘There is much, pal Horatio, in the world such that even our wise men cannot grasp’.
Rationalists are emphasizing attention to superficiality of reason, but irrationalists to its organizedness, on the fact that reason is less than the whole man, less than life. Both are right in their own way. Truth as always, is somewhere in midway. Man, on one hand, tries to be led in his behavior by derivatives of his reason, but, on the other, behaves sometimes as a creature out of senses, irreasonably, and is simply irreasonable, as feeling
, enjoying or suffering, as willing or weak-willed etc.

Now about empirism. Why does it occupy a transitional position between rationalism and irrationalism? This is seen in the following:
First. It is clear that between rationalism and irrationalism there is a deeper difference than between rationalism and empirism. And if the above mentioned philosophic and methodistic positions and placing are in one row then rationalism and irrationalism will be extreme points of this row, and empirism in the middle position between them.
Second. To the transitory character of empirism refers als the fact that it may be joined to rationalism, it may, so to speak, be rationalistic and to irrationalism, be irrationalistic.
Third. Empirists repudiate the extremes of rationalism and of irrationalism. They too modestly appreciate both reasoning and deductive logics, and intuitive phantasy. We will remember how F. Bacon, empirically oriented philosopher, was against the deductive logics of Aristotle. Against the Organon of Aristotle he put his ‘New Organon’, in which he tried to give proof of universal meaning of induction as scientific method. On the other hand, empirists do not pity intuition (guessing, phantasy, imagination). Particularly, they are against mysticism.
In general, empirists too modestly appreciate human thinking and mind in particular. They prefer perceptional experience. Their brightes representative J. Locke maintained: ’There is nothing in the mind, that would not have been before in perception.’ Think of these words: how humiliating they are from the point of view of mind! (Why then mind, if in it nothing that was not in feelings?)
Such modest evaluation of thinking and mind completely correspond to the probabilistic character of empirical thinking. Because on the basis of experience may be obtained only probable conclusions. In this case there is no place for deduction, nor for intuition. But where there is no deduction and no intuition, there is no Mind as a highest capability to think, combining these two. Yes and of thinking as a whole must be spoken as of some unintelligible makeweight to sensitivity. As a matter of fact, what is thinking without mind, that is, without Power and Depth?! Yes, and in general
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	is thinking possible without mutual interaction (in broad sence) of logics and intuition?
Side by side ist presented a scheme about the correspondence of rationalism, empirism, irrationalism and ‘rasumism’. As we can see, it is analoguous to the structural scheme. 


This allows not only to speak of the difference of conflict of the approaches mentioned, but to classify them, to specify their place and role in the human culture. Of their schemes may be seen that the most balanced position is the position of ‘rasumism’. It comprises all types of thinking (logics, intuition, probabilistic thinking) and avoids extremities and onesidednesses of rationalism, irrationalism, empirism. I must think a new term ‘razumism’ (from Russian ‘разумизм’ <= разум [mind, intellect, intelligence]) for this balanced position, because I have not found anything suitable in the existing arsenal of terms. The term ‘rationalism’ does not suit for the denomination of the position mentioned, because in Russian it may be understood as ‘rasumism’ and as “рассудизм”
 This undefiniteness in not understanding the term constitutes a constant danger of interpreting it in onesided sense (as “рассудизм”). This in the first place. Secondly, the onesidedness of rationalism as if produces and gives as a fact essentially counterpositioned irrationalism. Argumantation between rationalism and irrationalism is essentially the situation of positioned conflict, as in the court: between the accused and the defence. Correspondingly, as in court, there must be an arbiter between rationalism and irrationalism. That cannot be rationalism, because itself is one of the disputing sides.
8

For the sake of reason combining the counterpositioned capabilities of thinking, speaks this fact. Different philosophers depending on inclination to one or other type of thinking, bring reason and reasoning closer to each other (there is a term, which is equally suitable to for both: ratio, rational, rationalism), make them logical and counterposition intuition and emotion, this brings reason closer to intuitive instrument of thinking and counterpositions to logical, rational, discutative thinking.
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Difference between Reasoning and Intellect appears in their relationship with feelings, emotions. If reasoning ‘quarrels’ with feelings, acts overcoming them and even runs over them, then the intellect tries to establish harmony, according to feelings. Intellect does not run over feelings, but includes them in itself, manages with them. Reasoning is not needed by feelings, it even disturbs them. Intellect does not operate with feelings. Because essential element of reasonable thinking is intuition, but it is impossible without emotions, without certain emotional mood. Reasonable thinking is creative thinking and as such it cannot create without inspiration.
Of the relationships of mind, reasoning and intelligence to feelings czn be said still as follows. Mind closer to other properties of thinking ‘costs’ to feelings. It ‘burns’ with their fire. And even if in comparison with feelings mind is cold and sober, in comparison with reasoning mind seems to be live, in flames. Reasoning is the most distanced from feelings and therefore seems to be icy, dead, dry. Intelligence is both near to feelings and far from them…
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Positive qualities of human thinking are distributed unevenly between different properties. Mind distributes to thinking freshness, sharpness, clearness, originality, transparency, definiteness. Deepmindedness is the feature of Intelligence.
BRIGHT MIND, CLEAR INTELLIGENCE, DEEP MIND
Mind educates sharpmindedness and perspicacity. Reasoning is the father of common sense, discretion. Intelligence creates wisdom.
The same can be said of the distribution of negative qualities of thinking. Rationalness, stagnation, dogmatism, conservatism are characteristic to him who is inclined to reasonable thinking. On the contrary, imprudence, paradoxality, impulsiveness, inclination to mysticism are characteristic to him who is inclined to property of intuitive thinking.
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Reasoning and mind are simple, nonreflecting properties of thinking. They are directly oriented to the object of thinking, situated in it. Intelligence is reflecting property of thinking. It in known sense, is thinking of thinking, metathinking. With one word, intelligence is directed not only to the object outside the thinking, but also to the thinking itself.
The property of reflection gives to intelligence more preference before mind and reasoning. Thanks to it intelligence can keep count on what it does, control itself to choose and check the efficiency of different means of thinking.
Intelligence is the conscience of thinking, judge in its own figure. I decides, what means to use in any situation, look for help in intuition, or handle with logics, calculation.
In distinction of intelligence mind and reasoning are instinctive. Man living on mind or reasoning can think of himself, keep account of his activities, but at this he does not think how he thinks, does not analyze the advancing of his thining etc.
If mind and reasoning are immediate properties of thinking, then intelligence is indirect thinking, that is, its orientation on the object is transferred by the orientation on the thinking itself. Intelligence comprehends the whole process of reflection, it illuminates, highlights it from inside.
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Mind, reasoning, intelligence in different ways relate to the connections of general and particular. If we see in reasoning dictate of general on particular, but in mind: dictate of particular on general, then in intelligence the positions of general and private are equally strong. I. Kant was right in confirming: ‘intelligence is a property to see the connection of general with particular’. Reasoning derives particular from geneal, brings private over general. Mind searches general in particular, establishes general on particular. In reasoning particular intermediates general:
(G — P — G)

In mind general intermediates particular: [P — G — P]
In mind general intermediates particular: [P.- G - P]
In intelligence mutual enabling of particular and general: (G – [P – G) - P].
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Man who possesses Intelligence, that is, can think reasonably, not always uses this capability. He may use only reasoning or only mind, if , of course, this is justified by the situation. For instance, at solving a simple computer or logical task there is no need to use power of intelligence, here it is perfect to use logics, calculation. On the other hand, when immediate task is handled, there is no time to reflect, calculate and mind cannot become apparent in due measure, intuition come to help, mind shows its resourcefulness. Mind does not change other properties of thinking. It is, figuratively speaking, heavy artillery of thinking, using the help of which only the mightiest obstacles are overcome.
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From the point of view of the structure of thinking treated here the evolution of thinking of separate human being may be presented in the following manner.
In childhood the flexibility of thinking does not know limits, it is sooner not flexibility, but detachment, fragmentation, almost complete freedom of form, indefiniteness, lack of direction, chaoticity. In this age there are only few islets of oriented thinking. The closer to old age the more thinking of man becomes determined, becomes oriented, orderly. This happens thanks to natural development, accumulation of information, knowledge and skils.
In mature age the thinking of human being attains sufficient definiteness, firmness, but together with it it does not loose its flexibility. At this age the flexibility and firmness, mind and reasoning go side by side, helping each other, completing each other. That is why exactly at this age the human thinking is the most powerful and productive.
Closer to old age, to the end of life thinking becomes less elastic, the balance between flexibility and firmness is disturbed on the side of firmness. Old man is strong in reasoning, knows much, has common sense, but he is not capable of elaborate new ideas. Thinking of an old man is more and more ossified thinking.
quality of thinking
slyness
Hegel has said: ’slyness is weakness of mind’. This statement is true only partially. Man is sometimes obliged to be sly, not havin other means in solving problem. Of course, trying to be sly everywhere and always, to deceive does by no means give evidence for a great mind of the person. But in other situations using slyness essentially simplifies the solution of problem or even is the only means to its solution. Slyness in war is a necessary matter. It does not testify of the weakness of mind, but on the contrary, of its mind and wit. In hockey the sportsmen apply many sly tricks. For example they use fint, false movement. Same in wrestling competition… in one word, man uses slyness where it is necessary to deceive somebody.
Slyness is completely positive quality of thinking. Weakness of mind it becomes in the cases, where it is used as the only means of thinking
Slyness is applied in cases, where mind collides with another mind, human or animal. Slyness is wit in confrontation relationships with people, animals, wit that is applied in situations of deceiving.
When somebody applies slyness continuously in relationships with other people, this means that he is with them in the state of confrontation, opposition, conflict, hostility, war. Here may be two explanations: 1) man is compelled by circumstances to such behavior (for instance, children in their relationships with adults or woman in relationship to husband or weak person in relationship to strong and evil people); 2) somebody tuned to confrontation with other people either of sick suspiciousness, or of pathological wickedness.
wisdom
’Reasonability, wrote Nikolaj Kuzansky, is the knowledge of truth, feeling of beauty and desire of good’. And as a matter of fact, in wisdom, beauty and truth are combined as if being focused. From that kind of combination their power increases to multiple. To wisdom no better word can be suitable than the new mode word ‘synergy’. It does not appear alone, not as truth, nor as goodness, nor as beauty. It is something that leads or may lead to truth, good and beauty, that is as a premise or condition of truth, good and beauty.
In order to be wise, two things are needed: experience and thinking work.
A wise man is a sound-minded man; he avoids extremities. (P. Buast: ‘In order to be cynic, to be reasonable, in order to avoid that to be wise is needed’).
A wise man is able to solve and solves big tasks. (‘With strong body you can overcome one, with strong mind you can overcome many’).
A wise man absorbs in himself the wisdom of many. (Woodberry: ‘With knowledge you can rule the mind of a learned, but wisdom is the breathing of a nation’).
A wise man remains such only thanks to himself. (M. Montaigne: ‘I you can be learned on other’s learnedness, then wise you can be only of your own wiseness’. L.N. Tolstoy: ‘In order to receive others’ wisdom, you must at first think yourself’).
Wisdom is an alloy of personal experience and collective sense of people.
A wise man is omnivorous for good, curious and hungry, draws gain from everything. (Indian wisdom: ‘Wise man, knowing everywhere find worth learning and from all insignifican things finds useful lesson for himself’. D. Rjoskin: ‘Wise man finds for himself help in everything, because his talent consists of finding good from everything’).
Wise man is far-sighted, perspicacious. (Chinese wisdom: ‘wise man does not cure the illness, but prevents them’).
Wisdom is personification of the depth of mind, bottomless in it. Correct said Alger: ‘Learned man is a vase, wise is a source.’
Wisdom is the combination of knowledge and good (Escil:’Wise is not who knows much, but he whose knowledge is useful’. ‘Wise is who knows useful, but not who knows much’).
Wisdom emerges in the conjunction of knowledge and mind. It is not ruling with wisdom, but knowledge how to find truth. And not in knowing but to know how to learn knowing. 
Wisdom is not knowledge itself, but knowing to decide with the knowledge of things.
2. reasoning (deductive logics)

reasoning and logics
The word “рассудок” (rassudok - reasoning) is used both in the meaning ‘deductive thinking’, and in the meaning ‘probabilistic thinking’. In both cases people reason, and therefore think with reasoning. I suggest that under reasoning activity be understood only deductive logics, as far as just deduction is the greatest degree of thinking along rules, true thinking. But true, strictly logical thinking is the ideal of clear reasoning, unequivoque, clear-cut reasoning.
The same can be said of logics. Under it is understood any orderly thinking (and in some cases also objective order, when logics of things is meant). Thinking orders are many: big or small, order alike chrystal object or order alike order in chrystal object or liquid, like order in living organism or in the society of organisms. Correspondingly  also different logics are built: formal and nonformative, deductive and inductive or probabilistic, dual and multiple, symbolic or mathematical and diacritical, cathegoric, organic etc. If criteria of higher order are used etc. I the criterium is: ‘more order, more logic’, then it is just deductive (syllogistic) reasoning deserves being mentioned. Thinking is inductive, probabilistic only partially appears logical and therefore genuinely does not deserve to be given the name of being logical.
deduction, reasoning
The role that deduction plays in science is much more important than Bacon supposed. Often when a hypothesis must be proven, a long deductive process occurs from the hypothesis to a few conclusions, which may be verified by observations. Usually deduction is mathematical and in this connection Bacon did not enough appreciate the importance of mathematics in scientific research.
B. Russell
As I already said, logics is above all deduction (drawing conclusion).
Deduction itself is something formal and empty; it has sense only in general context of thinking and human activity in general.
Logical thinking, is activity of reasoning, reasoning is figuratively speaking putting ‘on the poles’ and use of poles. A good illustration of that kind of putting and using is revealing and assertion of seasonal variation (periodic law). Here is what D.I. Mendeleev wrote on this: ‘The law can only be confirmed with the help of its consequences, without it impossible and not expected and justification of these consequences in experimental inspection. Therefore having seen periodical law I of my part (1869-1871) have led of it such logical consequences which can be shown true or not… Without such means of inspection no natural law can be verified. Not Chancartois, to whom the French ascribe the right of discovering the periodic law, nor Newlands, whom the English put forward, nor L. Maier, who was quoted as the founder of periodic law, did not risk to predict the properties of undiscovered elements, change ‘the measuring of atomic weight’ and in general consider the periodic law as new, strictly established law of nature, being able to predict the properties of still undiscovered facts, as I have done from the very beginning’.

Sphere of the application of deduction:
1) all forms of activity, in which are used rules, norms, canons etc. Clear example: normcreating (lawgiving) and normapplying activity in juridical practice;
2) all forms of activity, in which is used mathematics and produced mathematical calculations;
3) all forms of activity, in which measurements are performed.
Already from this incomplete enumeration of forms of activity can be drawn the conclusion that deduction is used in practically all forms of activity. With other words, no human activity is possible without deductive thinking.
One of the most characteristic spheres of life, in which deductive logics performs maximally, is jurisprudence. When law has been given, the its following is based above all on deduction. (For instance: ‘for such theft according to law such punishment is foreseen. Ivanov performed this stealing act. Consequently, to him such punishment is assumed.’) It is not accidental that future jurists all over in the world study logics as obligatory subject. Not accidental also the popularity of the expression: Fiat justitia et pereat mundus “Let there be justice, though the world perish.”). This device belongs to the German Emperor Ferdinand I (1556-1564). He is interpreted in two ways: in positive and in critical and ironic sense. In the first case we have the question of absolution of deductive logics (broader: order in general). In the second – of a normal reaction of sound-minded people, understanding the limitations of the deductive logics to be applied in human life. The difference between the letter and the spirit of law are founded on exactly the difference of these two approaches to deduction.
And so, logical thinking flows in form of reasoning, activity of Reason. Positive form of reasoning is the proof, foundation of thesis. Negative form is critics, refutation. 
Reasoning is the goal of inference. Inference is the elementary cellule of reasoning.
Inference, in its turn, consists of judgement, and judgement from understanding. Judgement and understanding can fully ‘elaborate’ as forms of thought only in connection with inference. Judgement outside inferende is just an opinion. Underrstanding outside judgement is just imagination.
This way, on the basis of reasoning lie three logical forms of thinking: understanding, judgement, inference.
Limits of deductive logics
Deduction is the most accurate means of thinking and at the same time (on the basis of ‘extremities meet’) the most vulnerable, the most unsteady. Starting point of deduction is general statement, which either is a formulation of firmly established natural law, or is taken on belief, or conditionally assumed. In two cases of three it may be mistaken!
3. probabilistic thinking
Human thinking carries mostly a probabilistic character. Probabilistic thinking has a transitory position between (deductive) logics and intuition. On one ‘end’ it penetrates the deductive thinking, on the other the intuitive thinking.
Probabilistic thinking is expressed at least in three forms: inference of (incomplete) induction, inference according to analogy and drawing conclusions from the statements of consequences.
Main acting ’person’ of probabilistic thinking is the predictory conception or shorter, prediction. The latter plays in the probabilistic thinking the same role as reasoning or syllogism in deductive logics, guess in intuitive thinking, idea in reasonable thinking.
prediction
There is a certain confusion in the use of words ‘prediction’ and ‘guess’. Even in the dictionaries they are mutually defined: guess as prediction and prediction as guess. In fact, both are needed in check and confirmation of the investigation. But: in the correctness of guess man is convinced, does not doubt, but in the correctness of prediction he is not convinced already at the outset.
When a person makes prediction, then he already at the beginning starts from the assumption that only one of the alternatives of the answers, solutions can exist, may be so, but may also be otherwise. When a person guesses, then he is from the beginning inspired, does not doubt the correctness of the guess, considers that he has found the correct solution, that it is so and not otherwise.
The construction of the word ’prediction’ expresses the probabilistic character of the evaluation: pre-diction, that is, that it is not yet unconditionally, unequivocally assumed, but that it is presented as possible outcome.
In guess something is confirmed or denied categorically, unconditionally. The guess is to the guessing no prediction, but something taking place, discovered.
Prediction anticipates the item with some degree of probability, but guess anticipates the outcome as something already found, categorically, without doubt. We will remember the categorically joyful exclamation of Archimedes: ‘Heureka!’ (found).
In guess man either is right or not (is mistaken), right or wrong – (third possibility does not exist). With one word: ‘either or’.
In prediction this strict ’either-or’ does not exist. Man as if calculates the degree of his being right, allows that he is right only to a certain degree, with other words: he allows the possibility of mistake. In prediction the limit between correct and wrong is fuzzy, unsteady.
Still one essential difference between prediction and guess: their relation to emotions, feelings. Prediction is dispassionate, indifferent to emotions. Guess arises as a rule from the ground of emotional stimulation and therefore has an emotional positive emotional background for the subsequent actions after the realization and confirmation of the prediction. Guess sometimes to that extend exites the man that on time he may become irresponsible (Archimedes according to a legend jumped out of bath naked and shouting ‘Heureka!’ ran on the street of his town).
4. mind (intuition)
intuition, inspiration, inference, guess
Intuition in one of its basic meaning is the capacity of guessing. 
Inspirtion is almost the same as intuition, state of exited thinking, spiritual inspiration. Intuitively – coming to a thought as a result of the excitement of mind.
Inference is a peculiar alloy of thoughts and feelings, literally: reason and mood. Mood of mind is some anticipatory state of mind to some direction or flow of thoughts.
Guess is intuitive thought, in other words, thought born by intuition. Guess relates to intuition as a separate thought to thinking as a whole or act, reality to talent, real to possible.
what is needed for the development of intuition?

1. Collect experience as much as possible: life experience, for the development of intuition in general, and particularly (in private, selected activity) – for the development of particular (professional and other specific) intuition.
2. Being according to possibilities omnivorous, interested in everything. Richdom of experience, observation and impressions of life are the basis of good intuition.
As a matter of fact, important in th intuition is the moment of connection with the most different objects, that seem at first glance completely alien to each other. This combination is the more probable, the more versatile, rich the experience.
3. Developing in oneself emotional readiness (through love, arts, sports and other games).
Good emotional background (attraction, passion) serve as nourishing environment or play provocative role in stimulating inspiration. And without inspiration it is impossible to give birth to intuitive thoughts. S.V. Rachmaninov, for instance, has said, that in his creative activity ‘love being never weakening source of inspiration’ is an influenceful factor. It gives inspiration like nothing else. Love becomes stimulation to the blossoming of intellectual energy’
.

4. Developing nonverbal, figurative, pictorial thinking. Pictures, models allow grasp at once (with one glance) many different things. This comprehension is a good nurturing means for intuition.
5. Developing imagination, capability to phantasy. Descartes has said: ‘intuition is mind of imagination’. Accurately said! Without well-developed imagination there cannot be well-developed intuition.
6. Developing capability of dreaming, construct plans. A wingless man is not able to create, discover or compose new things.
Dreams gives vector of search, pushes to search, warms up anew arisen thought, wholly creates a positive emotional background for beginning of thoughts and assertion following it. D.I. Pisarev has remarked: ‘If man would be completely deprived of the ability to dream, if he could not often get new start for running ahead and contemplate with his imagination the target and finishing picture of that same creative work, which only begins to settle down under his leadership, then I decidedly could not imagine, what a stimulating reason would drive man to undertake and bring to end spacious and fatiguing works in the field of arts, science and practical life…’

7. Developing insolence (in good sense of the word), not being afraid of running risk. Daring, boldness are indispensable conditions of intuition. Man, being afraid to step to the area of unknown, cannot reckon on development of intuition.
limitedness and absolution of intuition
Intuition is a great thing, but without connection to logics it is helpless and even harmful, transforming to light-mindedness and /or mysticism.
In known degree of absolutization intuition is characteristic for many philosophers of past understanding it as capability of immediately comprehend truth without preceding logical reasoning
. As a matter of fact intuition cannot give ready knowledge or ready idea. It in best case leads to knowledge or to idea, but not more. The fact is that intuition does not possess demonstrative powers and, despite it, is far from ‘hitting always to the prick’. Thoughts, arising in the intuitive way, can be as true, as also false, as valuable as useless. Therefore, in order to learn, which of them are true (valuable), and which false (useless), the limits of intuitive thinking must be crossed and expose them to logical or empiric /practical test or to both together.
Intuition may be accepted only as far as it is the source of new thoughts; more of it cannot be expected. Very convincing of it M. Bunge has said
.

From the understanding of intuition as ability of immediate comprehension of truth there is one step to mystic inference. Nutritive ground for latter is it when man believes only on intuition, that is, on imagination and feeling and does not count on any arguments of intellect or mind. (on mysticism see below p. 353)
5. intelligence (dialectic thinking)
idea is mind of intelligence
Idea is the richest, most comprehensive ‘form’ of thinking and as such plays an important part in theoretical and practical comprehension of the world. In it most clearly is expressed the creative powers of the Mind. It is not accidental that the most visible representatives of philosophy of the past, Platon and Hegel, gave it the main place in their teachings. 
We shall scrutiny more detailedly the question of idea as the thought of Mind.
Thanks to idea thinking develops and becomes, is in process of development and becoming, This fact, of course,does not mean that the connection of thinking and reality (being its external factor) does not play any role in its development and becoming. Thinking developes and becomes under influence of most different factors (among them external), but they all are combined and the centrum of combination is situated in thinking. This centrum is the idea. It integrates all its internal and external connections.
Dialectics of ideas 

Idea, being complicated, manyfaceted phenomenon of thinking, includes in itself a manifold of different contradictions
, which together also condition its specificness. Among the most characteristic contradictions, existing ideas, may be mentioned the contradiction of task and its solution, subjective and objective, logics and intuition.
Idea from the point of view of task and its solution. Ideas do not arise from themselves automatically, but as znswers to appearance of problems. When a problem becomes object of target-conscious activity of man, it gains the property of task and already in that property (as a task undertaken) searches are made for its solution. The appearance of some idea means that a key to the solution of the problem and task is found. But the key to the solution is not yet the solution. It occupies a temporary situation between them, combines them.
In this way, the idea, from one side, contains a temporary saolution of the task, and on the other is a leading principle for the search of the final solution of the task. It as if sums up some results of the search and at the same time leads to further searches.
Setting the idea at once so that it realizes the transition from the setting of the task to its solution. In the language of contradiction this means that idea, realizing the transition from the upcoming and sharpening of the contradiction (setting of the task and search to its solution) to its permission and combining, in such a way, the opposite (arising and settling) steps of the contradiction of problem and task, are the very best responsive moment, culmination, the nucleus of this contradiction, as contradiction of contradiction.
Idea from the point of view of mutual relationship of subjective and objective. In the idea not only what is received by man from the contemplation and cognition is reflected, but also the interests and goals of man. Subjectivity of idea is expressed in what is the result of  passionate interest of man and it in turn inspires and mobilizes him.
In this way, the idea organically combines in itself the subjective aspiration of the author (emotional and volitional moment) and objective contents perceptional and mental images (observation, prediction, concept, knowledge). It combines the reflecting function of human psyche with regulative, is a point of contact, mutual knitting together of consciousness and will, combines passivity, perception and memory and activity of will, objectivity of knowledge and subjectivity of goal. It, from one side, is a concept (imagination) about something, from the other, it is a principle of activity. Becoming representation of object outside thinking (real, imaginary or possible), idea at the same time is the leading and organizing beginning of activity.
Idea from the point of view of mutual relationship of logics and intuition. Idea is particularly neither logical, nor intuitive thought. It is a product of mutual ‘work’ of intuitive and logical thinking.
According to the opinion of P.V. Kopnin, idea ‘cannot be purely logically drawn of the necessity from that totality of knowledge, on which is based the setting of the problem’
. And, really, as far as the contents of the idea is new, hitherto inexisting, which did not exist in the thinking experience of man, as far as it cannot be logically drawn from the thoughts, which are based on this experience. In itself logics reveals only what in unclear way is contained in initial premises. M. Bunge in this connection justifiedly remarks that ‘one logics cannot lead to new ideas, as one grammar is not able to lead to compose of a poem and theory of harmony to composing of symphony’
. 

But idea cannot be either only continuation of intuition. This is seen from the following. Any intuitive thought is a thought as far as it is conscious. Cognition of intuitive thought is not its simple fixation (registration) in consciousness. It carries an active character. A newly born thought man does not at once submit under rational elaboration, apply some criteria, define its consistency with the existing knowledge, convictions, interests (more in detail, see here below). As a result the original intuitive thought either shows features of logically derived thoughts or is thrown away.
This way, the idea combines in itself features of intuitive and logical thought. In the source of its (by origin) it is intuitive thought, in definition, formulation it is logical (or more accurately, logically drawn) thought.
About logics and intuition was briefly spoken above, (see p. ?). Here I shall add the following. 
In philosophic and scientific literature it has become generally accepted view on the mutual relationship of logics and intuition as unity of opposite means of thinking. This view repudiates as information of intuition to logics, so also their absolute contrary to each other position.
Some researchers have assumed, for instance, that intuitive thinking differs from consecutive logical reasoning only by its rapid activity or absence of iternal connections from the chain of reasoning.
Really, together with creative intuition exists unconscious logical thinking. Reasoning, calculation or accounting can happen without the participation of consciousness. On its surface only source data and results. Unconscious logical process is possible thanks to manyfold repeating of one and the same logical operations, solution of one type logical tasks elaborates the steadfast stereotype, automation of thinking. Psychologist A.Ja. Ponomarev writes on this occasion: ‘A case that Pavlov combined with intuition is the case with excluding internal connections in the chain of logical reasoning. In such cases there is really no creative effect, although according to the mechanism they are very close to creative intuition… In these cases the solution of the taskis formulated at first on the level of the highest form of psychic mutual interaction. It turns out unconscious, logically grounded, presented by functional system of determined models. When analoguous tasks are solved repeatedly, between corresponding to these systems, elements of original models, evidently, a mutual connection is established, a direct way to the loop of development, earlier arisen into the surface etages… In this way comes out new system, working with great speed. Having been once organized, it is needed in constant direction from above. If new conditions correspond to conditions of its formation, system of elementary level works accurately.
Analogically are formed many skills. We can think that this kind of intuition is found very frequently. Particularly it is possessed by checkplayers, when they speak of immediate seeing of positions, of correct moves, chosen at time trouble, without necessary thinking in advance. In principle, with that kind of intuition operates in most cases the work of an experienced car driver etc. Without that kind of intuition, evidently, nobody is able to work and live normally. Out of creative intuition it differs only so that in it the search of solution, contrarily, this solution is always already done’
.

Appearance of rapidly working computers refuted this view to intuition (as a special logical process). It turned out that computer, calculating with incredible speed, leaves much space for human brain. Man can think also with incomplete information, machine, as one of leading cybernetist said, ‘up to disgust logically’, cannot do that. ‘Question of psychological nature of intuition, remarks A.J. Ponomarev, is a question about mechanism of task solution, which cannot be obtained by logical derivation. This is the case, where for necessary transformation of situation the subject lacks the knowledge.’
.

And the question is not only about lack of information. Modern computers can elaborate probable derivations and solutions also from incomplete information. Man decides, solves tasks as living being, as personality, on the basis of emotionally volitional conduct. I.V. Bychko, speaking of the futility of numerous attempts to introduce intuition into logics, takes in our opinion correct analogy between intuition and living organism. ‘In similar way, he writes, as anatomic dissection of living organism, cannot on this basis reveal the essence of life (although it gives us rather valuable information of some important moments of living process), so also logical analysis of intuition is capable of giving us only static totality of elements, the unity of which also constitutes intuition, but this unity (intuition) itself cannot be reproduced at this ‘logical dissection’ in form of ‘living’, ‘entire’ process’
.

Appearance of intuitive thinking is a unique act. It is the fruit of inimitable situation and irrepeatable individuality of man. Completely different matter is logical inference, which may be repeated any number of times. It is comfortable particularly because it can be reproduced by other people and even by computers.
Intuitive thought is a living product of living man, it is born by all its essence, is a result of synthesis of all its qualities, capabilities. For derivation of a logical thought the entire complex of psychical properties and peculiarities of man is not needed. It is enough to say that it is indifferent to feelings, emotions, which in separate cases even disturb it.
Creative action is concrete activity of a concrete person. Therefore it necessarily includes in itself as a moment of general human race, so also moment of individual, uniqueness. Logics presents in thinking general, human race, but intuition individual, unique. Without their cooperation the creative process is not possible.
How does idea develop thinking 

Here about how thinking develops and becomes thanks to idea.

Any thought is a specific contradiction of thinking, but only idea develops it, arises on a higher level.
We shall examine plainly the setting of task and its solution. In itself searches of solution, if they remain without outcome, do not develop thinking. When the task is set, then it indisputably requires its solution, pushes the human mind to searches and in this sense it is the impulse awakening the mind to move, not to stay on the spot. But this also limits its meaning as motor of thinking process. The movement of thought in the search of direction is not yet development. Even less development in the case, when solution is found and the question exhausted. Therefore neither the task itself, nor its solution do develop thinking. In order to develop it is necessary to combine task and solution, indefiniteness, incompleteness of task and definiteness, completeness of solution. And such combination gives the idea.
Here on thinking on the level of the compatibility of subjective and objective. It is clear that thinking develops, becomes something according to the measure of (corresponding to) how ripens and are allowed contradictions between subject of the activity, man, and object of activity, surrounding reality. In the process of cognition subject aspires to overcome the alienation of the object, to get it under authority, make its contents to contents of own consciousness. In practical activity subject, on the contrary, aspires to subordinate object under authority, transform it to an arm of the satisfaction of own needs, make contents of own consciousness (project, plan) to the contents of object.
In both cases ideas play the role of intermediating connections in the movement from object to subject or from subject to object. Therefore they necessarily participate in the development of thinking, helping it to be ‘filled’ with new contents or materializing (objectivizing).
And, finally, about thinking on the plane of correspondence of logical and intuitive. As already was shown above, the idea is made up on the junction of these two means of thinking. The latter in different ways characterizes the flow of thinking process. Intuition gives thinking impulsivity, discreteness, discontinuity. Logics conditions smoothness, continuity, gradualness of thinking process,consecutive derivation of one thought from another. As far as the idea combines intuition and logics, as far it conditions the synthesis of discontinuous and continuous in thinking and at the same time ‘makes’ it a developed and become process.
As a matter of fact, a developed thinking process is not a simple accumulation of thoughts. On some etappe it breaks, there is a jump, idea appears. For such process this thesis is not true: the more thoughts, the better.
Idea is a peculiar watershed between two stages of accumulation of thoughts. The first stage collection of intuitively born thoughts is completed by their replacement by one thought, the idea. It breaks the process of accumulation of thoughts. A multitude of worthless, weak, occasional thoughts is replaced by one big thought. A jump occurs. Without exaggeration can be said that the appearance of an idea is a revolution in thinking, small or big depending on what depths it touches. Precisely thanks to idea the thinking process is not purely evolutionary process of accumulation of thoughts.
After idea having been confirmed in thinking, it calls for lavine-like appearance of new ideas, submitted to it. Here occurs a contrary process: multiplication is one great thought (idea) is divided to many small ideas (corollary ideas).
Idea develops thinking also on the plane that it is also linked with the movement of thought and gives to the entire thinking process the form of a spiral. Schematically this may be presented in the following manner.

Starting point is the appearance of thought (first guess, supposing solution of task). In the very beginning it is presented as something whole, unpartitioned, spontaneous. Thought just born by intuition and therefore it is completely intuitive thought. Man receives if for following elaboration, considers it worth attention, considers it as a thought. This is a thesis, the beginning of the coil.
At once after the appearance follows a period of doubt, of critical appreciation, elaboration of the new thought. It is submitted under test, inspection, is approved with the help of thinking resources at hand (knowledge, logics, convictions). This is antithesis, critics, trial of strength of the original thought. Such critics does not lead to the complete destruction of the thought. It carries the character of methodical doubt, is a verificzation of its vitality. If during the process of this verification the thought stands the pressure of the critics, doubt, then it gets the right of citizenship in thinking, that is, becomes idea, gains the status of idea, is formulated to an idea. This is the end of the spiral coil, synthesis of two preceding etappes, a kind of return to the original, primary, intuitively born thought. Man does no more doubt the seriousness, soundness, value of this thought and idea. He is ready to take real steps to its materialization. From this point of view the idea is such a thought of the correctness, seriosity, importance of which man is convinced, in any case to the extent that he is ready to undertake for its realization concrete practical steps, ready to expend to it not only efforts of mind, but also physical power and time. With the formulation of the thought to idea the first coil of the spiral is terminated.
The beginning of the second coil of the spiral coincides with the end of the first coil. Having become synthesis and result of the first cycle of the idea it at the same time is the starting point of the following cycle of development. Now the thought (in the form of idea) has gained such a strength and load of energy that they allow it to move ahead and cross finally the border of actual thinking to the world of real action.
So, at the beginning of the second cycle there is an idea, which can bring to new knowledge, estethic reality or to new exploitation of the power of nature (society). It, from one side contains in itself the possibility of new discovery or invention, cognition of new, and, from the other, plays a role of a leading principle to further creative activity. The starting point of the second cycle (confirmation, thesis) is not only an idea (as starting point, as some static condition), and unwrapping to a system of thoughts (hypothesis, project), actively confirming itself, ‘experiencing the triumph’, ‘victoriously stepping along the thinking’ idea. Before going over to the stage of check and test, it unfolds to a whole thinking system (scientific hypothesis, artistic plan or practical project).
On the second stage (antithesis) occurs a versatile trial and inspection of the idea by turning to the experience, observation and experiment, to practical actions. The scientist performs observation, sets up experiments. An artist embodies the idea to the reality of image. An inventor creates a new object of artificial nature, which increases the power of man over the nature, etc. This stage reminds in some way the second stage of the previous cycle. Only differing from the previous it is not purely thinking stage, the center of weight moves gradually from ideal (mental activity) sphere to the sphere of real (real action). Here is no absolute repeating of the previous cycle of development.
The last, completing stage of this cycle brings us back to the starting point. Idea, having stood the trial by observation, experiment, practice, has received the confirmation, the right of citizenship, but now already not only in the thoughts of man, but in all his life, and wider: in the life of people in general. Having reached the completing stage of creative process, it ceases to stay an idea, goes to a new condition: either to new knowledge, or to new reality, or to new performance of art.
location of idea in the creative process 

Hitherto the means of examination has been the dialectics of the idea and its role in the development and becoming of thinking. Now we shall see how is refracted this dialectics in the creative process.
In our opinion, the idea is such a thought, which gives the key to the understanding of the creative process. Thanks to the idea the creative process is completed not as elemental, uncontrolled, amorphic process, in which the result is reached by the trial and error, but as controlled, intelligent, reasonably organized process.
The meaning of the idea for the creative process consists in materializing the transition from the setting of the creative task to its solution. As it is not possible to avoid the transition of search to solution, so neither is it possible to cross the idea, overtake it. It is just the idea that contains in itself the charge of something new so that thanks to it the creative process is completed. Its appearance and the consequent realization are the immutable law of creation. All collisions of creative searches and findings meet in the idea, as in a focus. This is the ‘soul’ of the creative process, its automaticly moving principle.
The idea divides the creative process in three etappes.
The first etappe, the etappe of the setting of the task and searching of solution is fulfilled mainly with denying work: man consecutively becomes more and more convinced that previous knowledge and skills, olde means of solution are not fitted for the solution of the present task.
In the second etappe the transition from the setting of task for its solution an idea emerges. This etappe is of key significance for the creative process, as on it depends, whether the creative process becomes similar to the process of search by trial and error or whether it almost from the beginning becomes rationally oriented process. The more responsibly man approaches the advancement and formulation of ideas of the solution, the more probable the correctness of the idea and the less probable the unfruitful way of implementation and realization of fallacious ideas.
The transition from searches to solution is not a momentaneous process. Wrong are those who imagine idea as a suddenly appearing thought, that came nearly ready from the subconscious and illuminated the mind. In this imagination the idea is depicted as an outcome of pure intuition, illuminating the mind. As a matter of fact idea does not come out suddenly, in one coup. Between the birth of the idea as intuitive thought and its formulation exists a certain distance, the etappe of the creative work of mind. This distance may be hardly discernible, weakly conscious an however it surely exists
.

Above already was spoken about how intuitive thought, before it becomes an idea, is submitted to inspection, trial, is proven with the help of thinking means at hand (knowledge, logics, convictions). These procedures are implemented or must be implemented according to certain parameters, criteria. Absence of the latter may lead to two undesired extremities in the evaluation of the idea: when the usual plain thought is taken as an idea. In this case occurs a revaluation of the thought, an uncritical approach, which often leads to unnecessary expenditure of powers and time in the realization of such ‘idea’. A similar mistake are made more often by the authors of these pseudoideas. And, on the contrary, when such ‘ideas’ are underestimated, taken as ordinary thoughts, as a consequence of which no steps are taken to its realization. Such an error is admitted usually at the transfer of idea from some people to the other: the thought of the author is not comprehended as an idea by the other people. Therefore, in order that ther would not be overestimation or underestimation of the meaning of some thought, it is necessary to follow the rules, criteria, according to which the idea could be defined.
Criteria are needed not only for minimization, elimination of willfulness in the evaluation of ideas. They are important as such, as conditions of advancement, competence of the idea
. They are particularly needed, if idea is not preceded by one intuitive thought, but some, some number of concurring thoughts. In this case arises the task of selection, and criteria of the definition of the idea get the character of criteria of selection. In general, sooner as an exception than as a rule, is the formulation of the idea from one intuitive thought. Idea may be compared to a gram of radium, obtained from a ton of ore or grain of gold from the gold sand.
So, what are the criteria, defining ideas? Any intuitive thought becomes cognitive or practical idea, if it is examined, approved with the help of two basic criteria: criterium of the possible truth and criterium of the possible usefulness
.

Criterium of the possible truth determines: the newly born thought, does it or does it not contradict the existing knowledge of the object of the thought. This criteerium established the logical compatibility of the new idea with the previous knowledge (verified in the experience, in the practice knowledge is ment). It allows to be established in the mental way a probable (possible) truth (=probability) of the new thought or its obvious falcity, invalidation. In this criterium the moment of possibility is registered, because it cannot be completely confirmed that the chosen thoughts are really correct, true. (The last word belongs to the experience, practice). Among the chosen thoughts may occur also false, which are not revealed in consequence of insufficient knowledge at hand of the author of the idea.
Criteria of the possible truthfulness are the more accurate and defined the more complete is the knowledge of the person about the object of the thought. Its accuracy and effectivity depend also on whether the person understands in his consciousness discern the grain from the darnel, knowledge from subjective views, beliefs, prejudice. If the boundary between knowledge and what substitutes knowledge is blurred, undefined and the person does not know really, what is real knowledge, and what unproven opinion, then the criterium of the possible truthfulness will then give false thoughts as true or, on the contrary, sift out together with false also such thoughts, which in verification may turn out to be true. In the first case the authors of false ideas vainly expend their powers and time on their realization. In the second case valuable are repudiated in the recognizing relationship of ideas, that brakes the progress.
The dependence of criteria of possible truthfulness of individual cognition speaks of its subjectivity. Different people have different level of knowledge and culture, therefore they will differently appreciate their thoughts. If, for instance, for one person the falsity of the ideas is evident, then another, assuming smaller volume of knowledge, may not notice it.
The mentioned criteria have, however, objective foundation. In modern society the education of man is to a significant extent standardized. If a person is trusted a job, requiring certain qualifications, then it is probably also expected that he must possess known minimum of knowledge, which allows him to fulfil thei work. General meaningfulness and correspondingly, objectivity of criteria of possible truthfulness define as a whole high level of education of modern man.
Сriteria of possible usefulness. If for the definition of the cognitive idea fundamental is a criterium being above the criterium of truthfulness then for the definition of practical idea such is the criterium of possible usefulness. This criterium requires compatibility of the idea (its content and realization work combined with it) with the interests of people.
From the point of view of the criterium of possible usefulness the idea must express interests, needs, subjective endeavors of the people in general. Without this it is deprived of practical power and meaning. The conceived connection of the idea with some interests is necessary, in order that still before the real practical action were defined, founded a possible practical meaning of the anticipated product and outcome of the idea.
The criterium of the possible usefulness requires a clear-cut consciousness of the needs, interests, their hierarchy, mutual relationships of submission. Only at the conditions of fulfillment of these requirements it may be successfully used to evaluation of practical meaning of the idea.
Being fundamental for the definition of practical ideas the given  criterium is important also for the definition of cognitive ideas. Because with the implementation of the latter are sometimes connected practically unsurmountable difficulties or this implementation requires too large expenditures /sacrifices.
The criterium of possible usefulness has for the definition of cognitive ideas the meaning that with its help moves on forefront ideas, the implementation of which corresponds essential interests of people. This criterium plays, however, subordinate, assisting role in the definition of cognitive ideas. It may decelerate or accelerate the movement and realization of the above mentioned ideas, but it is powerless in revealing or destruction, underlining of their cognitive value. The latter is defined solely by criteria of possible truthfulness.
About the same may be said of the role of criteria of possible truthfulness in the definition of practical ideas. It is absolutely inavoidable for the definition of practical ideas. As a matter of fact, only that practical may be implemented, materialized which is verified with cognition, founded on cognition of objective conformity with natural laws. A sad example of a practical idea that is not verified with the cognition of objective lawfulness is the idea of perpetuum mobile. How much vain effort was spent for its realization! Eve after the discovery of the saving of energy there have been inventors, trying to conceive the perpetuum mobile.
Artistic ideas have a special status. They can be considered neither cognitive nor practical ideas. Also the criterium for their definition is completely special. This criterium evaluates artistic, esthetic value of newly born thoughts. It can be denominated as criterium of the possible artisticness (estheticness). The given criterium is most variative and completely depends of the artistic taste and esthetic preferences of the author of the idea.
In addition to the above mentioned criteria big importance has also the general methodologic criterium. It defines the corresponding ideas emanating methodologic, philosophic principles and assumptions. The criteria allow us to take away methodically solid ideas.
Third etappe of the creative process is the etappe of solution of the problem and task, realization of the idea.
 On this etappe the possibility of solution turns to reality. A necessary condition of such transformation is the working of the idea, that presupposes the existence of certain fuctions in it. These functions are a kind of canals or forms of realization of ideas and correspondingly, forms of solution of the existing contradictions in it. Thanks to functions the idea in a way crosses its own limitations.
To the basic functions of ideas apply: synthetic, regulative and esthetic.
Synthetic function. A newly born idea does not at once lead to the final product. Before its practical embodiment or verification it must unfold to a system of thoughts. In the scientific cognition on the basis of the idea a hypothesis is elaborated, an unfolded theoretical construction; in practical action a project; in art an artistic plan. The idea is not suited for realization in the form, in which it originally exists. Without a system of thoughts and consequences submitted to it in a way is ‘hanging in the air’, is weakly combined with ‘ground basis’ (with all mental experience of man, for which there is perceptual and practical experience). This can be clearly seen in the example of a hypothetic idea. Itself ad in original assumption, it is unproven. For the idea to be proven, a hypothesis must be constructed on the basis of it, and from the hypothesis must be drawn consequences to be proven immediately on the experience.
If the newly born idea opens the door to the world of unexplored, uncultivated, and man only ‘peeks’ at the door, then turning back to the system of thoughts it ‘forces him to enter’ through the open door and shows in front of him innumerable richdom of new things.
In the process of unfolding the idea into the system of thoughts at the same time is realized one of its basic functions, the synthetic one. This function of the idea, implementing the transition to the system of thoughts, ‘solves’ a double task: division of the idea to a multitude of different thoughts and conservation of it as an integral education. On one side, in the complete correspondence to laws of deduction, a logical ‘cluster’ of thoughts is born, and on the other, the idea, not being completely transferred to this cluster (not being diluted to it), becomes main, basic, central thought of the new system. (Here is how, by the way, the definition of the idea as the basis of thought is produced, discovered or invented). Here takes place the synthesis of logics and intuition: the idea (and inherent in it intuitive moment) are taken by the logical operation of division, and at the same time it is conserved as the basic thought.
Regulative function. Already the problem and the task are directing the thought, but only the idea directs it to a concrete outcome. Being a turning point from the searches to the solution it serves as a means of orientation in the task, plays the role of leading principle for searches of final solution of the task. Regulating function, on one side, it disciplins the thinking of man, keeps him in the defined direction, does not allow the thoughts to go astray, and on the other, activates, mobilizes thinking, ‘pushes’ it to the required direction. Keeping in mind this second side, it is possible to say that in the idea, as in nothing else mental formation, is expressed the active character of human thinking. Being the first flash of the solution it moves the confidence to the success, the perspectiveness of its efforts, emotionally loads, inspires him.
(The regulative character of the idea becomes afore in pure form in the case of pathologic disturbance of thinking process, when the subjective standpoint of sick, being in conflict with objective facts, are formulated into obtrusive, overvalued or absurd idea.)
Regulative function is a form of solution of inherent idea of problematic contradiction. It implements the transition of the idea from temporary solution of problem and task (being of its character problematic and incomplete) to the final solution. Being processual it steadfastly leads idea to through all difficulties of the task to selfimplementing. If the idea would not fulfil the regulative function, then the contents hidden in it, not used for overcoming the difficulties of the task, would remain on the level of guess and supposition. 
Heuristic function. The idea not only sythetizes, not only regulates, but renews and even revolutionizes thinking of man. It is a jerk to the world of unrecognized, unrevealed.
Heuristic significance of idea is conditioned by it containing in it the possibility of new, new knowledge, new object, new performance of art. It in a way or other leads to new mastering of reality: theoretical cognition of it, or practical transformation of it. Ideas as pioneers or geologs and explorators reveal new ways of cognition and reorganization of reality. Even very old, but yet unrealized ideas put people on the way of search. Such, for instance, has been the idea of atomism. More than two thousand years went before it was embodied into scientific theory of atomic structure of the substance. As far as the idea is not realized and not refuted it is heuristically significant.
According to ideas may be judged about the courageousness of human mind. The famous requirement of N. Bohr of ‘reckless’ ideas is exactly the statement of the fact that the newer, more original, ‘insane’ the idea, the higher the chances of success it has, because for the construction of fundamental physical theries really revolutionary ideas are needed.
Achievement of new in creative activity is no goal in itself. It is directed on the solution of conflicts between subject of activity, man and object of aactivity, surrounding reality. Therefore heuristic function of ideas, being means of solution, contradiction of subject and object inherent in the idea. 
6. categorial structure of thinking
We cannot think any object otherwise than with the help of categories.
I. Kant
The question ’how do we think?’ presupposes also attention to categories, the structural elements of thinking, which appear in the philosophic literature with the name philosophic categories and concepts. We think and solve mental tasks no other ways than with the help of categories. The latter are instruments of thinking, ideal tools of human activity.
When philosophers discuss problems of categories as their internal matter, that is, as problem of research and systematization of philosophic categories, then we must not see some impressions of professional limitations, subjectivity in this problem. Depending on personal experience and constitution of mind some philosophers consider this problem as artificial, contrived, of philosophic yesterday, but other consider it important and deserving attention philosophic problem. In both cases the problem of categories is subjectively limited and does not allow reasonable solution. The essence is that we must go outside of the framework of this problem and look on it wider, not from purely philosophic standpoint, but from the point of view of objective, natural systematization of categories. Do philosophers or do they not discuss the problem of categories, independently of them it authoritatively announces of itself as a necessity of thinking consciously and systematically, in the full possession of categorical apparatus of thinking.
Unconsciously people already are thinking systematically. For this they have produced an entire complex of questions: What? who? whose? when? where? whereto? wherefrom? how? which? in what way? to what extent? how much? why? etc. In these questions they distinctly need categorical forms of thinking. (Philosophers, by the way, are a kind of midwives, helping the birth, that is, recognition of categories of thinking using philosophic categories and concepts.)
kategorical logics of thinking
Categories are functioning, working, acting in our thinking, independently of our will, and moreover, they form, limit, organize thinking. In the nature thinking contains certain categorical structure, order. People are thinking to the degree, in which they are using categories. At first of this with all definitiveness has spoken I. Kant: ‘We cannot think any single object without the help of categories’
. This revelation of Kant is based on a solid philosophic tradition, the beginning of which laid Platon and which was in the new era supported by great rationalists Descartes, Spinoza, Leibnitz, Hegel.
Every category is not only a moment of system, but also itself is a system of more detailed categories and concepts. It is the top of a gigantic pyramide of concepts. And in all the system of categories is the top of pyramide of all human concepts. As with less than thirty letters of alphabet is expressed all the richness of human language, so also is expressed with the help of some tens of categories all the versatility of human concepts and correspondingly, objective world.
Cliks shows the important for life meaning of categorical organization of thinking:

"... classification systems not only ease the orientation in the boundlessly multiform world, but correspondingly also makes it possible. The names enable the conservation in the memory of those data, which are meaningful for the reaching of goals in a given situation. A gigantic step forward becomes possible: from unforeseen richness of perceivable world is taken the most essential and thanks to classification conserved in memory. A cognitive mastering of some form of manifestation of objective reality takes place. Just in this there is a deep rational thought of archaic classification, but also reason for a gradual reformulation of categorical system, going on all time.’
.

Categorical structure of thinking expresses its orderliness, corresponding the order of real world. The French scientist L. Levy-Bruil has proposed theory of alogic or prelogic character of thinking of primitive man. Criticising this theory Russian scientist V.P. Alekseev in the book ‘Becoming of manhood’ showed that man from the very beginning managed his behavior by ‘rationally logical rules’, which are according to his words with the echo of ‘the most important natural relationships’
.

An outstanding Russian philology and slavist A.A. Potebnja more than hundred years ago wrote of the emergence of categories:

‘… works supporting science and such named scientists are here (in the history of language – L.B.) only continuation of activity of tribes and nations. Mass anonymous to us, mass, which may be seen as one big philosopher, already thousand years have used means of definition along general categories and accelerating thought and composed in language for the use of future fruit of the present efforts’
.

Thus the essence of the matter is in the following. The world is to some extend orderly, this orderliness is expressed in certain categorical structure or, otherwise, in natural system of categorical definitions of the world. Our thinking reflects categorical structure of the world in the way of spontaneously settling system of categories of thinking, categorical structure. Philosophers comprehend, research both these systems of categorical definition, elaborate philosophic concepts, categories, which more or less adequately reflect both the natural system of categorical definitions of the world and categorical structure of thinking.
Primitive categorical definitions are the definitions of the world itself, its selfdefinitions, that is, the natural system of categorical definitions, which (as also the world as a whole) exists independently of man and mankind. Secondary categorical definitions are categories of thinking (categorical structure of thinking). Third order categorical definitions are philosophic categories and concepts. Aristotle, Hegel and other philosophers have tried, essentially, to reveal natural systems of categories of thinking and categorical definition of the world. These attempts step by step have approached mankind to the solution of the mentioned systems.
Taking into account that the categorical logics is in final account a reflection of the natural system of categorical definitions of the world, it can with full right be called categorical picture of the world.
--------------

So, in the nature itself the thinking is included in certain defined categorical structure, order. 
If we unconsciously utilize spontaneously settled categorical logics of thinking, then it may be asked, why it is still needed to discover it, construct adequate system of philosophic categories? The matter is that the genuine ‘return’ of categories of thinking as ideal arms of activity is possible only by their conditions of cognition of them in the system. Spontaneous, half-conscious use of categories means undesired constant ‘lists’, absolution of some categories in detriment of others.
Cognition of categorical logics in the process of historical development of human thinking has flowed unevenly. From this, partly, stems the dissonance of philosophic teachings and opinions. Categorical culture of thinking can be founded only on a sufficiently full and balanced conception about the system of categories of thinking, and through it of the objective system of forms of existence, categorical definition of the world.
how are categories working and emerging?

Categories of thinking are formed and function, as a rule, without the consciousness of man and are appearing as (1) in form of pictures and symbols, or (2) in language, or (3) in form of concepts, or (4) in different forms and methods of activity.
(1) Pictures and symbols of categories are rather manyfold. Here some examples:
ring and ball have often served for ancient people as the pictures and symbols of eternity, stability, order;
In the ancient Greek philosophy as the picture and symbol of universal change and movement was the expression ‘everything flows’ (panta rei).
In the Chinese philosophy a peculiar kind of pictures and symbols and concepts were jan and jin. Original meaning: cloudy and sunny weather or shadowy and sunny sides (for instance, mountains and ravines). Ancient Chinese thinkers used the duality of the given countrarity for expression of many opposed to each other phenomenons and powers: light and shadow, sun and moon, fire and water, activity and passivity, masculine and feminine origin, heaven and earth, order and disorder etc.
The sign “(“ is the symbol of mathematical infinity.
‘The cycle of time’ and ’the arrow of time’ are pictures and symbols of temporary reversibility and irreversibility. 
’golden middleway’ is the picture and symbol of moderate.
In the expression ’nothing new under the moon’ the moon is picture and symbol of steadiness, eternal repeatedness of one and the same.
In the Pushkin line ’And the case is God inventor’ we see the picture of randomness. Such a categorical and picture function fulfils the expression ‘the lot is cast’, ‘we all go under God’, ‘the flow of circumstances’
(2) Expression of categories in language.

1. Categories above all are expressed in the structure of language, in articulated speaking. Grammatical parts of speaking only rather summarily and nearly express basic categories of thinking. Substantives express matter, body,thing, organism, essence. Adjectives - quality. Numerals – quantity. Verbs – movement, action, activities.

A particular location in the structure of language occupy pronouns and pronominal adverbs. They are a peculiar linguistic equivalents and substitutes of categories. It is possible to construct the following table:
	    kinds of adverbs            and pro-

categories..nouns
	asking pronouns
	other pronouns and adverbs
	negative pronouns and adverbs

	matter, body, thing, object, subject 
	what? 

whatever
what exactly
	whatever

what exactly, this, that, nothing
	nothing

	living being, man, subject

	who?
	whoever, who exactly, nobody, all, every
	nobody

	quality
	how?
	such, some, somebody, that who, certain
	neither

	property
	whose?
	somebody’s
whose
	nobody’s

	quantity
	how much?

to what extent?

which?
	so much,

to the extent,

somewhat
more, less
	not any

	movement
	whereto?

from where?
	hereto, thereto,

from here, 
from there
	nowhere
from nowhere

	time
	when?
	now, earlier, then,

sometimes, always
	never


	space
	where?
	here, there, 

everywhere, 
all over
	nowhere

	measure
	how much?
	moderately
	

	reason
	why?

what grounds?

consequence of what?
	because, therefore
thus, this ground, this is why, 

for this reason, consequently
	

	possibility
	possibly?

how possibly?
	possibly
	not possible

	reality
	really?

evidently?
	really,

as a matter of fact
	impossibly

	accidentality
	what occurred?
	accidentally
	

	phenomenality
	what happened?

what was it?
	
	

	goal
	why?

what purpose?
	therefore,

aiming at
	no reason why
without aiming

	means
	how?

which way?
	so, thus, 

here is how
	nowise

	result
	what outcome?

what result?
	
	without outcome

	action, activity
	what to do?
	
	


Inquisitive pronouns and adverbs are the most genuine replacement categories.
To the extent, to which the growing person learns the articulated speaking, also his categorical structure of thinking develops. The most intensively this happens in the age of ‘why-age’, so ingeniously described by K.I. Chukovsky in the book ‘From two to five’. When a child gives surrounding people innumerable questions, then he not only is curious, accumulates and absorbs in himself information, but also learns thinking categorically, with the help of categories. Because questions are given basically in the form of asking pronouns and adverbs.
The fundamental character of some questions was realized long ago by people. His conception of categories Aristotle constructed to a significant extent on the basis of inquisitive words: ‘what?’ (category of essence), ‘how much?’ (category of quantity), ‘how?’ (category of quality), etc. Arabian philosopher of 19th century Abu Yusuf Yacub ben Yizhak al-Kindi has written: ‘In order to learn something, on four questions must be answered: Is this? What is this? How is this? Why is this?’. The English writer R. Kipling expressed approximately the same idea in the poetic form (Russian translation S.J. Marshak):
I have got six servants, quick, bold.

And all, what I see around, I learn from them.

They on my token are available.

Their names: How, Why, Who, What, When and Where
Also Raimund Lully must not be unmentioned. Trying to renovate scholastic logics he presented a number of new ideas. Among them a study on questions. Questions, according to Lully are serving for the revelation of truth. He divided them in ten groups: ‘whether?’, ‘what?’, ‘of what?’, ‘why?’, ‘how big?’, ‘what quality?’, ‘when, where?’, ‘what way?’, ‘how?’
.

Interesting to in the retorics there are so called seven questions: Quis?, Quid?, Ubi?, Quibus auxiliis? Cur? Quomodo? Quando? (Who? What? Where? On what help? Why? In what way? When?). These questions are called, developed by thought to reveal person, activity, location, partners, goal, means and time
.

2. Categories are expressed also in words, sentences, phrases, texts, that is, not only in the structure of language, but also its contents, material. We will take as an example the category of possibility. Around it there is an entire cluster of separate words, word constructions, expressions: to be able, can, able, possible, impossible, how possible, may be, possibility, as far as possible, exists possibility, have possibility, give possibility, real possibility, abstract (formal) possibility, juridical possibility, actual possibility, great possibility, unlimited possibilities, missed possibility, cuious possibility, interesting possibility, possibility of growing, on first possibility, to the last possibility, ‘if the youth knew, if the old age could!’, ‘I will and I can’. This is only a few words, word constructions and expressions that express different aspects of the category of possibility. If we would take sentences, phrases, texts, in which the category treated here exists, they would be in innumerable. In them, in this element of the language, it lives, works, influences, develops. And so is the matter in all categories of thinking.
(3) In concepts of categories not only is expressed, but also is conceived, reasoned.
What usually is called philosophic categories as a matter of fact, are concepts and categories, that is concepts, representing, expressing categories of thinking. This must always be kept in mind when investigating and using philosophic categories and concepts. They are only presentations of categories of thinking. But presentations may be untrue, distorted, incomplete etc. The history of philosophy gives secondary material for research of categories of thinking. Primary material is in natural thinking and language, in different forms, methods and results of human activity. Some philosophers post the mark of equality between natural and everyday thinking and on this grounds are handling the former, being convinced, that only philosophic thinking, thinking of categories and only philosophers know, what category is. This arrogance of phihers is dangerous. It leads to self-isolation and creative infertility.
On the other side, the work of philosophers must be honoured, because just philosophic concepts of categories genuinely are realized, reasoned as structural elements of thoughts. 
(4) On expressions of categories in different forms and mehods of activity see below partition of ‘Methodologic function of categorical logics’.
“kitchen” of categorical logics
The logics of the subject demands that I told even if in general features about the ‘kitchen’ of the category, of which actually represents in itself categorical logics.
Up to now it has been firmly established that categories are arranged pairwise (in diads) or in triads (display connections in type ‘space-time’, ‘necessary-accidental’, ‘quality-moderate-quantity’). Philosophers since long ago have tried to discover connections of higher order, not between separate categories but between category pairs, families. Up till now these attempts have not been crowned with any indisputable findings. Nevertheless they are continued, cannot cease to be continued, because philosophers never resign with half-chaotic presentations of exposed manifold of categories and concepts.
So, categories are considered by philosophers usually in compositions of certain categorical blocs or subsystems. This means that every category is shown either as synthesis of opposite categorical definitions.
In addition, all categories in themselves are systems of more detailed categories and concepts. Above I already spoke of how categories is category also because it in itself describes a system of concepts, being in genuine meaning categories, that is, an arranged system of certain kinds of concepts.
The subordinated categories express different sides of it, moments, and separate views. These concepts in relation to categories are subcategories. For instance, subcategories of quantity expressing its separate sides, are such of its subcategories as ‘size’, ‘multitude’, ‘number’. Category in its relation to its subcategories is their parent category.
In addition to subcategories there are also such concepts, which carry an intercategorical character, that is, they combine in themselves different categorical definitions. This may be explained in the following way: Thinking has certain categorical structure. Categories are conditional points in the net of thinking. Except of them a big number of general concepts exists. They either are defined between the categories or are included in the concept apparate of separate categories, or belong at once to two or several category families and, consequently carry a intercategorical character.
Thanks to intercategorical concepts the categories in a way reflect one another, are intersected, are alloyed. This is analoguous to the way in which chemical elements, forming a chemical linkage form some chemical compound. Intercategorical concepts are ‘chemical compounds’ of various categories.
Two examples. The basic meaning of category ‘quality’ is represented by the concept of ‘quality’ and is fixed by its situation in the subsystem ‘quality-measure-quantity’. But one of the reflecting meanings of the category (reflection of it in the category ‘change’) presented by such intercategorical concepts as ‘transformation’, ‘leap’, ‘qualitative change’. Further if ‘greatness’, ‘manifold’, ‘number’ are pure quantitative concepts, that is, refer to the category ‘quantity’, then such concepts as ‘length’, ‘size’, ‘volume’ have not only quantitative contents. They are in a peculiar kind of symbiose of two categorical forms of thinking: quantitative and space. They are quantitative and spatial concepts.
This way, categories, from one side, are firmly anchored, fixed in one position (location in system of categories), and from the other, they ‘drift’ all over in the system of categories in form of reflecting meanings of intercategorical concepts, being reflected practically in all other categories.
The presentation of intercategorical connections and concepts removes the problem of flexibility and rigidity of the system of categories, displays the compatibility of some of them. The stiffness of categories is conditioned by its ‘attachment’ to one and only one place in the system of categories. The flexibility of category is conditioned by its reflections (reverberation) in other categories.
Also the following must be kept in mind. The difficulty of research and use of categories consists of their linguistic carriers, words, that are used unequivocally in the linguistic practice, in philoxophic and scientific literature. Besides the categorical meanings different forms non-categorical meanings of words of categorical meaning are working. Absence of clear understanding of this fact leads to confusion of concepts, to semantic distorsions of categories.
There is practically no category that would be expressed by unequivocal word and term. Words expressing some philosophic category are polysemantic. Categorical meaning for them is not unique. This fact must be reckoned at the research and conscious application of categories.
Words designating categories are used at least in three non-categorical meanings: 1) in narrow meaning of a partial concept, submitted to given category. For example, the concept of ‘substance’ is partial in its relationship to category ‘materia’; 2) in widened sense. For instance the word ‘quality’ is used in the meaning of ‘definitiveness of object in general’ or the word ‘reality’ in the meaning of ‘existence’; 3) in the changed meaning of concept, representing some other category. For instance, the word ‘measure’ is used in the meaning of ‘action’ or the word ‘quality’ in the meaning of ‘sign of object’.
What determines the equivocality of words, designating categories? The answer must be searched from the history of the language. Etymology of categorical words is originated from the syncretism (solid, unsufficiently differentiated, defined) conceptual forms and conceptions, the contents of which, as a rule, is much broader than the contents of the crystallized consequences of the categories of thinking. The existence of different non-categorical meanings of category words are also tied to the fact that categories only gradually have been defined in their categorical meaning. These forms are rudimental remainders, in which is fixed the meaning of categorical concepts on different etappes of their formation as categories.
Categories of thinking are structural elements of thoughts and as such can be presented visually schematically. The language of the schemes and visual pictures is special language, not deducible to verbal description. It carries such mental cargo, such information, which is very difficult, and sometimes impossible to pass with the help of normal language and reasoning. Visible and schematic presentation of categories is as important as their verbal description. It allows comprehension with one glance complicated mutual relationships of categories. Verbal description transforms the thought to time and sometimes it is not easy to comprehend the reasoning as a whole. Visually schematic presentation transfers the thought to space, which allows the realization of mental synthesis of gigantic material, compressed in categories. Beside this the visually schemantic presentation is in some sense more accurate, more adequate (compared to verbal unfolding to time) gives real mutual relationships of categories, and objective categorical definitions or categories of thinking. Because in the most objective reality and, correspondingly, in thinking the innumerable categorical definitions are ‘given’ parallelly, without removal, as existing friends to each other, mutually dependent, mutually influencing. For instance, qualitative and auantitative definitions inherent simultaneously in any material objects, but do not follow each other, as Hegel says.
The system of categories, expressed visually schematically, that is, in tabular form (as tables of categories), allows us to draw sharp logical connections and mutual relationships between categories.
In the quality of example of visually schematic categories a diagram of categories may be offered the diagram of the category ‘possibility’ (see above p.  ).
Visually logical scheme unites two types of mutual relationships of categories:
a) mutual dependence of opposing categories, assuming presence of intermediate link between them; this is one type of triad (‘opposite-transitive-opposite’);
b) mutual enabling (synthesis) of opposite categories; this is another type of triade (‘thesis-antithesis-synthesis’).
(In parenthesis we observe for Aristotle characteristic were thinking according to ‘opposite-transitory-opposite’, but for Hegel thinking ‘thesis-antithesis-synthesis’. Aristotle was the pioneer of the first type of categorical thinking, Hegel pioneer of the second type of categorical thinking.)
In the inorganic nature the first type of relationships of categorical definitions are prevalent (mutual dependence of opposite sides). In the living nature and in human society the first type is complemented by the second type of relationship of categorical definition (mutual enabling).
	         

                   LIQUID
HARD
BODY        ORGANISM   GAS
Fig. Explaining visually-logical scheme “АGREGATE EXISTENCE OF SUBSTANCE AND LIVING ORGANISM, THEIR RELATIONSIP ".
	Here it is appropriate still one visually logical scheme (look aside). This scheme is analogically brought repre-sents mutual relationships of three aggregate statuses of substance and living organism. It explains the thought of general scheme of illustration of structure of categories. Surrounding us on the Earth nature is presented by three basic conditions of substance: hard body and gas are opposite as order and chaos.



Liquid is a transitory condition of substance. All these conditions, even if transform to each other, exist all separately and exclude each other, hard body cannot at the same time be in gas form, neither gas in hard. on the contrary, in the living organism these three conditions of substance are to the extent mutually replacing, inseparable, enable each other that they represent something common, organic wholeness. The same may be observed in the world of categorical definitions. Categorical definitions that are characteristic to inorganic world are divided and exclude each other hard and gas conditions of substance in non-living nature, in a way similar to organisms are intertwined ‘by a strong knot’ categorical definitions of nonliving nature.
And the last. Of the mutual enabling of opposite categorical definitions, sides. Category or categories, being in the central circle of the visually schematic scheme, represent in themselves mutual enabling of opposite categorical definitions. They may be expressed in form of some formulas of mutual enabling (see above paragraph ‘formula of freedom’, p. 302)

Categories are color and brush for the philosopher

Philosophy, differing from science, is not connected with any separate observations and experiments. It operates on all experience of man, which is unmeasurably richer than some observations, experiments and connected with them hypotheses and theories. Philosophic picture of the world uses the language of categories, fundamental concepts, into which is concentrated individual and social and historic experience of man. Categories are colors and brushes of philosopher, with the help of which he writes the picture of the world. The specifics of philosophic picture of the world consists of it being the categorical picture of the world.

The expression ’categorical picture of the world’ is completely justified. The word ‘picture’ since long ago has been used in the most wide sense, among others in relationship to the world as a whole. Above I have spoken of scientific picture of the world. Also current are such expressions as ‘physical picture of the world’, ‘biblical picture of the world’. What good is the word ‘picture’? In the first place, ‘picture’ means nothing ‘descriptive’, giving a definite sight, feeling of man. In the second, this word speaks of the wholesome of something. Already if the picture is depicting something, then that something presents itself in totally representation of something. Thirdly, the word ‘picture’ carries that thinking burden, which is included in itself not only logically interpreted, reasoned moment, but also moment of intuition, concretely figurative, subjective.
The expression ’categorical picture of the world’ gives the fact that the description, explanation of the world is realized with the help of categories, but language of categories is a special language, not leading to formal and logical reasoning, nor intuitively guessing thinking. 
The task of philosopher is similar to that of artist, painting the picture. Like the artist, he gives only his view of the world. In general it is necessary to state that philosophic teachings and systems are only steps on the stairs leading to adequate understanding of the world. Nobody of the philosophers has the right to pretend to possess the truth in the last instance. The greatest that the philosophers can do is to be confident that his views at the present etappe of development of philosophy closest of all stay ro the truth and correspond to the spirit of times…
methodological function of categorical logics
Categorical structure of thinking expresses categorical logics, that highest logics of thinking, which combines intuition and reasoning logics. Disposing in defined order in some imagined space thinking of categories realizes mental grouping of material, play the role of supporting points, coordinates, reference points of thinking. The system of categories is the system of supporting points, coordinates, reference points of thinking.
As supporting points of categories do not allow thoughts to get ‘adrive’ in boundless space of imagination, do not give them possibility to run astray.’
As coordinates, reference points of categories define the situation of thoughts and direct it to a defined channel. In this sense the system of categories may remind of the net of coordinates of meridians and parallels on the globe. It allows us to evaluate any facts and assessments, separate grains of truth from husk of false judgments.
The methodologic function of the categorical logics is realized as a form of general reference points of cognitive and practical activity, as also through the totality of methods, emanating from the evaluation of the meaning of separate categories.
Below is introduced a table of some categories and corresponding methods, means, branches of activity:
	TOTAL AND PART

	synthesis, analysis (combining, integration, montage, assembly; division, dismembering, crushing, demontage etc.)

	SYSTEM       
	system approach, system technique

	STRUCTURE     
	structural analysis, structuralism

	QUALITY      ,
	classification, typologization, analogy, theory of similarity, modelling

	COMPREHENSIVE, GENERAL, PRIVATE 
	deduction, induction; generalization, limitation, concretization

	SPECIFIC
	specification

	MEASURE
	standardization, normative activity, нормирование

	QUANTITY
	calculation, change, computation,  mathematical analysis, arithmetics, algebra, mathematics

	SPACE
	geometry, topology

	TIME
	chronology, chronometry

	MOVEMENT 
	kinematics (part of mechanics)

	PEACE
	статика (part of mechanics)

	CHANGE
	reformation, transformation

	CONSERVATION
	conservation, conserving, stabilization, saving, protection

	DEVELOPMENT, 
FORMATION
	genetic method, comparative and 

 historical method, эмбриология,

 evolutionary biology, historiographics, philosophy of history

	CONTRADICTION
	business games, concrete situations, method of counterpositioning etc.

	EQUALITY DIFFERENCE
	comparison (unification - separation), identification

	CONDUCT
	etology (science of behavior), etiquette

	ACCIDENCE
	trial and error, dice casting, method of accidental search, lottery

	PROBABILITY, STATISTICAL REGULARITY
	probability-statistical methods, mathematical statistics 

	PHENOMENON, CONSEQUENCE
	desciptiona, observation, experiment

	LAW, ESSENCE, REASON
	explanation, diagnostics (technical, medical), etiology

	POSSIBILITY
	prognostics, forecasting, futurology

	ACTIVITY
	methodology, theory of cognition, praxeology

	GOAL
	planning, goal programming

	MEANS
	method, means, acceptance, methodics, algorithm

	OUTCOME
	theory of efficiency


This table visually shows the connection of different categories with those and other methods, means, branches of human activity. From it are also seen that categories clearly or unclearly are influencing, functioning in the thinking of man, realize themselves or have begun to realize themselves in form of separate conscious methods, forms of activity. For instance, category of accidentality people already long ago unconsciously used in form of means of trial and error, venturesome games or when they cast a lot. But now they completely consciously put it as the basis of random search, probability statistical methods. The conscious approach to categories, to categorical logics allows a kind of inventarization, classification of methods and forms of activity, evaluation of their sufficiency or insufficiency from the point of view of the completeness of coverage of the categories. From the table, for instance, may already now be seen that some categories are well ‘represented’ in some methods, forms of activity, but other categories are weakly represented.
7. Common sense, sound thinking (norm in thinking, normal thinking)
1. Sound idea is a great value in thinking
Normal thinking, sound thinking, Common sense are all rather important concepts, denominating thinking norm. Health in general characterizes normal conditions of human organism, but sound thinking is normal condition of human thinking.
It can be asked: what is the difference between sound thinking and thinking in general? The concept of sound thinking refers to the fact that thinking as man in general may be sound, healthy, normal, but also insane, sick, abnormal, pathologic. If there is sound thinking, then also abnormal, insound, sick, pathologic thinking. In the latter case I mean not only sick thinking in the psychiatric, medical sense, but also abnormal thinking within the limits of psychic health or on the fringe of psychic health and sickness. Psychically healthy person may think (ponder, reason), operating not on sound thought, but some other way, for instance, submitting the will to feelings, giving himself to unbounded phantasy or wishing to astonish, strike the imagination of another person.
Behavior according to sound thinking is the nucleus of intelligent behavior. Intelligent we find everything that is enlighted by the light of reason, thinking. Sound thinking we do not see in what is simply reasoned, but in what corresponds to our conception of life and health as in the scale of ‘me’, and also of collective ‘me’ of different levels (family, collective, nation, mankind). Man, for instance, may intelligently (for the weight of life) commit suicide, but justifying this his act with the position of sound thinking is not possible. Depriving one’s own life, even more the helth is deprived, and that is by no means sound behavior.
Common sense is a great thinking value, demarcating the limits of normal, sound thinking, common sense. The regulating role of sound thinking is obvious. Operating on the common sense means keeping in bridle one’s own opinions, emotionns, imagination, will, that is, from one side direct the thinking to necessary channel, and from the other not allowing it to spread around.
Sound thinking takes place when man does not hurry to draw consequences and at the same time does not refrain from drawing consequences, is moderately sober-minded and moderately rash, moderately cautious and moderately bold, moderately believes and moderately does not believe, moderately hopes and moderately does not, moderately fears and moderately does not
.

Healthy thinking is self-assessment moderately, no higher, nor lower.

Sound, healthy thinking is sound view on things, on life, not through rosy glasses, but neither through black; but a view through eyes with normal sight, not intoxigatingly romantic, nor starry-eyed, nor cynically disappointed nor gloomy.
Sound-minded man according to possibilities thinks logically, does not like paradoxes. Paradoxic thinking is either maneric or sick, or both of them. In the first case man plays, plays in thoughts, works on public. D. Labruier clearly in French laughed out such thinking. ‘Paradoxal mind, he says, relates to original as finicking to grace’. In the second case man is on the limit of psychic sickness, his thinking and consciousness are close to being torn, split.
On the other side, sound thinking person does not use logics to the utmost, he leaves place for intuition, phantasy, flight of thought. Exclusively logically thinking man is rational, boring in the society, pedant, punctualist, acting like automat and robot and outside this trapped.
Sound thinking is a measure of everything, even in following the measure.
The difference between sound thinking and common sense is not in the contents but their bearance to different objects. Sound thinking, healthy thougt is immediate, normative evaluation of thinking, thought through evaluation of what man speaks and does. A healthy thought we have not in the thinking itself, but in words and acts of man. To this refers also the expression ‘in what he speaks is sound meaning’; ‘in his deeds, decisions and propositions there is sound idea’; ‘act from the point of view of healthy idea’; ‘is against (is not against) healty idea’.
2. to the history of question
To V. Shapovalov recently was offered such version of the origin of the concept of common sense:
‘The concept of common sense emerges of the concept of ‘general feeling’, and is originally elaborated by ancient Greek philosopher Aristotle (384-382 b. Chr.). Aristotle considered that in addition to the five senses: sight, touch, hearing, taste, smell, still one existrs. This he called general feeling. This term was in the following translated into latin language as sensus communis, from which it entered into European languages. According to Aristotle, also such perceptions exist, that are considered as received by one sense alone, but all of them. These are for instance a figure, a movement or peace, greatness etc. Movement we may perceive with sight, touching (according to movement of air), hearing etc. General feeling coordines the perception, common to separate organs of sensing. It collects perceptions, common to all. Thanks to the working of general feeling we perceive not the different properties of the object, but the object as a whole. The general feeling harmonizes the data from separate senses between themselves. It does not give the power to extremes or to one of them, as would happen if we would rely to one of the senses only. This way general feeling, understood by _Aristotle, is the basis of the consensus and equilibrium of perceptions’
.

This version, as it seems to me, is somewhat narrow and onesided. Undoubtedly, Aristotelian ‘general feeling’ has played its role in the formation of the concept of sound thinking. But not only that. The concept of sound thinking and common sense have their histories. And this history is more closely combined with the formation of the concept of health and thinking (thought). In any case, Russian language shows in this completely unequivocally: the word ‘common sense’, ‘sound thinking’ combine the concepts health and thinking, thought, meaning (the last concept, undoubtedly, is the thinking category, very close by its meaning to the concept of thought; ‘meaning’ and ‘thought’ are literally united in the words ‘comprehension’ and ‘comprehend’).
Ancient Greeks, and also other ancient people long before Aristotle had clear enough conception of what such sound thinking, common sense are. In pseudoplatonovian ‘Definitions’ we find, at least, three terms, characterizing different sides of this term. This is above all the term ‘sound thinking’ (ennoia): ‘Sound thinking (ennoia) is structurality of thought’. Then ‘discretion’ and ‘reasolnableness’.
According to the testimony of Diogenes Laertius the stoician Hekaton in the book ‘About the virtues’ confirmed that ‘health coexists and follows such mental viertues as sound thinking (sophrosyne), similar to as arc is strong, if it can be correctly constructed.’ (VII, 90. C. 274).
In new times the concept of common sense is as newborn and above all as criterium for separation of reasonable from irreasonable (irrational).
So with J. Locke ’common sense’ is opposed to unrestrained phantasy, ‘natural superstition’, strange meanings, ridiculous religious opinions, foolish religious seremonies, religious frency, phanatism.
J. Locke still did not make difference between reason and sound thinking. Of this testifies the following fragment:
’Thinking of every thing precisely so, as it is in itself, in this present meaning of reason, although people do not always use it to that purpose. All soon agree that precisely this correct means of using reson, to which, everybody must resort. Nobody can throw the call of common sense (stress L.B.), announcing that we must not try to recognize things and essence of them, as they are themselves as they are’
.

As a matter of fact, ‘reason’ and ‘common sense’ are close concepts by their idea and in a number of cases can be used as synonyms. In stead of ‘thinking’ in general (but the word ‘reason’ often is used by Locke, yes and many other philosophers, exactly in this sense) and sound thinking there is no big difference. In its basis the human thinking is sound, literally, sound thinking. And only in some situations it may give malfunction, be unhealthy, sick, pathologic.
D. Hume in his works often used the concept of common sense and just as normative , moderate category, with the help of which man avoids extremities in his judgments and evaluations, tries to keep the golden midway.
Hume after Locke treated common sense as defence and safeguard from irrationalistic insinuations. In a location he bitingly remarks:
‘If that theology went not beyond reason and common sense, her doctrines would appear too easy and familiar. Amazement must of necessity be raised; mystery affected; darkness and obscurity sought after; and a foundation of merit afforded the devout votaries, who desire an opportunity of subduing their rebellious reason, by the belief of the most unintelligible sophisms.’
.

In Russian language, as I already have said, exists a whole family of words, word constructs, characterizing in various aspects the concept of sound meaning: this is also sound thinking, and common sense, and big, decayed thought etc.
We also observe in English language. This is ‘common sense’, ‘judiciousness’, and ‘good sense’…
In French language the common sense sounds as ‘bon sens’ (literally: good meaning) – so already Descartes in Discours de la Methode (Discourse on the Method).
Common sense must in no case be valued as feeling. On the basis of common sense lies thought, thinking. The feeling in two of its basic meanings are emotion and sensation, nothing common with thinking. In the transformed meaning, of course, it is possible to use the word ‘feeling’ in the meaning close to ‘thought’, ‘thinking’ (for example, in the expression ‘I have such feeling’, which means guessing, scent, intuition). But transferred meaning is too soft source for definition of concepts. Still worse is to evaluate common sense as feeling of general good. What a senseless expression. Or as in the program of the national socialistic German workers’ party (NSDAP): ‘general good is higher than private benefices’?common sense has no relationship with the concept of general good, neither through Aristotle, nor through communis sensus. Common sense, as a measure, norm, alone calmly relates to general and private, to social and individual, equally receives them to its bossom, temperates them.
Common sense is possessed by overwhelming majority of people. If man lived to mature age, then he by definition possesses Common sense. Without sound thinking and step it is impossible to reach mature age. Man of unsound thinking very quickly comes to situation, making him a big invalid or even depriving his life.
3. Against the valuation of common sense as of working only 'within the walls of homestead'
Common sense sometimes is considered as something strictly limited, working only ‘on the walls’ of homestead… Long time in our country prevailed the viewpoint of F. Engels, identifying the common sense with the metaphysical (that is, antidialectic) thinking. F. Engels has written: ‘This (metaphysical – L.B.) means of thinking seems to us at first glance completely evident, because it is a creature of the so called common sense. But common human sense, is rather venerable travelling companion within the four walls of homestead, experiences the most amazing adventures only it ventures to go to wide fields of research. Metaphysical model of thinking, even if being rightful, and even unavoidable in known areas, more or less wide, taking into account the character of the subject, sooner or later reaches those limits beyond which it remains onesided, limited, abstract and goes astray to unallowed contradictions, because beyond separate it does not see their mutual connections, beyond their essence – their origin and disappearance, because of their rest forgets their movement, behind the trees does not see the forest…’ (Anti-Dühring, Introduction)
This neglect of sound idea had a high cost for our country. Insane utopistic projects of the followers of K. Marx and F. Engels in Russia, bolcheviks and communists, caused gigantic material and human sacrifices. F. Engels was unconditionally wrong, when he assessed sound idea so one-sidedly. Disregard of sound idea is disregard of mental health. Because sound idea is in no way something ordinary, commonplace, conservative. Sound idea is sound thinking! And sound thinking, common sense works everywhere! Both ‘within the walls of homestead’, and in unknown situations, and in extreme conditions. Roald Amundsen was the first to reach the South Pole and stayed alive. But Robert Scott reached it only as second and died on the way back. Why? Because in the action of Amundsen there was more common sense than in the action of Scott. Amundsen used proven means of transport in polar countries – dog relay. Scott decided to try such exotic animals as pony (dwarf horses). 
Unfortunately, similar understanding of sound idea (as something ordinary) are found all over in encyclopedic editions
. 

Big confusion is caused by sound idea as something superficial. Sound idea is needed bot at the elaboration of abstract scientific theories and in profound philosophic reasoning. With respect to the latter it may be even said: profoundness does not exist where there is no sound idea. But what is considered sound idea, but contradictive to human sound idea, as a matter of fact is not that. Because profound is sometimes confused with foggy, unclear, complicated expressions and reasonings.
The sound idea is ordinary and non-ordinary. Ordianary common sense man does perhaps not understand non-ordinary common sense man. And on the contrary, for the non-ordinary common sense people ordinary common sense thinking may seem unflavored, dull, gray. 
In any case the disdainful and pejorative relationship to sound idea as such is a symptom of unsoud idea, of that everythin in the person is not in order with the head.
4. limitations of sound idea
Common sense is the fundament, ground for making reasonable decisions. As health is necessary to man for full-valued, active life, so also common sense is needed for him to full-valued, active thinking. 
On the other hand, common sense is unavoidable, but not sufficient. Here again it may be compared with health in general. Health does not as such guarantee man full-valued, full-blood life. It is only a precondition of such life. If a healthy man behaves very modestly, ‘does not reach stars from heaven’ (subjective factor) or is in the ‘jaws’ of the circumstances (objective factor), then he does not realize himself in full measure as creative, active being. Exactly so in common sense. It is only a condition, assumption for creative thinking, for the flight of thoughts. It by no means does guarantee making reasonable decisions, does not defend in full measure man from mistakes.
The analogy of common sense and health ma y be continued. As the health is not absolute, ideal (but only practical), so also common sense is not ideal. Absolutely common sense people do not exist!
5. Versatility and manifoldness of sound thinking
Further, as health is different with different people, individually and typologized, so also common sense is different with differently thinking people, individualized and typologized. Also may be spoken of different quality and different quantity of health. Exactly also may be spoken of different quality and different quantity of common sense.

Different quality of common sense is displayed above all in the following way. With one person it is logically oriented (good logics), with some other intuitively oriented (with good intuition), with third evenly (strong, medium, weak) expressed logical and intuitive constituent thinking. Compare: health of Apollon and health of Hercules, health of farmer and health of citi people.
Further, different qualities of common sense are expressed in different correlation constructively (positive, confirming) and critically (sceptic) constituent thinking. With some common sense people constructive (confirming) thinking is more expressive and with other critical, skeptical. Of course when the balance of constructive and critical thinking is disturbed, we can observe the lack of common sense: in some case dogmatism, credulity, phanatism, in another all destroying skepticism, lack of confidence, unhealthy suspiciousness.
(When of healthy scepticism is spoken, then it is ment that some person, on one side, is not dogmatic, nor pahantic, but on the other moderately sceptic, not misusing sceptizism).
Differeent quantity of common sense is expressed in that some person is in greater degree using common sense, other in smaller. Compare: strong and weak health.
Further, the same person may be thinking with common sense of some simple tasks, concerning, for instance, way of life, satisfaction of organic needs, and without common sense when solving complicated tasksi, which require of man wideness of thought, spacious knowledge. A believing phanatic may normally think in the framework of his home, family, household and pathologically think in wider context of social behavior, for instance, doing choice for terror, killing, suicide etc.
6. Sound thinking can be developed and corrected
Common sense is not some natural resource, gift of god. This is a developing category. It may be compared as well with oneself as also as a result obtained with conscious efforts.
In a natural way common sense develops along with the growth to maturity of man. Common sense of child is rather limited, undeveloped, literally is applicable in chamber and home. That kind of common sense is not enough to lead independent life with. Common sense of a grown up person is a developed common sense. Thanks to it a grown-up person is able to independent life.
In its turn, with grown-up people the common sense may be developed to big or small degree and to different directions. All grown-up people have some basic common sense (as basic circulation in the organism). On it is built and develops specialized common sense, depending on what kind of professional activity. The common sense of philosopher is one, the common sense of artist another, the common sense of scientist third, the common sense of the politician still another etc. The common sense of a peasant and townspeople are very different.
Common sense is needed in constant nourishment and training. It is diminishing as Chagrin’s piece of leather, if man is idle, does not exploit his brain. For common sense thinking work is needed! Together with it, the more erudite and cultivated person, the more developed is his common sense, other factors remaining constant.
7. Unsound thinking, unsound idea
non compos mentis (lat.) — not in sound senses
As there are in addition to healthy people many ailing, sick, invalids, so also many people with ailing, sick or even invalid thinking. Mental pathologies are also manifold as are common sense thoughts. On the quantitative plan pathologic thinking may be divided to ailing, sick and invalid. In the qualitative plan pathologic thinking may be further divided to dogmatic and overcritical, overlogical (rationalistic) and overintuitive (irrational).
Example of irrational thinking is mystical state of mind.
Lack of common sense is always clearly expressed. Sometimes it is difficult to recognize. Man may possess talent in literature, may speak beautifully and spread poisonous thoughts. Known is also the phenomenon of false wisdom.
It is said: fish dies of hunger. The consequences of the lack of common sense are rather distressing. In our times, when the mutual influence of people has significantly increased, the lack of common sense of some philosophers, writers, politicians may be disastrous for many people, have negative social consequences…
Tracking, learning, proving different forms of sick thinking and, on the contrary, developing, propagating philosophy of common sense is a dual task, on the solution of which depends the destiny of mankind.
8. How we think, so we live
Our life depends on the quality and direction of our thoughts. How we think, so we also live. Better thinking means better living.

What means better thinking?
1. Better thinking means observing the equilibrium between logics and intuition, possibly thinking logically, not leaping and impulsively, but analytically and reasoning.
2. Better thinking means learning to control own thoughts.
3. Better thinking means tuning on good and better, being optimistic.
4. Better thinking means starting nothing by belief and not turning away from the threshold, doubting moderately and moderately believing and thrusting.
D. Carnegie has written:
’Everybody in the world searches happiness – and there is one real means to find it. For this you must learn to direct your thoughts. Happiness does not depend on external conditions. It depends on conditional internal order.
You are happy or unhappy not thanks to what you possess, and not connected to it who you are, where you live or what you do; your circumstances are defined by what you think about this (my italics – L.B.). For instance, two people may be in the same place and be occupied by the same things; both may own about equal amount of money and equal situation – and however, one may be unhappy, but the other happy. Why? As a consequence of the difference in their state of minds. I have met no less happy people among Chinese kulis, working in the swet of face in exhausting heat in China for seven cents a day, than on Park Avenue in New York.
According to the statement of Shakespeare, nothing is good or bad, everything depends on how we look at things.
Abe Lincoln once remarked, that ’majority of people are happy only because they decided to be happy’. He was right. Not so long ago I saw descriptive illustration, confirming the correctness of this truth. I was rising on the stairs on the metrostation ‘Long Island’ in New York. Direct in front of me with enormous trouble about thirty, forty crippled boys were overcoming stairs using sticks and crutches. One laddie was carried on a stretcher. I was astonished, that they were so merry and laughing, and I said about it to the person following them. Oh yes, he answered, when a child recognizes that he remains crippled for the whole lifetime, he at first is shaken, but then when this condition goes by, he usually resigns his destiny and becomes happier than healthy children.’
I wanted to lift my hat in front of these boys. They gave me a lesson, which I wish that I never will forget.
Former player of baseball club ‘Saint Louis cardinals’, now one of the most successful insurance agents in America Franclin Badger said to me that many years ago he understood, that man with a smile on his face is received cordially. Therefore before entering somebody’s cabinet he always stops for a moment and thinks about those many things, for which he must be grateful to destiny, and on his face appears a broad smile; and when he goes into the cabinet his face still has traces of this smile.
According to his opinion this simple way plays a serious role in his extraordinary success on the field of insurance.’
(Карнеги Д. Как завоевывать друзей и оказывать влияние на людей. (Carnegie D. How to win friends and influence people) М.-Baku. 1990. p. 96-97).

XII. FOR PHILOSOPHERS - ABOUT PRACTICAL PHILOSOPHY (SOPHOLOGY)
1. About practical philosophy and necessity of founding an institute of practical philosophy (sophology)
Practical philosophy (sophology) is philosophy aiming at influencing people by the power of thought by using words, persuasion in the process of live communication (consultative discussion, interlocution, discussion, analysis of concrete situations). And practical philosopher (sopholog) is philosopher who organizes services of consultative discussions, negotiations, confidential interviews. His task is consultation and discussion on basic questions of life, development, love, creativeness, health.
In front of us, philosophers, stands truly historic task: conceiving institution of practical philosophers (sophologs), conceiving the mode of philosophers, as ther already is conceived the mode of psychologs and psychiatres.
Why do we need practical philosophy? Arguments for supporting institute of practical philosophy
1. Philosopher, differing from representatives of other professions (psychologs, doctors, jurists, sexologs, priests etc.), regards man as a whole, in all manifestations of his life. He, exactly, is able of discussing with a person as a human being, examining all aspects of human existence and experience and in a way direct the whole instrumentary of influencing the man. Psycholog and psychoanalyser search solution of human problems in the psyche, doctor in restoring the health, jurist in the effective use of laws etc. Only philosopher can evaluate, which means to use in one or another situation. And just he can propose a complex use of different means, that is, coordinate and direct.
About human being many experts are speaking and writing: writers, scientists of different specialities, religious activists, philosophers… Writers and artists describe man exclusively from subjective side. Scientists are examining him as object. They are objectivists. Religious activists are speaking and writing of man only connected to their belief in supernatural; for them man is actor and subject to the extent he is incarnating and realizing other world, superhuman commencement. These all are onesided points of view.
Only philosopher has on shoulders the all-including view on man. For him man is both subject and object and one whole, and divided, both ‘I’ and ‘we’, both individual and mankind. Such a view on man is conditioned by specifics of philosopher as universal thinker.
Of course, also philosophers may specialize and be limited in his preferences. Nonetheless compared to other ‘man-scientist’ they to a greater extent are orienting to universlism in looking at man. At least, just among them are met thinkers, which endeavor to this universalism. Paraphrazing famous statement of Pico della Mirandola ‘who is not philosopher, he is not human being’, we can say: just philosopher and only philosopher may fully answer the question of ‘who is man?’
2. In addition, philosopher possesses such means of solution of human problems, that is not possessed professionally by no one representative of any other human oriented activity. This means is ‘thought’. Professional philosopher is man doing thinking (reasoning, argumentation, critics) as a profession. And just he, only he, may professionally use thought, thinking in quality of means of influencing on man to solving his problems.
3. Attention must be paid on the fact that philosophy invisibly is present in the consciousness of people, they wanting it or not. 
 People in one or another way discuss philosophic problems, without mentioning them philosophic. These discussions are to a great extent nonqualified and in-essential. A whole ocean of pseudophilosophic reasonings can be met in TV- and radiotransmissions, motion pictures, books, journals and newspapers. In addition, many specialists and human scientists (psychologists, doctors, jurists, clergymen etc.) beyond strictly professional discussions and recommendations conduct with their clients pure philosophic discussions and give advice of philosophic character. They are working essentially on the field of practical philosophy. It is natural, that all these discussions and recommendations in majority ov cases leave something to do better. But where are we, professional philosophers? – We have either replacement fighters (we healing in the narrow circle of colleagues), or are teaching philosophy. The whole gigantic world of living, everyday, practical, natural philosophy remains outside our attention, understanding, our interests. So, let us divide in two this situation, let us go to people, and work immediately with people, together with them solving their fundamental problems of life. Not with masses, not with auditoriums (as in case of students or readers), but with everybody wishing individually! The essence of practical philosophy (sophology) is exactly this: in exclusivity, in addressibility, in individual approach. A.V. Sokolov already in 1988 has written: ‘In order to demonstrate practical usefulness philosophy must give products corresponding to needs of individual everyday practice. Such a product may be ‘practical philosophy’. Philosophy may be useful for man as the teaching for life wisdom. In this function it is able to successfully compete with religion, being presented also individually as teaching for life. Philosophy is able to offer wisdom for life, rationally grounded, emanating from theoretical world-view, at the same time as religion operates on irrationally accepted antropomorfic mythologic world-view.
A significant handicap of the modern etappe of development of philosophy in USSR is the absence of such ‘practical philosophy’, which would correspond the demand of everyday practice of man’
. Already long ago no USSR, but the problem remains.

4. Some philosophers consider that philosophy must not step down to the level of individual. That is what has written for instance O.G. Drobnitsky: ‘Philosophy… on the power of the generality of the problems it is able to solve, cannot pretend to be everyday advisor of man in private worldly situations. Investigation of problems of existence in the scale of humanity, history, being introduced to the tasks of philosophy, must not be deduced to concrete circumstances, to derive solutions to all cases of life. In ordinary situations man does not reason as a philosopher, and that not only because it is not possible to rise worldly consciousness of everybody to the level of maximal abstraction, but because for the life position of an individual in the perpeties of personal experience cannot always be immediately drawn from his world-view. Aspirations to establish in any case such strict dependence may only lead to pedantic indoctrination, vulgzrizing the concept of philosophy itself’
.
Such view on philosophy is conditioned, on one hand, by its understanding as very far away of a concrete man, and on the other, understanding the problems of a concrete man as insignificant for philosophy. In both cases we are concerned with peculiar philosophic Platonism, that is, with absolution of general and all-inclusive and leaving without due attention of single, separate, specific. Yes, really, philosophy is occupied with questions of extreme generality. But because every separate man is reasoning similar problems. There is nothing general without individual, so also no individual without general. Any most fundamental question is peripetic, situational, depends on concrete life of concrete man, on his peculiarity and peculiarities of his life. And on the contrary, any concrete significant for life problem is with thousands of fibres connected to solutions of general questions. The task of practical philosopher: to enlighten, reveal constantly this connection between general and individual, connection of fundamental philosophic and concrete questions of life.
. Here a parallel may be drawn between practical philosopher and judge. Judge is occupying with what poses concrete data on treating norms of jurisprudence and on the basis of these data he makes the decision. And philosopher consulting and discussing, must not simply prefer the general to private, but stop (find, examine, evaluate) connection of private with general. (here on mind comes Kantian ‘ability to judge’. This is what of it A.V. Guliga: ‘If intellect settles the rules, then ability to judge gives the skill to use these rules in every separate case; in fact this intellect is skill. Judge, let us say, little knows laws; if he applies them formally, then the result may be: ‘true, but foul’, judgment must be done with reason, taking into account all circumstances of the case. In folklore there is fixed a picture of a simpleton, who acts according to standard, but therefore continuously is trapped. Kant would say that the simpleton lacks a certain ability to judge, so he called skill to apply general to private.’

As a matter of fact, any thought, any idea may compromet, discredit, if it is not given on time and on place. The art of practical philosopher (sopholog) must limit to what general ideas and thoughts would find echo in the mind of man and that at their ‘sowing’ there wold not be ‘shortcut’, but current of a concrete thought would go to the concrete head of a concrete man.
5. Contact between professional philosopher and non-philosopher has up to now been limited to either teaching of philosophy, or through philosophic texts, or through small number of oral presentations in front of some auditorium, or through small number of meetings on different forums (conferences, sseminars, symposiums etc.). In some cases contact is onesided, in others washed out in different collective communication. Seriously the contact of philosopher with non-philosopher is possible only in individual live discussion, organized specially for this purpose. Unconditionally right was Platon when he referred to inadequate philosophic texts and the necessity of contact of philosopher with non-philosopher
.

6. The introduction of the institution of practical philosophers (sophologs) revives a good ancient tradition. In the antique era already such an institution of practidal philosophers existed. This was sophists, teachers of wisdom, teachers of life. Among them were, true, also such who teached false wisdom, empty speech, sofistics. Nevertheless there was originally a rational grain in the activity of sophists. With their conversations and discussions and wise advice they really helped people.
7. Of the discussions with wise men people conceived good proverbs. ‘Speaking with a wise man, is drinking honey’ (Russian proverb) ‘Hope on your mind, but keep the that of others’ (that is: do not disregard the advice of others)’. ‘In wise discussion mind gathers, in stupid it looses’.
Goals for the work (consulting and conversation) of practical philosopher (sophologist)
1. Clearing of the idea of life.

2. Cooperation in search of answers to important to life questions (where to go? what to do? what way to choose? what is good?).
3. Conceiving intellectual preconditions for getting out of conflict situations (everyday, professional, creative, love, family…).
4. Philosophic therapy (consolation and treatment by philosophy).
5. Prophylactics (caution) of possible false decisions, unmoralistic acts, crimes, suicide.
Methods and forms of working for practical philosopher
1. Philosophich consultation (questions and answers).

2. Conversation, discussion, dialog
3. Analysis of concrete situations.
4. Discussion on inimacy (giving possibility to speak out all accumulated and painful, checking thoughts with those of philosophers, liquidation or minimization of omissions, white spots in understanding oneself and others).
5. Honest discussion (with obligatory condition of keeping the secrets)
6. Practical advice, explanations, argumentations, persuasion, critics.
Basic methods of discussion of problems: method of thesis and antithesis and alternatives /variants.
By using the method of antithesis at first thesis (philosopher or discussant); arguments are cleared pro and contra the thesis; final conclusion is presented to the discussant.
By using the method of alternatives /variants different alternatives of answers on questions or variants of solutions of problems; then these alternatives /variants are discussed; final choice of alternatives /variants are presented to the discussant.
The following methods may be used:

1) method of speech and lecture (philosopher active, discussant passive);
2) method of listening and intime interlocution (philosopher passive, discussant active);
3) mixed method of lesson and hearing (alternating activity and passivity of philosopher and discussant)
These methods may be denominated methods of narration. their goal is to give the possibility to speak out and confess or satisfy curiosity, liquidate the existing information hunger.
Methods of narration are not so effective as methods of antithesis /alternatives /variants. Nevertheless they may be used if the discussant prefers the narrative style of discussions to reasoning /argumentation /analysis.
Except the mentioned methods rather effective is also the method of questions and answers. Questions may be given by philosopher as well as by discussant.
Practical philosopher must be widely educated, know much and have skills, be in good sense all-knowing and handy. Concretely, in situation of consulting and discussing he must be somewat psychologist, somewhat doctor somewhat artist, somewhat trainer etc. This is needed above all in order to fulfill the function of coordinator and dirigent in those cases that the client needs not only his services, but also those of other specialists.
Goals for the work (consulting and conversation) of practical philosopher (sophologist)
1. Maximum of reverend relationship to client.
2. Confidentiality of discussions, unconditional secrecy of confessions.
3. Observation of the principles ’do not harm’.
Themes for philosophic consultation, conversation and deliberation
General themes:

What is life?

The idea of life. What is it?
The goal of life.
Life, death, immortality.

Optimism and pessimism.
Confession (need to speak out, empty soul).
Human happiness. Where is it?

Love.
Problems of marriage and family.
Problem of the choice of profession (for those becoming of age).

Professional activity. Creativity.

Goodness, beauty, truthfulness.

Problem of communication.

Rules of behavior in the society. Ethical problems.
The golden rule of behavior.

Good and evil. What is considered good, and what evil.

Rules of good manners, culture, behavior, etiquette.
Health and sickness. Prevention of illness.
Image of life, development, active old age.

Physical culture in the life of man.

Self-education.

How do we think?

How to develop thinking?

How to learn the art of reasoning, argumentation?
How to develop intuition?
How the world is construed? Questions of world-view.

Knowledge and belief.

Doubt in religious belief.

Human preconceptions, confusions, How to recognize them?

What may a philosopher give? What kind of role of philosophy in the life of people?
Special themes:

Problem of education of children.
Problem of mutual relationships of parents and children.

Problem of exiting from conflicting situations.

Problem of unhappy, responseless love.

Problem of infidelity of spouses.

Solution of professional, creative tasks.

Avoiding creative crises.

Problem of alcoholism.

Problem of narcomany.

Problem of suicide (self killing)

Consolation by philosophy (in situations of human unhappiness, loss of close persons, disability and invalidity, heavy or mortal sickness, catastrophe etc.).
Effects of conversation with sophologist
1. Effect of onlooker.

When man ‘is cooked in his own juice’, then he in a way cycles, goes around in circle and as a result is on blind alley, cannot decide. Discussion with philosopher allows man to look around his business and problems as from outside. In principle any companion in discussion may be useful in the given situation. In what is the advantage of professional philosopher? In the fact that the philosopher according to definition is a widely, universally thinking person and therefore a know-all (in good sense). His ‘look from outside’ is in a way more voluminous (more profound and complete). 
2. Effect of ferment (catalyctic or inhibitory)
Philosopher may be useful in discussion as a person helping discussant to speed up thinking process tuo necessary direction or contrarily brake, suppress this process, if it is undesirable.
3. Effect of benevolent listener, confessor. A person often simply wants to speak out, tell of himself, of his problems to benevolent and reasonable companion. When a person speaks of himself and of his problems, he begins actively thinking, reflecting, analyzing himself and his problems, look oneself as from outside. As a result activation of this process (self-reflection, self-observation, self-analysis) the answer opens or the solution to the person himself.
Sometimes it is enough to speak out, in order to get rid of emotional tension (superfluous concern, fear), in oder to clear for oneself some complicated questions. Here philosopher clearly fulfils the role of confessor.
For a person being predisposed to negative self-valuation (valetudinarian), discussion with philosopher may play the role of stabilizator. 
The same effect may occur in the case of a person being inclined to increased self-valuation (big self-esteem, sef-conceit, arrogance etc.). A philosopher may tactically demonstrate this defect and at once help the person to correct his opinion of himself.
Tasks of sophologist
1) Impel people to think, ponder , analyze, reason;
2) assist people in their thinking, reasoning.
3) assist people in formulating their thoughts in words and action.
4) help people to become somewhat philosophers.
1. Impel to think. Ask, give questions, suggest alternatives, variants, show contradictions, incompatibilities. To be a bumblebee, gadfly, ringing bell, alarm, awaken from mental dormancy, urge to reasoning.
2. Assist in thinking. To be interlocutor. Ask and answer. Speak and listen. Give arguments and foundations. Be ferment and speeder of mental process.
3.1 Assist in formulationo of thoughts to words. Teach the art of speech, presentation, letter.
3.2 Assist in transformation of ideas to action. The conditions of transformation of thoughts to action: 1) struggle with sluggishness of thoughts, 2) overcome indecision, inertness.
4. Help to become somewhat philosopher.
4.1. Learn to see problems as from above from the height of bird’s flying perspective. Learn to see ‘the forest behind the trees’ or ‘behind the forest the separate trees’.
4.2. Learn to see as from the outside. To be not only participant, but also an outside observer. Some externality. Objectivism in good sense.
4.3. Learn to see problems from different, from opposite sides, points of view, voluminously.
4.4. Elaborate the need in thinking and reasoning, analyzing. Minimizing impulsiveness in decisions and action.
Philosopher, sopholog must avoid to give advise. Why? Advise is as a rule a prescription how to behave, what to do, how to behave in this and that situation. If philosopher gives advise, he this way deprives the person to think himself and make decision independently, on the basis of his thoughts. In that case philosopher acts contrary to what he must do as a matter of fact. He essentially intrudes to alien territory (and those who must self think, and those who are professionally obliged to give advise, recommendations). Main thing is that he in fact does not allow the person to develop independently.
If philosopher wants to influence on the behavior of a person, then he must do it not through council, but through invitation and incentive to thinking, through assistance to thinking process.
Organization of the work of practical philosophers (sophologists)
Practical philosophers, sophologs may work individually, as well as together with others, organizing for it centres of practical philosophy (sophology). 
Conditions of work of practical philosopher, sopholog may be most different: from receiving the client in offiinformal ce to interlocution in nonformal environment (on walking tour, visiting a museum, exhibition, on voyage, at dinner table etc.)
In the perspective is formation of an association of practical philosophers (sophologs) and elaboration of rules for reception into association. Such association might fulfil the function, analoguous to functions of collegiums of lawyers. This is needed above all because a block must be formed for entering into practical philosophy (sophology) of swindlers and dilettants. Unconditionally, to the work of practical philosophers (sophologs) must be access only for philosophers with diplomas (college education in the speciality of philosophy or diplomas of candidates (doctors) of philosophy (sophology)). In ideal case practical philosophers (sophologs) must have special education, that is, in addition to general philosophic education also the education in practical philosophy (sophology).
Centres of practical philosophy (sophology) are formed with the aim of organization of services of philosophic consultation and cooperation.
Directions of work of Centres:
1) producing services to population (philosophic consultation [questions and answers], cooperation [exchange of opinions, dialog], analysis of concrete situations, confessions [frank discussion], commentation and evaluation [in situations and visits, inspection of something /somebody]);
2) individual teaching of philosophy (also practical wisdom) according to special programs;
3) research work in the field of practical philosophy (sophology)
2. Practical philosophy in the history of human thought
Above was said that practical philosophy has a rich literature history and tradition. Many philosophers of past left texts reflecting the experience of practical philosophizing or having practical philosophic idea. In the spirit of practical philosophy have speaken Confucius, antique philosophers, M. Montaigne, F. Bacon, B. Pascal, A. Schopenhauer, L. Tolstoy, W. James… To the works of practical philosophy can, in known sense, be included books of the American Dale Carnegie and our Vladimir Levi.
We shall investigate some names and landmarks.


Great philosophers of Antiquity
Seven Wise Greek Men (7-6 centuries BC). Of them a whole collection of everyday wisdom in form of 128 short ideas and expressions has been obtained. Among them is one of the first formulations of the golden rule of behavior: ‘what disturbs you in your neighbor, that do not yourself’. According to the testimony of Platon, these wise getting together dedicated them as walking stick of wisdom to Apollon, in his temple in Delphi, scribing on its wall what all repeat (glorify): ‘Know thyself’ (Nosce te ipsum) and ‘Nothing too much’ [in excess]’ (Protagoras, 343 a).
Sophists are first philosophers to start working as practical philosophers. They taught young people and discussed with adult people, consulted them in questions of practical philosophy. B. Russel has written: ‘The word ‘sophist’ did not have at first negative meaning. Its meaning was the same as the word ‘teacher’. Sophist was a person, who earned money for living, transferring to young people certain knowledge, which, as it was then thought, be useful in practical life’ (p. 85). Protagoras ‘taught for remuneration ‘anybody, who thirsted practical success and higher spiritual culture’ (E. Zeller). Platon protested against the practice of sophists to get money for teaching, partly from the point of snob (according to present concept). Platon himself owned completely sufficient means and therefore was unable, seemingly, to understand the need of those, who did not possess good fortune…
There is, however, another point, in which sophists differed from the majority of their contemporary philosophers. Usually every teacher, exclucing sophists, founded school, which had some signs of brotherhood, with greater or smaller unity of life (often something analoguous to monastic life) and, as a rule, with esoteric doctrine, which was not preached to the public. All this was natural there, where philosophy emerged from orphism. Among sophists was nothing of this kind. To whom they taught, in their presentation was connected with religion or moral. They taught the art of argumentation and gave as much knowledge as was necessary for this. Generally speaking, they could, alike the modern lawyers, show, how to defend or dispute some opinion, and they did not care to defend their own conclusions.’



Socrates (469-399 BC) did not write down his thoughts, but went and discussed on the streets and squares of Athen. He had many students. The most famous of them is Platon.
As also sophists, Socrates not only presented in the role of lecturer, teacher of wisdom, but also in the role of practical philosopher. Diogenes Laertius testimonies: Socrates ‘equally knew how to persuade, so also how to dissuade his interlocutor. So reasoning with Theotet about science, he, according to the words of Plato, left the interlocutor divinely inspired, but reasoning about the piety with Evtithron, being brought to court by his father for having killed a guest, he dissuaded him of the idea of this intention; also Lisia he directed to same high morality. It was so that he knew to draw conclusions from what had happened. He reconciled with the mother the son of Lamprocles, having got angry to her (as of it writes Ksenofon); when Glaukon, brother of Plato, got the idea of occupying with government business, Socrates dissuaded him, showing his inexperience (as writes Ksenofon), but Harmida, having to him natural inclination, he, contrarily, encouraged. Even to the strategist Ithikrat he added spirit, showing him, how fightin cocks of the barber Midias fly on the fighting cocks of Kallias’
.

His manner of philosophing was not that of teacher, not preaching, but dialog, discussion, conversation of equals. He did not so much teach the interlocutor, as together with him searche the truth. Here is what V.S. Nerseyants writes about this:

‘Discussion was the element of Socrates. Plunging into it, he, it may be said, not only not came out of it until the end of life, but, moreover firmly hoped for blissful discussions also after his death. This passion, tormenting him, captured him into a net alike those who met him on his long road of life…

Discussing and testing, pondering and negotiating, asking and answering, doubting and plunging into doubts, proving and disproving are truefully Socratian words, reflecting the direction and idea of philosophing of this always cheerful, buoyant and sociable man.
He discussed with philosophers, sophists, politicians, war commanders, poets, sculptors, artists, craftsmen, commercants, hetaeras, with free men and slaves, influential citizens of the town and simple peoples, men and women, old people and young people, shy and impudent people, with untalented and genial people, with friends and foes, Athenians and foreigners, day and night, on war march and home, in freedom and in prison. And on what he did speak: on gods and people, on politics and laws, wisdom and stupidity, knowledge and ignorance, good an evil, on clemency and justice, freedom and duty, on virtues and vices, richdom and poorness, friendship and mutual aid, self-knowledge and education, soul and body, life and death. Interlocutors and themes changed, but the essence remained one: in full possession of reasonable word Socrates was in philosophic ‘recognition of fight’ – in constant search and battle for truth, justice and morality, for proper and human matters.’

A.F. Losev has observed such particularity in Socratian philosophy by comparing with presocratian: the latter, he writes, ‘was not able and did not want to approach life by logics. Even less it wanted to correct it by logics. But Socrates set life as a problem, assaulted life as a problem. And so vanished old dionisian tragism, ceased this irreparable, but fine music of cosmos… Socrates wanted to transform life to the realm of self-conscience. He wanted with powers of soul correct life, freedom of spirit he placed against the independent existence of being, and of this the strange... teaching of how virtue is knowledge, that everybody does only one’s own good, that it pays to teach to people and they become virtuous’

According to Socrates the highest task of philosophy is not theoretic, but practical, the art of living. From his point of view the structure of the world, nature of things are irrecognizable, recognize we can only ourselves. But knowledge is thought, conception of universal. The conceptions are revealed through definitions, generalized through induction. Socrates himself gave models of definitions and generalizations ethical concepts (for instance, valour, justice). Definition of concepts preceded the discussion, during which the interlocutor through a series of consequential questions is exposed in contradictions. Revealing the contradictions imaginary knowledge is eliminated, and anxiety, in which the mind plunges, compels the thought to search for authentic truth. His investigations Socrates compared to the art of midwife, and his method of questions, assuming critical relationsip to dogmatic statements, got the Socratian denomination of ‘irony’.


Plato (427-347 BC) has played a distinguished role in the establishment of practical philosophy and as the author of philosophic dialogs, and as the founder of the Academy.
Above all as true pupil of Socrates he showed the insufficiency of philosophic texts and the necessity of live contact of the philosopher with non-philosopher. In the dialog ‘Phaedrus’ we read: ‘From this tale, of which young Athens will probably make fun, may be gathered the lesson that writing is inferior to speech. For it is like a picture, which can give no answer to a question, and has only a deceitful likeness of a living creature. It has no power of adaptation, but uses the same words for all. It is not a legitimate son of knowledge, but a bastard, and when an attack is made upon this bastard neither parent nor anyone else is there to defend it. The husbandman will not seriously incline to sow his seed in such a hot-bed or garden of Adonis; he will rather sow in the natural soil of the human soul which has depth of earth; and he will anticipate the inner growth of the mind, by writing only, if at all, as a remedy against old age. The natural process will be far nobler, and will bring forth fruit in the minds of others as well as in his own.
What now, does not it appear to us that there is another composition, brother of the first, and how much it is of its nature better and stronger of the first?

(…) This is the composition, which according to the acquisition of knowledge is done in the spirit of learned; it is disposed to defend and at that can speak to whom it is ment, can also keep silence.

— You are speaking of a live and animated speech of an understanding person, reflecting of which can justly be called speech in writing?
— Exactly so.

(...) still better (writing of texts – L.B.), in my opinion, becomes such occupation, if the art of dialectics is used: the connection of suitable spirit, such person with knowledge on the matter implants and sows in it speech, suitable help for both himself and for the sower, because they are not fruitless, in them there is seed, which gives bith to new speeches in the spirit of other people, able to do this seed immortal for centuries, and its author happy to the extent he is human (my italics – L.B.)’ (274B-277А)


T.V. Vasileva comments: ’Product of litterature is detached from its author, presented to all and everybody, it cannot be defended from other reader and not a word cannot be added for the grateful but close reader: for him help would be needed to solve the born misunderstanding, but the text is only able to repeat again and again only what it already said. A live discussion is more complete – the discussant in front of you, you see him and can adapt to him, all misunderstandings may be solved during the discussion – what is learnt under the process of such independent work in live discussion that is firmly attached to memory, and the main thing is, starts to breed in the mind of listener the ability for the internal discussion with oneself – such is the idea of Socrates’
.

To what Vasilyeva has said, we will add that live discussion is important not only for the interlocutor of philosopher, but also to the philosopher himself (to what justly refers Plato). In it the philosopher draws new information, new thoughts and ideas, loads creative energy, as this happens with the artist, presenting in front of live auditory.
It is also necessary to keep in mind that in dialogs of Plato discussions are fixed, devoted to most of his problems significant for life. ‘Some everyday problem, continues T.V. Vasilyeva, (everyday, means in Homerian sense live example, and not ordinary commonplace) is solved in every Platonian work; deliberately special denomination must not be explained neither their manifoldness nor their total sum’
.

And, finally, the child of Plato – Academia. It was originally not only an institution for learning and research, but also a kind of centre for practical philosophy. In it worked as well young as adult. W. Windelband has written: ‘Some went to Academy very young… Otherwise was the matter with mature people, belonging to Academy during more olr less long time. Among the latter commitment invites a significant number of people playing a visible political role in quality of tyrans or their adversaries, in quality of their legislators in their towns or leaders of parties, so in general there is no doubt, that the society of Plato, particularly while he self was the head of it, had clearly expressed political tendency and served as intellectual centre for all opponents of democracy; it saved in itself that position jus so that in the Athens itself in principle the practical politics was saved from any intervention.
With such friends in the Academy, obviously, not only scientific, but also social and political questions and philosophical aspirations of the society were investigated and to them was given main part only to the extent to which they themselves wanted to gain some ecucation, in order to surround their political activity with its halo.’

Aristotle (384-322 BC). Big is his heritage as practical philosopher. Undoubtedly, half of this thinker’s works conserved for us are connected with questions of human conduct. He did not avoid the most applied themes and was open for conversation with everybody
. Here is what on this have written A.F. Losev and A.A. Takho-Godi: ‘Aristotle in his Lyceum tirelessly worked. In morning hours he read lectures for selected circle of listeners on the most difficult questions of his philosophy. But he had also afternoon work and now to a wider auditorium of less prepared listeners. These evening lectures concerned relatively easily opening questions and particularly questions of rhetorics. Here Aristotle had even his own kind of school of art of orator, so that he is not only a profound philosopher, turned out from the world, but as a human being, who was interested of general problems of life. ‘Rhetorics’ save to our days testifies of his enormous interest to most different situations of life and of his mastery skill in taking these situations. From this it is possible to conclude that the listeners of the philosopher, his, as it may be said, ‘eveningers’ were rather happy people, who could learn to anlyze complicated situations of life and wisely, understandably, beautifully speak of them.
In the Lyceum Aristotle had still one remarkable habit. He regularly ate dinner with friends, leading learned discussion. And dinners had, as everything with Aristotle, a systematic character, right up to it that once in ten days a new leader for them was elected, and Aristotle himself wrote for these learned dinners a special note with the name ‘Laws of presence’’.

Ciceron (106-43 BC) played a remarkable role in popularization of philosophy and acceptance of its practical meaning. G.G. Mayorov writes of this: ‘Another criterium for the evaluation of philosophic ideas of the Greek fo Ciceron seves their ‘usefulness for the republic’, which in practice means their availability for the improvement of Roman ethos and for development of Roman enlightenment. Because philosophy according to conviction of Ciceron is the science of healing the spirit’ (Tusc., III, 6) and the science of living worthly (Ibid., IV, 6). It is ‘the leader of spirits, researcher of virtues, persecutor of vices’, it has given birth to state, ‘united in society of people scattered around in the country’, ‘established laws’ (Ibid., V, 5). ‘But we are seeing little of what philosophy is receiving praise for its services to human life, the majority of people simply detest it, some even abuse it. Abusing philosophy, bearer of life, is all the same, that the killing of mother is attempted, but also with this people are catched, so thankless, that they scold one who should be honoured, even without understanding! But I think, that this is confusion, this shadow, wrapping of unenlightened souls, kept away in order to people not being able to look so much back to recognize philosophers as pioneers of this life.’ (Tusc., V, 6/Per. М. Gasparova). Who of the thinkers of previous praised philosophy better than Ciceron? Who more loved it and believed in its great cleaning and enlightening power? Who better recognized its humanistic mission?’

Seneca (5 BC ‑ 65 AC). In the series of practical philosophers accordiong to anciety to him belongs one of the first places. His thinking was directed not to philosophers, but to anybody, who thinks over the life, who is ready to accept wise word, to wise discussion. ‘Among good deeds, which a person may commit to another person, writes S Osherov, Seneca thinks that the greates is one: if wise or even one who has farther on the way of wisdom leads a noninitiated to philowophy and brings him after oneself to blissful life. ‘ Further S. Osherov makes it clear: ‘tutorship presented all antiquity with inalienable dutifulness of knower: still Hesiodotos devoted his didactic epos to the brother Pers, and Lucretius his philosophic poem to Memmia. The model of Socrates, not so much for teaching interlocutor, as together with him searching truth, defined a genre of philosophic dialog… With the beginning of Hellenic époque, when goal of philosophy was moral, when the search of cause and consequence of all existence changed to admonition to live according to some code of rules, the role of teaching occupied the impotant place. First and natural form of it was live discussion, it was even more impotant, when it presupposed the change of relationship, defined the place of man in civil community, outside the official ones… Oral philosophic discussion and preaching, diatribe, remained the living genre for the length of many centuries.
… form, selected by Seneca - letter, beginning also everyday practice in alternation with immediate discussions, in litterature is considered its natural hypotase.’



Alkinoi (Albin). The textbook of Platonic philosophia (2nd century AC). In this textbook, really the first time is used the expression ‘practical philosophy’. Here is how it looks like:
’III.1 According to Plato, the philosopher zealously is occupied with three things: he contemplates and knows about the existence, he creates good and theoretically considers thought (logos) of the speeches. The knowledge of the essential is called theory, knowledge of how you must behave is practice, knowledge of the thought of speeches is dialectics.
3. One aspect of practical philosophy is education of character, another housemanagement, third the government and its good. The first is called ethics, the second economics, the third politics.’

Boetius (’The consolation of philosophy’, 524) continued the work of Ciceron and Seneca. He conserved for us truly valuable experience of healing and consolation of philosophy. ‘With Boetius as with Ciceron, writes G.G. Mayorov, philosophy comforts and heals by enlightening. Its medicines are knowledge and ideas, and the only means of medication is logical reasoning, illustrated by poetic pictures. No mystic therapy, no occult means, no superreasonable suggestion. In ‘consolation’ Boetius does not at all use the way of revelation. This is astonishing, because the book is written at the beginning og middle age and makes to think how strong was the Roman rationalistic tradition, because inspite of the distance between Ciceron and Boetius was half a millennium, their view on philosophy was common. Therefore it scarcely is true what P. Kursel does: considers ‘Consolation’ belonging to the tradition to which belongs also hermetic tractat ‘Poimander’. There the secret of existence is opened with prophetical language half god, here the truths of existence are shown in rational language of human philosophy. Boetius has the appearance not of goddess, but of mortal woman’

’Consolation’ is written in prison before execution. ‘Genre of consolation, considers G.G. Mayorov, is rather ancient. It was used once Krantor, the Platonist of the old Academy, afterwards Ciceron, writing ‘consolation’ on the death of his daughter Tullia, then Seneca, writing ‘consolation’ to the mother of Helvin, to Polybio, to Marcius, existed other similar compositions. As in them as help to the consoled was usually called philosophy, this kind of composition had much in common with other ancient literature genre, with the genre of ‘protreptics’, that is ‘inducement’ or ‘invitation’, to philosophy. Classic of this genre in antiquity was considered Aristotle (his ‘Protreptics’ has not been saved); According to his example Ciceron wrote his famous dialog of ‘Hortensia’, directing afterwards to philosophy the soul of the young Augustin. Aristotel was imitated by Jamvlih, also composing ‘Protreptics’. (С. 393-394)... 

Boetius… with the greatest inheritance applies the method of diatribs, philosophic instructive discussion, where in the role of mentor is Mrs. Philosophy herself, and in the role of leaving this world, prisoner of this world is Boetius. The discussion has not only purely didactic, as therapeutic character. The development of the subject seems to be a consequent solution of some medical task: after establishment of diagnose of the illness in the first book, through phases of temporary at the beginning, then basic, radical medication in remaining books, to complete healing of the patient at the end of the work. During the therapy the healing Philosophy follows the changing condition of Boetius, being informed of his feeling, methodically alternates soft and weak heaing means with bitterer and stronger, encouraging and consolating the sick. And all this in composition of Boetius not at all similar to simple literary experiment, on play. His understanding of the mission of the philosophy as healing spirit is very serious and it has deep roots in antique culture, where philosophy long time was divided life creating and soulsaving function, almost completely then transferred to religion. In this genuinely practical function it was presented at Pythagorians, Socrates and Plato (‘Phaedon’,early dialogs), at Aristotel, at all Stoicians and Epicurians, in general to some extent at all philosophers of Hellenism. (my italics – L.B.). But nobody, not until, nor after him expressed this understanding of philosophy so clearly and strongly as it did Ciceron; it is enough to mention his ‘Tusculan discussions’ and that we know of his ‘Hortensia’ and ‘Consolations’. And this is for us not of small significance, because Ciceron is one of main sources of Boetius as in relationship to genre and style, so also in relationsip to ideas. But because Ciceron painting philosophy in most bright artistic colours called it ‘science of healing the soul’ (Tusc., III, 3,6), and he still long time before Boetius in fact presented it in ‘Consolatio’ and in ‘Tusculans’ in the picture of ruling interlocutor, consolating in sorrow and healing spiritual ailments: ‘Matter is so: in order to get rid of misfortunes, the soul must be healed, and this is not possible without philosophy. Therefore seizing the matter, I dedicate myself to it in order to heal and, if so wished, we get healed’. (Цицерон. Тускуланские беседы (Ciceron. Tusculan discussions), III, 6, 13)”. (p. 394-395)
.

Renaissane time philosophers
Many thinkers of the epoque of Renaissance after centuries of scholastic, disregard of practical philosophy from the side of Christian philosophers tried to tried to release philosophy from heaven to the earth. They thought and reasoned as Guillaume Bude: ‘throw philosophy from heaven, put it in town of people, bring them home and have to answer on questions of life and moral and on good things and bad’ (Гильом Буде. Филология (Guillaume Bude: Philosophy). Paris. 1552)
. Is not this the program of practical philosophy!

With one word, philosophers finished their attention from scholastic problems and controversies on science, observation, art, invention, politics. They gradually got rid of the influence of religion, proclaiming the freethinking as one of the greatest values. In exchange of theocentrism
 antropocentrism was introduced. Human being and his problems are placed in the centre of attention. Antropocentrism proclaims man as the center of Universum (that around him everything turns, that God is not the main thing, but Man). On this ground was born the Antique tradition of humanism. Humanism originally is primordially against any norms of man depending on anything whatsoever. From him began the movement to cognition of people of themselves.
Pico della Mirandola (1463-1494) showed, from one hand, the incompleteness of man, from the other, the direction, to which he must move. In the famous ‘Speech on dignity of man’ he puts into the mouth of God, addressing to Adam, the following words: ‘I did not make you neither heavenly  nor earthenly, neither mortal, nor immortal, in order that you yourself, free and glorious master, formulated yourself to the model, which you prefer. You may be reborn into lower, irreasonable creatures, but you may also be reborn according to wish of your soul to the divine heights’. Man is here placed in front of himself, being able to complete himself. 
The most famous humanist of the Renaissance époque is Erasmus of Rotterdam (1469-1536). In his main work ‘Praise of folly’ he ridiculized the stupidity of man in most different features. He is one of the first to defend the tolerance of belief.
Of all who have written on practical philodsophy in the era of Renaissance the most productive and successful was Michel Montaigne (1533-1592). Up to now he is one of the most famous and most read philosophers and just thanks to his ‘Essays’ (1580). This somewhat voluminous book is a genuine encyclopedy of everyday wisdom.
F. Bacon (1561-1626) is famous as philosopher, possessed by ideas of practical use and application of knowledge, popularization of science and philosophy. Everybody knows his device: “scientia est potentia” (knowledge is power). His works are written in the language, which is open and understood by practically anybody. He has a book, which is immediately dedicated to questions of everyday wisdom, practical philosophy. This is ‘Essays’ (1597—1625). F. Bacon himself wrote, that of all his works ’Essays’ ‘got the widest distribution’, because ‘it is the neares to practical things and feelings of people’
.

It is important to note that in ‘Essays’ Bacon actively used one of the basic methods of practical philosophy, the method of antithesis. He explained arguments pro and contra the thesis, presenting the final conclusion to the reader. ‘Indication on this method, writes J.P. Michalenko, we find in the ‘Examples of antithesis’. It is sufficient to compare arguments pro and contra innovation (Т. 1. С. 391-392) with the ’experience’ ’About innovations’ (Т. 2. С. 404-405). J.P. Michalenko justly concludes: ‘This means of explaining is the source of nonweakening interest to ‘Essays’, because in every era they may be read in a new way.’



Kant, Hegel and other practical philosophers
I. Kant (1724-1804) excellently understood the meaning of the connection of philosophy with life. The lion’s share of his philosophic creation is directed to the solution of practical questions of life. But about the importance of the distribution of ideas, their popularization he has written: ‘In order to learn true popularity, ancient must be read, for instance, philosophic works of Ciceron… Because true popularity requires vast practical knowledge of the world and people, their concepts, taste and inclination, to which attention must be directed constantly for explanation and even for the choice of appropriate expressions for popularization. Such degression to the level of understanding public and ordinary expressions, at which scholastic perfection is not forgotten… is also in fact great and rare completion, signifying great penetration to the science’
. 

Significant is, that Kant got reproach of insufficient accessibility of his ‘Critique of pure reason’. ‘It is suitable for you, he wrote, to refer to insufficient popularity as to justified reproach, which may be produced against my work, because in reality every philosophic work must be made available, otherwise under the pretext of profoundness may be hidden absurdity.’

Above, in the first chapter, I have speaken of Kantian propensity to judgment’, that is, skill to apply general to private. In another context Kant has written on this: ‘I always, even in the normal life, watch for my listeners from the very beginning and to the end never getting just dry theory, but constantly comparing everyday experience with my remarks, so that they would find in it living and interesting for them employment. 

Hegel (1770-1831) did not only once speak of practicality, of practical meaning of philosophy. So, in ‘Lectures on the history of philosophy he has written: ‘General widespread prejudice assumes that philosophic science has matter only with abstractions, with hollow generalities, but contemplation, our empirical consciousness, our feeling, even I, feeling of life, is, on the contrary concrete in itself, defined in itself, rich. And as a matter of fact, philosophy stays on the area of thoughts and therefore has to do with generalities, but although its contents is abstract, it however, is such only by form, by its element; the idea itself is essentially concrete, because it is the unity of different definitions. 
 If the truth is abstract the it is not truth. A sound human mind aspires to concrete; only intelligent reflection is abstract theory, it is not truth, it is correct only in head, and among others, also not practical; philosophy is more hostile to abstract and leads us back to the concrete’

If speaking concretely about practical philosophy as a part of philosophy, then it must be remarked that to it Hegel had a dualistic relationship. On one hand he appreciated highly the separate representatives of it (Socrates, for instance), understood its importance for people, on the other, he considerd it as the lowest form of philosophy, which either ‘adapts to all common conceptions of people’
, or is a subordinated moment in relationship to theoretical, pure philosophy. ‘Socrates, he said, takes good only in private thoughts, in the practical sense, but instead it is only one form of the substantial ideas, more general is not only for me , but is also the pricipe of natural philosophy, as in itself and for itself a real goal, and in this higher sense it was understood by Plato and Aristotle. In old histories of philosophy in quality of characteristic features of Socrates his contribution to philosophy is put forward, as a new concept, ethics. at that time as earlier philosophy considered only nature. Diogenes Laertius also so speaks (III, 56), that Ionians invented the philosophy of nature, Socrates added ethics, and Plato dialectics…
As Socrates in this way gave the beginning of moral philosopy, so all following époques of moral talking and popular philosophy declared him as their patron and saint and made of him the cover justifying any nonphilosophic. Correct in any case that the means, he used in philosophy made him popular. To this still was added the circumstance, that his death gave to him amoving and for everybody understandable interesting link of an innocent sufferer. Ciceron (Tusc. Quaest., V, 4), which on one side, directed his thinking on problems of present moment, on the other, sticked to the opinion that philosophy must be modest, so that he even did not find in it any special contents, praised Socrates (this often was repeated the after him), as characteristic and elevated by him feature, that he lowered philosophy from heaven to the surface of earth, introduced it to cabins and to everyday life of people, or as Diogenes Laertius (II, 21) expresses, brought it to the marketplace. This is just what we said. It appears so as if the best and truest philosophy would be only home tool or kitchen philosophy, which can be applied to all usual undertakings of people and in which we are seeing friends and people discussing among themselves on the theme of honesty, etc. and on all that may be recognized on the earth, not visiting the profoundness of heaven, or, more truthfully, in profoundness of consciousness, but this exactly is what Socrates, as the most popular philosophers think, dared as the first. Him also was not given the possibility to think from the beginning all speculations of philosophy of that time, in order to then have the possibility on the field of practical philosophy to plunge to the profoundness of deepest layers of thoughts. This is what we have to say of Socratean principles in general’

Pay attention: Hegel uses himself the expression ‘practical philosophy’. And this he does not only once (see for instance paragraphs in ‘Lessons on the history of philosophy’ about Kyrenian School, Aristotle, Epicur and others). Examining the philosophy of Aristotle, Hegel relates the partition of practical philosophy to philosophy of spirit (together with psychology and logics). The practical philosophy itself (by Aristotle) he subdivides to ethics and politics.
There is testimony about Hegel as a clever discussant, the converstion with whom was truly valuable. Here is what has written, for example, by Hölderlin: ‘Converstion with Hegel was for me very beneficial. I love the intellect of such calm people; they may serve as orientations in the cases, whe you do not know, how to define your relationship to the world.’ (Гёльдерлин. Соч. (Hölderlin: Collected works, М., 1969. p. 487). Significant are Hölderlin’s last words: they better than anybody characterize the significance of philosopher as a man helping people to handle the most important questions of life.
But here is the testimony of L. Feuerbach. After listening the lectures of Hegel he wrote: ‘I understood, what I shoud desire and to what endeavor: Theology is for me not necessary, but philosophy. I need no fantasies and dreams, I need learning! I do not need belief, but thinking! Thanks to Hegel I realized myself, realized the world. He became my second father, and Berlin my spiritual fatherland.’
.

A. Schopenhauer (1788-1860) has played a prominent role in the establishment of the ideas of practical (everyday) philosophy. He truly as the only one of the great philosophers of the last two centuries did not disdain the elaboration of themes of practical, or as he said, everyday philosophy.
In the introductory article to ’Aphorisms of everyday wisdom’ A.A. Husseinov and A.P. Skripnik write: Of its genre the present work lies in the channel of very old ethic tradition, originating from the Seven Greek Wise Men, who laid the foundation of European civilization. Pittak, Biant, Khilon Lakedaimon etc. These half legendary thinkers gave the model of ethics as everyday wisdom, expressed partly bright, original aphorisms, partly trivial capital truths. Fundamental conception of the contents of that kind of wisdom gives the composition of Diogenes Laertius About the life, teachings and aphorisms of famous philosophers’. This tradition was reproduced during centuries so in the West as in the East (for example, Lao-Dze, Konfucius, Mo-Tszi in ancient China). Moral doctrinal compositions of Senca and Ciceron, Horatius and Plutarchos concentrated themselves to everyday wisdom of Rome. It was not, of course, was not of one birth. According to the observation of S.S. Averintsev, part of it was attached to passionate rigoristic moralization of Stoan type, another part (being personified in Plutarch) was characterized by peaceful curiosity of human matters and matters of life. In New Age the first of the mentioned tendencies strongest of all was expressed in intensive Pensées of B. Pascal and other Christian thinkers, and the second was imprinted in the splendid, sharp-minded sentences of Montaigne and LaRochefoucault, Chamfort and Lichtenberg, in the ‘Pocket oracle’ of the Spanish writer Balthasar Gracian, book which, by the way, was translated by Schopenhauer into German language. Bestsellers of Dale Carnegie show us, what evolution experienced this genre and this tendence in the modern culture. The aphorisms of Schopenhauer by teir pathos join, of course, to the peaceful moral description of, but not to the passionate moralization.
In the Soviet culture the mentioned tradition had not a better lot to expect. Moreover, it was almost suppressed, to be more exact: pages torn, on the one hand, according to the hypocritic interpretation of the Moral code, the sharpmindedness of the moral writers and Stoian brilliance were stripped but instead the dull even for first class propagandists, and on the other hand the more attractive and entertaining but concerning the external side of the human behavior and litterature completely without philosophic foundation were according to the etiquette. Between these two stripes there was a vacuum…
‘Aphorisms of wveryday wisdom’ give a rich material for moral reflexion, for elaboration of own thinking and for  critical relationship to life. Looking at human acts with eyes of a thinker not belonging to the number of enthusiastic admirers of human virtues are always very useful. But he who wanted to use the given version of everyday wisdom for automatic enlightening and reproduction would comprehend that with all visibility, serious disappointment. In the book there are many true remarks and fine observations, but far from all in it is self-evident, and something even very much are needed in careful and sober investigation.’

A.A. Huseinof and A.P. Skripnik have given here a short excurs of the development of practical philosophy. With all of it may be agreed, including the evaluation of ‘Aphorisms’ of Schopenhauer, except one: why do they evaluate as ethical the problematics of practical, everyday philosophy? Because this problematic is immeasurably wider than the authentically ethic. It concerns all aspects of the human life, not only ethical. For instance, life in general, death, health, beauty, development of mind. Not accidentally, as youy know, did Schopenhauer call his book ‘Aphorisms of everyday life’. The words ‘everyday’ and ‘wisdom’ do not have specifically ethical content.
In the introduction to ’Aphorisms’ A. Schopehauer wrote: ‘The concept of everyday wisdom has here inherent meaning, - exactly, in the meaning of skill to conduct life as pleasantly and happily as possible, skill, the leading to which could also be mentioned as eudemonology: this will be, consequently, bringing to happy existence.’

We will cite a quotation of ‘Aphorisms’.

In the very beginning ’A. Schopehauer wrote: ‘Aristotle (E N, 1, 8) divides good things of human life into three classes, external goods, spiritual goods, and corporal goods. I for my part conserve of this classification only its three-division: that from what depends the difference in the lot of dead, may be, according to my view, is introduced into the three basic puncts. They are here:

1) What is an individual, that is personality in the widest sense of the word. To it relate accordingly health,power, beauty, temperament, ethical character, mind and its development.
2) What the individual owns, that is all kinds of property and possession.
3) What the individual presents. With this expresson, as it is known, is understood, how he presents himself to others, that is, actually as they present him. This way, here we have to do with their opinion of him, who is expressed in three forms, as honor, rank and fame.’ (Chapter 1. The basic parts. – Ibid p. 20)
The second citate is dedicated to the theme of cheerfulness of the soul and health:
’ The first and most important condition for our happiness is, consequently, subjective fame, gentle character, capable head, happy temper, cheerful atmosphere and well shaped, completely healthy body, that is in general ‘mens sana in corpora sano [healthy spirit in healthy body] (Juvenal, Satirs, X, 356), and therefore we should much more take care of the development and support of these properties, than acquisition of external goods and external worship.
After all this the closest road to happiness is merry atmosphere: because this excellent property soon remunerates itself. Who is merry, he constantly finds reasons to be that, just in it that he is merry. Nothing can to such extent as this property replace all other goods, among them as at the same time it cannot be replaced by anything else. If only a person young, beautiful, rich, is respected: in evaluating his happiness the question is: is he merry. On the other hand, if he is merry, then it is all the same, whether he is young or old, slender of hunchbacked, poor or rich, he is happy. In early youth I had once to open some old book, where I read: ‘who much laughs, he is happy, but who much cries, he is unhappy’, a very simplistic remark, which, however, thanks to it including a simple truth, was to all times cut into my memory, whatever extreme truism it even is. For this reason we must widely open our doors to merriness, whenever it appears: because it never comes untimely. In addition we often are unsure about letting it come to us, wanting first to know whether we really have full reason to be content, or being afraid that it disturbs our serous reasoning and important occupation; but what use gets out of the last; it is far from known, when merriness prits esents direct advantages. Only in it we have as if contant money of happiness, and not banknotes as in all others: only it gives immediate happiness at present and therefore is the highest benefit for beings, in relation to which the reality is dressed in form of inseparable present between two endless times. Therefore the acquisition and conservation of this good we must place in front of all other concerns. Because undoubtedly. And because, undoubtedly, for the merriness of soul there is not a less suitable condition than richness, and no more suitable than health: at lowest people, workers, particularly at farmer classes do we see merry and content persons; to rich and noble characteristic is sullen expression. It belongs to us, thus, to aspire as much as possible to full health, the best expression of which is merriness. For this, as it is known, we must avoid all extra and disorder, all stormy and unpleasant spiritual disturbances, and also too strong or too long mental tension; we must every day at least for two hours dedicate to rapid movement in clean air, assiduously use cold baths and follow other similar dietic rules. Without appropriate daily motion it is not possible to remain healthy: all living processes need for their normal working need motion as organs where they take place, so also the body as a whole. That is why Aristotle righteously remarked ‘o bios en te cinesei esti (Life consists of motion). Life consist of motion, and in it is its exxence. Inside the organism everywhere rules an uninterrupted, rapid movement: strong and indefatigably beats the heart with all its double systole and diastole sending away with its contractions 28 times all mass of blood through the big and small circuit of blood circulation; without standstill are working the lungs in the likeness with the steam machine; intestines all time coil in the modus peristalticus (motion of peristalticus): In all glands constantly goes absorbtion and separation; even in brain there is double motion at every beat of pulse and every inhalation. When at this almost completely the outer movement is absent, as we see it at great amount of people leading sitting the life, so is brought afore a sharp and harmful inconsistency between external peace and internal turmoil. Because uninterrupted internal movement seeks some external; the mentioned inconsistency is analoguous to it that if thanks to some affect all inside us boils, and we do not dare to express our feelings. Even for successful growth of trees it is needed that wind did shake them… To the extent that our happiness depends on merry atmosphere, and the latter on our health, this may be seen comparing impressions, produced on us, when illness tunes us gloomy and uneasy. Happy or unhappy makes us not how things are in objective reality, but how they are in our imagination… In general 9/10 of our happiness depends solely on health. At that everything becomes source of enjoyment: on the contrary, without it no external good gives us satisfaction, whatever it is, and even subjective goods, properties of mind, heart, character, from the illness diminish and suffer big loss. Not without grounds, therefore, people, above all are asking one another about health and mutually express wishes of good health: because really it plays the main role in human happiness. And from this it follows that the largest of all foolishness is sacrificing one’s health for anything it ever be, for gain, rank, erudition, fame, not to speak of voluptuousness and transient enjoyments: on the contrary, everything must turn to background in front of it’
.
Dale Carnegie (1888-1955) began with the propaganda of oratorical skills, skill of public presentation, but ended with systematization of elements of everyday wisdom and its propaganda. Here is what of him and of his books write V.P. Zintshenk and J.M. Zhukov: ‘The reader may find in the text (of the books of Carnegie) much ideas, deserving thoughtful consideration, calling for sometimes agreement, sometimes doubt, but sometimes also non-acceptance (but maybe also finding nothing, depending how to search). This is also a good side of the text. And also what seems to be not acceptable, is difficult to throw away. Because everything aspires to be fundamental, leans on logics and facts, is mindful. The edict of home made wisdom, which often is suspending on Carnegie, does not stand. Dale Carnegie also does not pretend on building an own kind of philosophy of life. Sooner he tries to rely on centuries old wisdom of man, the wisdom of human race, preliminarily retouching it, packing it and furnishing it, wher only possible, with instructions for application this wisdom for solution of problems of private life. Everyday wisdom is a constructive part of general human culture, and, as also all other constituent parts of cultural heritage, it needs research, systematization and propaganda, but also further development. Works of Carnegie, collected under the cover of book in front of you, reader, are good models of the work in this direction, bright and durable at the same time. Here aphorisms of famous thinkers, proverbs, scientific data are paced abreast of common sense, are applied to solution of problems of today, are submitted to test of practice. And here recommended to the user’

D. Carnegie himself has written
: ’The present book (How to Win Friends and Influence People’ – L.B.) was not written in the usual meaning of the word. It grew, as child grows. It was born and developed in this own kind of laboratory on the basis of experience of thousands of people.
Many years ago we started our activity with elaborating a series of rules printed on cards of the size of a post card. Next year we published a card somewhat bigger, then a leaflet, and then a series of brochures, each of which invariably grew in size and volume of the material needed for it. And now, as a result of fifteen years of experimenting and researching, this book was published.
The rules explained by us in this book, do not present in themselves the fruits of theoretical reasoning or spiritual guesses. They show magic effect. Perhaps this sounds improbable, but I have seen, how the application of them in a radical way has changed the life of many people.
I will illustrate this with an example. Last yeat on our course came a man, at whom three hundred and fourteen people are working. Earlier he during a few years he continuously harassed and criticized and scolded continuously all his workers without difference. Good words, praise and approval never came out of his mouth. After examination of the principles, analyzed in this book this businessman sharply changed his philosophy of life. Now in his organization now a new atmosphere reigns, a new for it enthusiasm, not known until now spirit of collectivism. Threehundredandfourteen enemies turned to threehundredandfourteen friends. At one group exercise he proudly announced: ‘When I earlier went through my firm, nobody greeted me. My workers tried not to look at my direction, when they saw, that I approached them. Now they all are my friends, and even doorkeeper calls me by first name’.
Now the income of this business man increased, he has more leisure time, and, what is infinitely more important, he feels himself much happier bot at work and in the family’

Curious case, told by D. Carnegie: ‘Speaking of suicide, I remembered a case, described by doctor Henry S. Link in his book ‘Second opening of man’. Dr Link is a vice president of Psychologic Corporation, and he discusses with a multitude of people, who suffer of anxiety and depression. In the chapter ‘On overcoming fear and anxiety’ he tells about a patient, who wanted to finish life by sucide. Dr Link knew that argumenting with a patient was useless, of it his condition becomes only worse. And he said to his patient: ‘If you, however, are going to finish life by suicide, you could at least behave heroically. Run around the quartal until you fall dead’.
The patient tried to do this, and not once but some times, and every time he felt himself better, psychically if not physically. Third night it was so far that what dr Link mainly aimed at. The patient, as far as he physically was fatigued (also got physically weaker), so that he slept like a stock. Later he joined an athletic club and started to participate in sports competitions. Soon he felt himself so good, that he wanted to live eternally!’

This case speaks much and above all of how a potential committer of suicide needs not a psychiatre but a practical philodsopher, that is, a specialist evaluating the condition of a person as a whole, together psychically and physically. Because he was not psychically ill and, correspondingly, not necessarily needed to be patient of doctor or psychitre. Turning to a psychiatre sooner would worsen the situation. (Doctors ‘know’ sometimes ‘how to drive in illness’) Only desperate intuition of dr Link saved the situation. He abandoned to try by soulsaving discussions, but suggested to him to start running. It turns out, that the person’s balance between physical and psychical activity was disturbed: psychic activity clearly predominated physical. With the help of running he restored this balance and the depression was as if it had never been.
Particularly interesting is the eighth chapter of the book by D. Carnegie ‘How to Stop Worrying and Start Living’, in which it is spoken about how people get rid of worrying and nervous tension by sound reasoning, operating on the law of big numbers’. This is already practical philosophy in pure form! This is the case, when cold, sound calculation helps cooling the hot head or remove anxiety, fear, nervousness. During thunder I was afraid that the lightning would strike me. When difficult times occurred, I was afraid, that we would not have anything to eat. I was afraid that after death I will end up in hell. I was afraid that Sam White, who was older than I, cuts away my big ears. Because he threatened to do this. I experienced fear that girls will laugh at me, if I try to court with them… Years went by and I showed that ninety nine per cent of my fears were false, and things that I so much was afraid of, never occurred…
Completely understandable that in the given case there is reason for concern, characteristic for youth. But many apprehensions of adult people are almost as absurd. You and me could eliminate nine tenth of our worries if we ceased to be worried on sufficiently lon run, in order to establish, whether our fears are justified according to the law of big numbers. 
The most famous insurance company in the world ‘Lloyd’ in London, made countless millions on the inclination of people to be worried of what happens very seldom. The London company of Lloyd bets against people who turn to them, that some misfortune which worries them, never goes by. The company, however, does not call this betting, but insurance. But as a matter of fact this is betting, arising from the law of big numbers…
If we get acquainted with the law of big numbers, then we often become astonished with facts, that are revealed. For instance, if I knew that during the five following years I must fight in such a bloody fight as the battle at Gettysbourgh, I would be terrified. I would write my will and organize all my earthly matters into order. I would think: with all probability I do not survive this battle, and therefore I must live remaining few years in the best way. However the facts speak, corresponding to the law of big numbers that attempting to live from the age of fifty to fifty five in peace time is as dangerous and as fraught with fatal outcome as fighting at Gettysbourgh. I mean the following: in peace time for each thousand people in the age of fifty to fifty five die as many as on thlousand among 163 000 soldiers, fighting at Gettysbourgh’

In the ninth chapter of this same my book (‘Take into account the inevitable’) is given material on the theme, which could be characterized as: ‘consolation by philosophy’. Her one quotation: ‘I give you a wise piece of advice of one of my most favorite philosophers – William James. ‘Agree to accept what already is’ he said. – Reconciliation with what already happened, is the first step to overcoming the consequences of any misfortunes’. Elizabeth Conley was convinced to this on her bitter experience. Recently I got from her the following letter. ‘The day when all America celebrated the victory of our armed forces in Northern Africa, is said in the letter, I got a telegram from the secretary of war: my grandson, whom I loved more than anything in the world was missing unreachable by messages. Soon came another message telling about his death.
I was struck by grief. To this point I had been satisfied with my life. I had a favourite work. I helped to educate my nephew. He was the incarnation of all excellent, that is characteristic to youth. I felt that my efforts were remunerated hundredfold!.. And suddenly this telegram. For me the whole world collapsed. I felt that life lost for me sense. I lost interest to the work, forgot my friends. Everything became for me indifferent. I became embittered. Why kill this dearest boy, in front of whom the whole world was open? I could not reconcile with this. My grief seized me to such an extent that I decided to leave my work, hide myself from people and lead the rest of lkife in tears and grief.
I organized my desk getting ready to leave my job. And suddenly I found a letter, which I long ago had forgotten, letter from my fallen nephew. He wrote it to me some years ago, when my mother died. ‘Of course, we will be sad for her, was said in the letter, particularly you. But I know that you will stand this. Your personal philosophy puts you to stand. I do not forget the excellent wise truths which you taught me. Wherever I even were, however far we were from each other, I will always remember that you learned me smile and courageously accept anything that may happen.’ 
I some times read this letter. It seemed to me, that he stands at my side and speaks to me. It seemed that he said: ‘Why you do not fulfil what you learned to me? Stand, whatever happened. Hide your worries, smile and stand.’
I started to work again. I ceased to become irritated and complain life. I again and again said to me: ‘this happened. I cannot change anything. But I can and I will stand, as he advised me’. I completely dedicated myself to the work, putting into it all my moral and physical powers… I ceased to mourn the irrevocable past. Now I every day live with joy, as wanted of me my nephew. I reconciled with life. Now I live more joyful and fullvalued life than ever before…’
It is evident, that the circumstances do not make us neither happy nor unhaööy. Important is how we react on them. Just exactly this determines our feelings.
All of us are suitable to endure misfortune and tragedy and stand victory over them, if we are obliged to do this. It may seem to us that we cannot, but we hold in our internal resources staggering powers, which may bring us all, if we only use them.’
”.

3. General situation in the Center of 

practical philosophy
1. GENERAL CASES
1.1. The Centre of practical philosophy (later called ’the Center’ is scientific institution, with the aim to organize services of philosophic consultation and interlocution.
1.2. Practical philosophy is that part of philosophy, which offers immediate influence on the life of people – through philosophic texts and speech, through live conversation of philosophers with people.
(More detailedly on practical philosophy above, division I).
1.3. The orientation of the work of the Centre:
1) delivering sevices to population (philosophic consultation [questions and answers], common discussion [exchange of opinions, dialog], analysis of concrete situations, confessions [honest conversation], commenting [in situations of visits, inspection of something, somebody];
2) individual teaching of philosophy (including practical wisdom) according to special programs;
3) research work in the field of practical philosophy.
1.4. The Centre executes its activity in the city of N in correspondence with the existing Constitution and laws of Russian Federation in close cooperation with the Moscow Centre of practical philosophy.
1.5. The Centre is established as physical person or persons and /or organization /organizations under the condition, that the founders and signaturers is at least one philosopher with a diploma.
2. COMPOSITION AND STRUCTURE OF THE CENTRE
2.1. To the composition of the Centre belong at least three collaborers. 

2.2. The Centre is headed by director, appointed or chosen from the collaborers of the Centre.
2.3. The director of the Centre may be only collaborer of the Centre, having the right to work as practical philosopher (see p. 5.2 of the present Regulations).
2.4. To Director of the Centre may nominated founder /founders of the Centre or be chosen collaborers of the Centre, having the right to work as practical philosopher, on its assembly with the presence of minimum three persons.
2.5. The original constituency and structure of the Centre is confirmed by the founder /founders of the Centre or with his /their concludent consent.
3. GOALS OF WORK (CONSULTING AND DISCUSSIONS) OF THE PRACTICAL PHILOSOPHER
3.1. Clearing the sense of life.

3.2. Cooperation in searchin important for life answers (whereto go? what to do? which way to choose? what is good?)
3.3. Creation of intellectual premises for exit from the conflicting situations (everyday, professional,creative,love, family…).
3.4. Philosophic therapy (consolation and medication with philosophy).
3.5. Prophylatics (notice) of possible erroneous decisions, amoral acts, crimes, suicide.
4. METHODS AND FORMS OF WORK OF 
PRACTICAL PHILOSOPHER
4.1. Philosophic consultation (questions and answers).

4.2. Conversation, discussion, dialog.
4.3. Analysis of concrete situations.
4.4. Spiritual conversation (giving possibility to speak out all accumulated and hurting, verifying one’s thoughts with the thoughts of philosophers, liquidating or minimizing omissions, white spots in the understanding of oneself and others).
4.5. Candid conversations (with the obligatory condition of keeping the secrets).
4.6. Practical advice, explanation, argumentation, convincing, critics.
4.7. Basic methods of discussing the problem: method of antithesis and method of alternatives /versions.
At the use of the antithesis method the thesis is presented (by the philosopher or by the discussant); arguments are stated for and against the thesis; the final conclusion is presented to the discussant.
By using the method of alternatives /versions different alternatives of answers on the question or alternative solutions of the problem are presented; then these alternatives /versions are discussed, the final choice of alternatives /versions is presented to the discussant.
4.8. Also such methods may be used:
1) method of account and lecture (philosopher active, discussant passive);
2) method of listening and confession (philosopher passive, discussant active);
3) mixed method of lecture and listening (alternative activity of philosopher and discussant).
These methods may be called methods of narration. Their goal is to give the client a possibility to speak out and confess or satisfy his curiosity, liquidate the information hunger he is experiencing.
Methods of narration are not so effective as the methods of thesis /alternative /versions. Nevertheless, they may be used, if the discussant prefers the narrative style better than the reasoning and argumentation and analysis.
4.9. Except the methods mentioned rather effective is the method of questions and answers. The questions may be given by the pphilosopher or the discussant. 
5. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS AND CONDITIONS OF THE WORK OF PRACTICAL PHILOSOPHER
5.1. Practical philosopher must be versatilely educated, have much knowledge and many skills, be in good sense a know-all and jack of all trades. Concretely, in situations of consultation and discussion he must be somewhat of a psychologist, a doctor, somewhat of an artist, trainer and so on. This is needed by him above all in order to be able to fullfil the functions of coordinator and dirigent in the cases when the client needs not only his services, but also the services of other specialists.
5.2. To the work of practical philosopher only philosophers with diploma (having diploma of higher institution of education with the speciality of philosophy or the diplom of candidate (doctor) of philosophic sciences are allowed).
Ideally practical philosophers must have special education, that is, in addition to general philosophic education they must get special education as just practical philosophers.
In separate cases in quality of assistants of practical philosophers may work students of older courses of philosophic faculties and aspirants for the degree of the candidate of philosophic sciences, having given the exam of the minimum level for the candidate of philosopy.
5.3. Working conditions of practical philosophers may be the most different: from reception of the client in office of the Centre to conversation at nonformal arrangement (on walking tour, visiting a museum, exhibition, concert), in home conditions, on voyage, at the dinner table etc.)
6. RULES OF BEHAVIOUR OF THE PHILOSOPHER IN SITUATIONS OF CONSULTING AND CONVERSATION
6.1. Maximum of good relationship to the client.
6.2. Confidential discussions, unconditional secrecy of confessions.
6.3. Observation of the principle of ’do not cause harm’.
6.4. Violation of one of the above rules is the ground of depriving a colleague the right to work in the Centre in the quality of practrical philosopher.
7. tHEMES FOR PHILOSOPHIC CONSULTATION, DISCUSSIONS AND CONVERSATIONS
7.1. General themes:

What is life actually? 

The sense of life. What is it?

The goal of life.
Life, death, immortality.

Optimism and pessimism.

Confession (need to speak out, pour out the mind).
Human happiness. What is it?

Love.

Problems of marriage, family.

Problem of choice of profession (for those becoming of age)

Professional activity. Creativeness.

Good, beauty, truth.

Problem of communication.

Rules of behaviour in the society. Ethical problems.

Golden rule of behavior.

Good and evil. What is to be considered good. What evil.
Rules of good manners, culture of behavior, etiquette.
Health and disease. Prevention of illness.

The picture of life, development, active old age.
Physical culture in the life of man.

Self-perfection.

How do we think?

How to develop thinking?
Hiow to learn the art of reasoning, argumentation?

How to develop intuition?

How the world is structured? Questions of world view.

Knowledge and belief.
Doubt in religious belief.

Human prejudices, delusion. How to recognize them?
What can a philosopher give? 

Of what kind is the role of philosopher in lives of people?
7.2. Special themes:

Problem of the education of children.

Mutual relationship between parents and children
Problem of exiting from conflict stuations.
Problem of unhappy love, without response.

Problem of infidelity between spouses.
Solution of professionan, creative tasks.

Overcoming of creative crises.

Problem of alcoholism.

Problem of narcomany.

Problem of suicide (self-destruction).

Consolation of philosophy (in situations of human unhappiness – loss of close persons, disability and invalidity, heavy or mortal illness, catastroph etc.).
8 JURIDICAL POSITION, PROPERTY, 
FINANCIAL MEANS OF THE CENTRE
Juridical position of the Centre is established individually. The Centre may be independent scientific institution, having the status of juridical person, its own property, expense account and press, or a scientific institution being subdivision and /or being in contract relationship with other scientific institution, educational institution.
9. CESSATION OF THE ACTIVITY OF THE CENTRE

9.1. The Centre may cease its activity at the decision of the director of the Centre or the assembly of the collaborers practical philosophers.
9.2. All property, remainig after cessation of the activity of the Centre, is used according to the order established in st. 40 GK RF.
appendix 1. Open letter to all killers and customers of killers
Life of man is sacred. Every offender of it should know: killer of other people kills himself
Humanistic manifest, thesis 41

Never ask:
To whom the bell tolls?

It tolls to you.
There is no man, who would be

as an isle.
Mankind is united.

And no part can be destroyed

without destroying the whole.
John Donn
On TV channel STS 23 19980823 in the program on difficult life of bankers particularly was announced that killers (‘professional’ murderers) agree to kill an average businessman for 2 thousand dollars, big businessman for 5 thousand dollars. Killers become, as a rule, young people, for whom nothing is sacred and who for a piece of bread are ready to kill. These are essentially sick people…
Customers of killers are often reasoning as Stalin did: ‘no man, no problems’. Using murder as means of solution of proms, they ignore not only justice, but also fundamental value of their own life.
Conscience pains. There is no person, who completely would lack conscience. Clients of killers and killers themselves must live afterwards with heavy stone on the heart, with unclean conscience, in fact continuously experiencing the moral stress. We all, people, are connected to each other with thousands of yarns, unity of culture, language, location. Depriving life of somebody we in one way or another tear part of our connections, committing literally a vivisection. As a result an effect of emptiness of life emerges. The killer is alone in an unpleasant sense: existentially, for life, forever.
Further life of killer or client of killer in many ways is senseless, as if it were without dignified content. How can a killer, having committed the thing, look other people into eyes peacefully, honestly, direct, without this terrible secret, without this conscience, that he deprived life of somebody? Murder is an evil deed, independently of with whatever grounds it is justified.
. 

Unconditionally right was A.S. Pushkin, having confirmed: ‘genius and evil deed are two things incompatible with each other‘. Evil deed and creation are incompatible with each other. Evil id essentially destructive (we remember of Goethe Mefistofel and of Lermontof Demon: both only destroyed). Creation is constructive… How may be created poetry and at that killed people! To whome do you write poems, if you killed one of those, to whom they were intended?
Incompatible are also evil deeds and love. A killer cannot any more love normally a woman, children, whoever they ever were.
In the first case (love to a woman) this is understandable. Beauty and killing are incompatible. Beauty is harmony, joy of life, its continuation and adding. Murder is disharmony, torture of life, its destruction. It is said: ‘war has unwomanly face’. That can be said of murder, too.
In the second case (love to children) it is also understandable. Children are the light of life, its future, its renewal. Murder is obstruction of renewal of life, of its continuation, it is the destruction of the future life. Because killing grown-up people, the killer kills unborn, but potentially to be born children or leaves orphans the born.
Depriving life of man, killer causes innumerable suffering to the closest of this person, friends and acquaintances. Whether the close ones, friends of the killed are guilty in some way in front of the killer? The killer behaves in fact as the elephant in the china shop.
A person depriving life of others in fact deprives inheritance of himself, castrates himself. As a matter of fact, could the killer or the client of the killer have normal children? Because the apple falls near the apple tree. Of course, also vil doers can have good children. But this is sooner an exception than a rule.
Bumerang. If the conscience of murderers is small and to him practically everything is nothing, so let them think of the possible consequences: becoming exposed and punished.
Killing others, they must remember that also they expose themselves to the danger of being killed. ‘Who rises the sword, shall also by sword be killed’ is as old a truth as the world. Solution of the problem in own circles by killing causes the situation ‘spiders in the jar’.
Fear of being exposed. Fear of being exposed and punished is no less strong than the pains of conscience. Think, potential murderers, of it that after the murder you will be obliged to live in constant fear of being exposed and punished. The goal of killing is to solve a problem, but as the result, as the consequence of the killing, you may worsen your problems so much that the previous problems become quite insignificant.
Stupid step. A person going to murder does not take into account all consequences of his step. He acts stupidly, shortsighted, as far as he dooms himself to constant psychologic and moral uneasiness to the end of life. He must comprehend that he is only an individual, but the representative of the human race. In him all human is not less than strictly personal, individual. Killing another person he kills in himself the human being. Every human being is this whole world. Depriving the life of somebody the killer weakens the human world, including himself. Let him think about that killing a man he perhaps kills the father of his future son-in-law, grandfather of his grandchildren etc. If he kills a woman, then he kills not yet born children…
Solving his problems by killing a person not only acts stupidly, but primitively, not as a reasonable being, but as a soulless destructive element, who does not know what he is doing. Let us wigh in the bowls of a scale the whole life path of the killer (from the womb of the mother via the birth, feeding-up, schooling, training, educating to rather complicated adultness, professional, creative life) and the momental destruction of him with abilities, talents, skills, love of the closest etc. These bowls of the scale are not commeasurable. On one bowl: there are long time rising to the heights of life. On the other: almost momentary disappearance. How difficult it is to uprise a human being and how easy to kill him! Of this the potential clients of killings and killers must understand. We did not give the ma his life and it is not to us that it be taken away!
Suicide. The killer and his life are sometimes forgotten. He does not be afraid of punishment and even of his death. This is so. But let him think of what he reaches with the killing. Trying to kill another and risking at this his own life, he falls into inexistence.
Every person thinking of killing must seriously consider his psychical health.

Killer behave essentially as cannibal. Because he is feeded by what the murder gives him. 
Let the potential murderer and client of the murderer think of the consequences, and having committed the crime repent and give themselves to the hands of justice.

P.S.

I turn to the closest, friends, acquaintances and the actual murderers. Do give him this letter. And if my words are not effective on these people direct, let it serve as a material in discussion with them. Personal influence with the same words and arguments may be rather much more effective.
I turn also to all people of good will. In the society there is a need to construct an atmosphere of intolerance towards violence and murders. And it is time, finally, to declare a boycott to all those writers, filmmakers, TV people, journalists, who endlessly demonstrate scenes of violence and killing, relish them, and give criminals and killers as heroes 
.

appendix 2. Recommendations of various authors in spirit of practical philosophy
advice of psychologist
It is easy to speak pleasant, isn’t it true? Of what we do not like in the behavior of man it is much more difficult to speak – so we can also spoil the relationships and offend him. Keeping silent and bringing displeasure in oneself is impossible, in any case sooner or later this is poured out and almost certainly leads to conflict, or even to nervous frustration. How to express ones claims to colleague, subordinate or even to superior, and at this not offend, not be reputed as scandalist, but on the contrary, even improve the social relationships? 
Business communication
· Speak of concrete facts, do not ‘hang labels’. Your words must be connected only to the action of man, but not evaluation of his personality. If the colleague has come late, do not generalize: ‘You are irresponsible!’ – only of the concrete delay must be spoken.
· Do not require impossible – only of that can be spoken which is in human powers, that is, your critics must be constructive. Unallowed are the phrases like: ‘You are too old for this…’ ‘Of course having such parents…’
· Try to speak of just that feeling which you really experience at this context. ‘It was very offensive to me that you remarked me of in front of everybody…’ As you do not speak of the essence of remark, but only of your own emotions, this does not provoke responding objection and excludes the development of disputes.
· It does not pay to phantasy and put ones own phantasies to the mouth of others – do not interpret his behavior (acting). ‘We there only discuss, and you just sit and keep silent, this does not concern you…’ Restrict in your remarks only to state only what does not please you.
· Try not to give advice (’I in your place would…’) and not make evaluations (This is senseless…’, ‘This is unrealistic…’). This way you will take the teaching position, which perhaps does not bring any benefit at all.
· Do not collect offences, do not do them as objects of reasoning at night (‘I will say to him… But if he answers to me… Ok, I the will say him…). Do not remember old offences – you will remember them, but the other already long ago has forgotten, of what is question… At the same time, do not take the first word before being assured that they are ready to listen you. Therefore better not to explain the relationships, when a person is occupied with the work, or feels himself bad or from the ‘treshold’, or at the presence of others.
· Always express your claims personally to a man – ‘transparent hints’ may not be allowed in the person’s presence. ‘Some colleague always come late…’ ‘Some consider…’. Such phrases put the person into an unambiguous situation: must not answer, because not mentioned by name, but keep silence neither, because he and the surroundings understood who was intended. But this kind of atmosphere in a collective does not promote normal social relationships.
M. Melya, Russo-American psychological 
Centre ‘ECOPSI’ 

(from the newspaper 

“Аргументы и факты” [‘Arguments and facts])

Be literate in conjugal relationships

General secretary of the Bureau of social hygieny doctor Catrine Biment Davis in her time convinced thousands of housewifes to answer completely openly on a series of intime questions. The result turned out to be shaking. It witnessed of the unsatisfactory condition of the average American in sexual relationships. After careful consideration of the thousands of answers of housewifes received doctor Davis expressed in the press her firm conviction  in the fact that one of the main reasons of divorce in the United States is the physical incompatibility of the spouses.
Investigation, performed by doctor J.W. Hamilton, confirms this conclusion. During four years doctor Hamilton investigated the matrimonial life of hundred husbands and hundred housewifes. He gave separately to these husbands and housewifes about fourhundred questions concerning their matrimonial life and discussed with them in an exhaustive way their problems, so that the investigation took four years. Doctor Hamilton was considerd so important in the sociological relationship that he was financed by a group of leading philantropes. With the result of this investigation you can get acquainted in the book by J.W. Hamilton and Kenneth MacGrowen ‘Why unsuccessful marriages?’
In what lies the reason of the failure? ‘Only very prejudiced and self-confident psychiatre, says doctor Hamilton, may maintain that the majority of matrimonial disorders are result of sexual disharmony. In any case, the disorders, emerging of other difficulties, were very, very often ignored if the very sexual relationships were satisfactory.’
In quality of leader of the Institute of family relationships in Los Angeles doctor Paul Popenow got acquainted with conditions in thousand marriages; he is one of the greatest American specialists of the questions of family life. According to doctor Popenow, cancellation of marriages is usually brought by four reasons. He puts them in the following order:
1. Sexual disharmony.

2. Differences of opinion about how to spend leisure time.

3. Financial difficulties.

4. Psychical, physical or emotional disturbances.

Pay attention: sexual problem stands on the first place, and financial difficulties, strangely occupy the third placement.
All specialists on divorce matters agree that sexual compatibility is absolutely necessary condition of the success of the matrimony. For instance, some years ago, a member of the Court on intrafamily relationships in Cincinnati Hofman, a man who listened narration of thousands of family tragedies, announced: ‘Nine of every ten divorces are caused by disorders of sexual matters’.
The famous psycholog John B. Watson says: ‘Sex is, in general agreement, the most important int the life of man. In general agreement, just this in the majority of cases serves as the reason of the wreckage of family happiness of men and women.
A group of practicing doctors, presenting in front of listeners of my courses, in fact confirm the same. Is not it lamentable that now in the 20th century, when we have in our disposal greatest quantity of corresponding literature and when all we are educated people, marriages are dissolved and the life of the people is mutilated because of our ignorance in this most basic and natural instinct.
Saint Oliver M. Batterfield, former, during eighteen years, minister of Methodist church left the pulpit of preacher in order to be head of the Service of consulting in family matters in New York; this pastor, to whom, obviously, belonged to combine marriage of many young people, tells:
’My previous experince in quality of minister long ago convinced me that inspite of their romantic views and good intentions, many pairs, appearing in front of the matrimonial altar, are ignorant in questions of matrimonial relationships’.
Ignorant in questions of matrimonial relationships!

Then he continues: ’When you think that we as often leave the extraordinarily complicated matter of regulation of marriage relationsdhips on the willfulness of accidental occurrence, it can only be astonished that the number of divorces is only sixteen percent. Astonishingly great percentage of men and women in reality are not married, although also not divorced: they live in a kind of purgatory.’
’Happy marriages, remarks also further doctor Batterfield, seldom are a result of accidental occurrence: they are consequence of conscious creativity, in the sense that they are reasonably thought and planned’.
In order to help young people in this planning, doctor Batterfield during many years insistently strives to that the pairs that he combines would openly discuss with him their plans of future. As a result of just these discussions he has come to the conclusion that very many of the ‘high contracting parties’ ‘are ignorant in questions of marriage relationships.’
’Sexual relationships, says doctor Batterfield, are only one of the many factors that give satisfaction in marriage, but if they are not in order, then nothing else can be in order’.
What to do in order to get them in good condition?
’The place of sentimental silence (I continue quoting doctor Batterfield) must be occupied by skill of objectively and dispassionately discuss questions of relationships of partners in marriage life and their behavior in it. The best means to get such skill is to read serious and tactically written book on this theme. I always in addition to my booklet ‘Marriage and sexual harmony’ keep at hand a whole seris of such books…
Below is reproduced a questionnaire, loaned from an article of Emmet Cozier ‘Why marriages disintegrate?’ It is possible that you will find appropriate to answer to these questions, giving ten points in cases where you can give an affirmative answer.
For men
1. Do you continue to attend wife, bring to her flowers now and then, remember her birthday, day of marriage, do you show her inexpected signs of attention, express sudden physical tenderness?
2. Do you always refrain from criticizing her in presence of strangers?
3. Do you give her money, in addition to those intended to keeping up the household, in order that she could spend them exclusively on her own consideration?
4. Do you try to understand her changes of mood characteristic to her feminine conduct and help her in times of fatigue, nervosity and irritation?
5. Do you spend with your wife at least half of your leisure time?
6. Do you have tactfulness to refrain from comparing how your wife prepares food and conducts household with how your mother or the wife of some Bill Jones did this, if such comparison is not in favour of your wife?
7. Do you show clear interest to her intellectual life, to her clubs and societies, to books, which she reads, and to her opinions of other men, not showing jealousy?
8. Are you inclined to allow her dance and get friendly signs of attention from other men, not showing jealousy?
9. Do you use every possibility to praise her and express your admiration to her?
10. Do you thank her for small services, which she renders to you, for instance for sewing buttons, darning socks and sending your clothes to cleaning?
For women
1. Do you lend to your husband full liberty in his office matters, do you refrain from the critics of his colleagues, his choice of secretary and routines of his day?
2. Do you do everything depending on you to keep your home interesting and attractive?
3. Do you diversify your home menu so that sitting to the table you husband never knows what he can expect?
4. Do you follow to sufficient extent the office work of your husband in order to discuss it with him and help him with your advice.
5. Are you able bravely and cheerfully to stand the financial difficulties, without criticizing the husband for his errors and not do unsuitable for his comparison with more successful people?
6. Do you use particular efforts to get on with his mother or other relatives?
7. Do you dress taking into account the taste of your husband in what concerns the colour and cut of your clothes?
8. Do you make concessions in order to save agreement in small differences of opinion? 

9. Do you try to learn plays, which your husband likes in order to spend with him his leisure time?
10. Do you follow the current events, new books, new ideas in order to conserve the intellectual interest of your husband to you?

Resume. Seven rules, the following of which allows to make your family life more happy
	Rule 1.
	Nagging is not needed.

	Rule 2.
	Do not try to improve your spouse.

	Rule 3.
	Do not criticise.

	Rule 4.
	Express one to another your genuine thankfulness.

	Rule 5.
	Do render to each other small signs of attention.

	Rule 6.
	Be precautious.

	Rule 7.
	Read a good book on sexual side of marriage life.


Dale Carnegie (From the book “How to win friends and have influence on people”)
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— невозможность  34

Возникновение  82

— и уничтожение  85

Война  223

Волюнтаризм  184, 185

Воля, воление  43, 51, 55, 69, 132, 134, 178, 185, 186, 208, 233, 265

— свободная  178

— волевой подход (решение, выбор) 184

— к жизни  60, 73

Воображение  210, 213, 218, 230, 231, 241, 261, 265

Вопрос  253, 254

Восприятие  208, 233, 266

Вражда  196, 197, 205, 223

Врач  10, 32, 75-77

Временное см. Преходящее

Время  38, 92, 101, 103, 107, 116-118, 252, 254, 262

— чувство в.  117

— резиновое  117, 118

— дефицит  72

Все люди смертны  (первые слова самого знаменитого силлогизма)  42

Вселенная  202

Всеобщее  24, 85, 115, 138, 161, 262

Выбор  180, 186, 203

— любимого  189

— профессии  180, 181, 189

     (см. также Свобода, Способность выбора)

Выживание  61, 62

— в экстремальных условиях  50

Вымирание  см. Депопуляция

Вырождение  109

Гармония  138, 139, 143, 146, 147, 150, 151, 275

Гармоническое противоречие  см. Противоречие

Генеалогия  109

Гений  101, 103, 108-110

Геноцид  136

Гибель  39, 54, 64, 67, 80, 128, 129

— определение  40

Гипотеза  225, 239, 242, 245, 260

Глубокомыслие  220, 270

Глупость  15

Гомосексуализм  138, 146

Государство  178, 179

Грация  151

Группа социальная  201

Гуманизм  173, 174, 200-206

— филогуманист  206

— философия человечности  200

— и человечность  200, 203

— не претендует на антропоцентризм  202

     (см. также Либерализм)

Движение  251, 252

Дедукция, дедуктивный вывод, дедуктивная логика  211, 213, 217, 218, 225-228, 246, 262

Действительность, действительное  184, 245, 253, 257

Деление (клетки, митоз)  37, 39, 40, 72, 124, 129

Демократия  178

Деонтологизм  161

Депопуляция, вымирание  93, 94, 109

Депрессия  32, 33, 45, 76

Дерзание  71, 123, 143, 151, 231, 247

Деспотизм  201

Детерминизм  177

Детопроизводство  109

Деторождение  47, 87, 88, 141, 142

Деятельность  89, 95, 101, 103-105, 110, 111, 137, 209, 226, 233, 247, 252, 253, 263

— принцип  233

— схема “Виды человеческой д.”  207, 208

—  формы и методы  251, 255, 262

Диалектика  24, 64, 85

— псевдодиалектика  59, 60

— псевдодиалектическая игра в отождествление, оборачивание противоположностей  60

— искусство  16

Диатриба (философская беседа-проповедь)  20, 21

Дискретное, прерывное  238, 256

Дисгармония  138

Диссимиляция  59

Добро, доброе  20, 24, 99, 131, 143, 148, 165, 213, 223, 224

— моральное  70

— и зло  15, 70, 148, 165

Добродетель  27, 88

— есть знание (Сократ)  15

— и порок  15

Доверие  200

Догадка  210, 211, 218, 228, 229, 238, 247, 268

Догматизм  214, 220, 271, 273

Доказательство  227, 231

Долг  15, 96, 110, 135, 162, 165-167, 176, 180, 181

— определение  166

— перед Родиной  166

— перед родителями  162, 166

— перед человечеством  166

     (см. также Золотое правило поведения, Этика)

Долгожитель  64, 68, 120

Долголетие  65, 122-124, 126

— активное  90, 91, 119, 122, 123, 126, 128

— продление жизни  90-92, 119, 120, 123, 124, 128

— антитеза коротколетия и долголетия  120, 122

Долженствование  161

Достоинство (человеческое)  197, 200, 202

Досуг  32

Дружба  15, 89, 205

Дух (человеческий)  114

— бодрость  28

— сила  108

— царство духа (Гегель)

— здоровый д. в здоровом теле  28

— и тело  84

— противопоставление д. и тела  147

Духовное и физическое  145, 200

     (см. Психическое (духовное))

Духовность  107, 141

Душа  16, 17, 19, 21, 42, 83, 87-89,  100, 108, 114, 137, 141, 143

— бессмертие  см. Бессмертие

— переселение душ  83

— и тело  15, 43, 45, 46, 83, 143

Единичное  8, 83, 161

Единство  138, 139, 201

Живая природа  см. Природа

Живая связь смертности и бессмертия  86, 90

Живое  37, 38, 40, 61, 72, 82, 128, 129, 198

— и неживое  82

— и мертвое  81-83

Живое существо  87, 88, 125, 252

Животворчество  99, 109

Животное  45, 62-64, 66, 67, 87, 107, 125, 129, 133, 141-143, 146, 182, 183, 187, 190, 202, 223

— высшее  66, 124

Жизнедеятельность  40, 59

Жизненное пространство  см. Пространство

Жизнь  3, 9, 19, 23, 27, 35, 37-41, 43-45, 49, 50, 52-54, 57-60, 64, 68-72, 74-76, 80, 89, 90, 92, 96, 97, 99-101, 105-107, 109, 110, 113, 114, 116, 118-124, 127-129, 133, 142-144, 147, 148, 160, 165, 191, 193, 195, 196, 198, 206, 216, 217, 240, 275, 276

— вечная  45, 84

— загробная (за гробом)  45, 79, 84, 104, 111

— земная  45, 46, 73, 111

— индивидуальная  61, 92, 96, 115, 124, 144

— общественная  144

— обыденная  101

— отдельная человеческая  95

— полнокровная, полноценная  73, 270

— потусторонняя, посмертная  84, 85, 104, 111

— практическая  14

— родовая  109

— семейно-брачная  98, 109

— частная  31, 135

— ж. после смерти  73, 79, 84, 106

— жизнь-здоровье  166

— длительность (продолжительность)  41, 67, 123-125, 129, 130

— видовой предел продолжительности жизни индивидуума  41, 124

— срок  38, 122-124

— диалектика  61

— жажда ж.  191

— значимость  68

— качество ж.  94, 120-123, 165

— количество ж.  120-123, 165

— образ ж. см. Образ жизни

— полнота  73, 108, 132

— пустота  119, 274

— ценность  70-72, 100

— динамизм и стабильность  64

— развивающийся процесс  72

— жизненный цикл  41, 72

— эстафета ж.  106, 107

— и смерть  15, 71

— программа гармонического развития и активного долголетия  126, 127

— ценность жизни в ней самой  70

— жизнь человека священна  77, 205

— не нуждается в оттенении смертью  72

— нужно жить так, чтобы день ощущался как год, а год как жизнь  119

— создает и разрешает противоречие между смертностью и бессмертием  43

— "будет жить"  58

— "борьба за жизнь"  60, 62

— как таковая не носит в себе зародыш смерти  41

— состоит в движении (Аристотель)  29

— жить значит умирать (Ф.Энгельс)  59-61

— ж. против смерти  44, 75

— закон жизни: если хочешь жить лучше, то должен и быть лучше  205

      (см. также Бессмертие, Борьба, Долголетие, Прогресс, Смысл жизни, Цель)

Житейская философия — см. Философия

Забота  162

— о человеке  204

Зависимость  190, 191

— и независимость  190, 191

Задача  207, 232, 233, 240, 241, 247, 248

— постановка  233, 237, 240, 241, 246

— решение  207, 209, 224, 232, 233, 235-237, 240, 241, 245, 246

— когда проблема становится задачей  233

Закон  138, 161, 162, 176, 198, 214, 263

— всеобщий  162

— природы  162, 226, 227

— (юридический)  179, 226, 227

Закономерность  184, 185

— статистическая  263

Законосообразность

Замысел  237, 239

— художественный  239, 245

Застой  64, 74, 82, 85

— жизни  99

Зачатие  85, 87

Здоровье 27-30, 45, 71, 145, 160, 166-169, 264, 266, 270, 271

— нравственное  166

— психическое  276

— умственное  269

— качество и количество  з.  271

— и болезнь  70, 71, 166, 167

     (см. также З. общества)

Здравомыслие  209, 264-267, 269-272

— определение  264, 265

— нездравомыслие  271, 273

— качество и количество  271

Здравый смысл  31, 209, 264-270, 273

— определение  265

— ординарный и неординарный  270

— здравый разум  24

— норма в мышлении  264

— нормальное, здоровое мышление  264, 265, 267, 269

— больное мышление  264, 265, 267, 273

— манерное мышление  265

Зло  71, 98, 143, 144, 148, 163, 165, 167, 204

— моральное  70, 71

— сумма з.  169

Злодейство  274, 275

— гений и злодейство — две вещи несовместные  274

Знание  16, 20, 22, 88, 92, 103, 115, 183, 202, 203, 208, 209, 213, 216, 224, 231, 233, 234, 236, 239-243, 247

— мнимое  16

— научное  81

— многознание  213, 222

— незнание  15, 216

— умение  150, 222, 224, 241

— и благо  224

— и вера  12

Золотая середина  268

— образ меры  251

Золотое правило поведения  13, 148, 157-170, 174

— отрицательная формулировка: "не делай другим того, чего не хочешь, чтобы делали тебе"  148, 157, 163-165

— положительная формулировка: "поступай с другими так, как хотел бы, чтобы поступали с тобой"  148, 157, 163-165

— норма норм  157

— основа морали и права  160

— основа поведения  157

— основание долга  162

— самодостаточно, имеет основание в самом себе  167

— соединяет "хочу" и "надо"  167

— снимает дилемму этики счастья и этики долга  167

— формула свободы  167

— возлюби ближнего твоего как самого себя (Библия)  158, 163, 204

Игра  190, 230

— намек  190

Идеал  205

Идеальное (умственные действия)  240, 245

Идея  8, 20, 24, 210, 211, 222, 228, 231-234, 237-247

— определение  232, 233, 237-240, 246

— мысль Разума  232

— “безумная” (Н.Бор)  247

— гипотетическая  245

— навязчивая, сверхценная или бредовая  246

— познавательная  242-244

— практическая  242, 244, 245

— художественная  244

— критерии определения и.  242

— критерий возможной истинности  242-244

— критерий возможной полезности  242-244

— критерий возможной художественности (эстетичности)  245

— общий методологический критерий  245

— условия выдвижения, состоятельности и.  242

— развернутая в систему мыслей  245, 246

— реализация  245

— функционирование  245

— регулятивная функция  245-247

— синтетическая функция  245, 246

— эвристическая функция  245, 247

— диалектика и.  232, 240

Изменение  85, 139, 262

Измерение  226

Изобретение  103, 239, 246

Иммортализм  86, 91

—  филоиммортализм  91

Имморталист (сторонник идеи бессмертия)  84

Индивид  28, 39, 41, 55, 85, 164, 184

Индивидуализм  174, 194, 201

— крайний  174, 201

Индивидуальное  85, 161, 194, 205, 214, 236, 237, 268, 276

— надиндивидуальное  161, 162, 194

Индивидуальность  194, 197, 236

— творческая  71

— организма  42

Индивидуум  37, 41, 68, 91, 194, 196, 201, 205, 276

Индукция  81, 211, 212, 216, 217, 225, 262

— индуктивное умозаключение  80, 228

Интеллект  53, 56

Интерес  164, 194, 197, 233, 234, 244

— личные и общественные  194

— разность и.  197

Интуиция, интуитивный  12, 33, 185, 210-214, 217-222, 228-236, 238, 241, 242, 246, 261, 265, 271

— случайностный "механизм" мышления  214

— не является достоверным способом познания и оценки  231

— интуитивное мышление — мышление без правил  214

Информация  183-185, 213, 222, 236

— мера  119

Ирония (сократовская)  16

Иррационализм (иррационалист)  184, 185, 203, 216-219, 268, 273

— определение  215, 216

Иррациональное  267

Искусство (художественная деятельность)  103, 190, 207-209, 230, 231

Искусство спора  14

Исповедь  10, 13

— тайна  11

Истина  14-16, 19, 24, 99, 223, 224, 231, 254, 261, 262

— абсолютная  92

— относительная  92

— диалектика абсолютной и относительной истин  92

— принцип конкретности  63

Историческое  214

История  101, 198

Каннибализм  63

Канон  226

Категориальная

— картина мира  см. Мир

— культура мышления  см. Мышление

— структура мира  (см. Мир)

— структура мышления  см. Мышление

Категориальная логика  85, 211, 225, 248, 250, 251, 255, 261, 263

— методологическая функция  261, 262

Категориальное определение  256

— типы  4, 5, 259, 260

   — первичное  250

   — вторичное  250

   — третичное  250

— объективное  258

— мира  251

— естественная система  248, 250

Категорический императив  161-163

Категория  247-249, 251-258, 260-263

— определение 248, 256

— разряд, класс определенного рода понятий  256

— структурный элемент мысли  247, 255, 258

— родительская  256

— философская  248, 250, 255, 257

— иерархия (пирамида)  249

— мышления  209, 248, 250-252, 255, 258

— категориальная форма мышления  248, 257

— осознание категорий  255

— как понятие (категория-понятие)  251, 255, 258

— как вершина пирамиды понятий  249

— и межкатегориальные понятия  256, 257

— и понятие  249, 256

— и субкатегории  256

— и слово  257, 258

     — категориальное и некатегориальное значения слов, обозначающих категории  257

    — этимология категориальных слов  258

— и части речи  252

— пра- или протокатегории  253

— происхождение  249

— пара, семейство категорий  256

— система (сеть) категорий  249, 251, 257, 258, 261, 262

— взаимозависимость противоположных категорий  259

— взаимоопосредствование противоположных категорий  259, 260

— соответствия и антисоответствия между категориями  138, 139, 161

— наглядно-схематическое представление категорий  258, 259

— таблица категорий  258

— выражение в языке  251, 252, 254, 257

   — таблица эквивалентов-  

        заместителей  категорий  252

— язык категорий  261

     (см. Категориальное определение)

Качество  252, 254, 256-258, 262

Качество-мера-количество  255, 256

Качество и количество жизни  см. Жизнь

Качество и количество здоровья  см. Здоровье

Класс (социальная группа)  194
Классификация  249, 262

Классифицирование  249

Клетка (живая)  59

Количество  252, 254, 256, 257, 262

Коллектив  194, 264

Коллективизм  174, 194, 201

— крайний  174, 201

— "удушение посредством объятий"  201

Коммунизм  193, 194, 201, 203

— стыдливый антигуманизм  201

— в идее к. базовым является понятие общего  194

— "коммунисты могут выразить свою теорию одним положением: уничтожение частной собственности" (Маркс и Энгельс)  197

Конечное (конечность)  42, 55, 72, 103, 111, 113, 114, 128, 139

— и бесконечное  38, 40, 42, 72, 90, 91, 124, 128

Конечность существования  45, 54, 58, 93, 119

— живых организмов  63

— человека  63, 95, 96

— бренность, пустота и ничтожность с.  92

     (см. также Существование)

Конечность и бесконечность существования  39, 42, 47, 48, 89-91, 124, 128

Конкуренция

— здоровая  98, 144

— экономическая  197

Консерватизм  220

Консультирование  см. Философское к.

Конфликт, противоречие-конфликт  191, 197, 223

Конфликтная ситуация  12

Космос  190, 191

Косность  220

Красота  27, 28, 87, 99, 103, 138, 139, 143, 149, 223, 224, 275

Критика, критическое мышление  10, 227, 239, 241, 271

Круг  как образ-символ бесконечности, обратимости, порядка, внутреннего противоречия и т. д.  85, 251

Круг времени  251

Круговорот вечный  82

Культура  31, 52, 94, 99, 106-108, 110, 149, 219

— массовая  52

— материальная и духовная  65, 99

— современная  52

— танцевальная  см. Танец

— физическая  140, 151, 195

— действия в любви  151

— чувства в любви  151

Курение  168, 169

— вред к.  168

Легковерие  271

Либерал  173-175

Либерализм  171-175, 191, 192

— идеология свободного человека  171

— л. и гуманизм соразмерны друг другу  173

Ликей  18

Лирика  147

— дистантная любовь  147

— и эротика  147

     (см. также Любовь)

Личность  28, 42, 84, 130, 149, 162, 169, 194, 195, 196, 236

— л. (лицо) и общество  198

Логика  15, 25, 30, 42, 84, 185, 207, 210, 211, 213, 214, 218, 219, 221, 222, 225, 227, 231-239, 241, 246, 261, 265, 271

— вероятностная  212, 225

— дедуктивная  см. Дедукция

— диалектическая  225

— индуктивная  см. Индукция

— категориальная (см. Категориальная логика)

— математическая (символическая)  225

— многозначная  211, 212, 225

— органическая  225

— схоластическая  254

— формальная  225

— рассудочная  217

— человекоубийственная  44, 48

— дела  72

— законы л.  214

— “система определений мышления”

— логическое мышление есть мышление по правилам  214

— необходимостный "механизм" мышления  214

Любовь  86-88, 90-99, 103, 109, 110, 116, 117, 119, 126, 131, 132, 137-156, 169, 189, 190, 230, 275

— определение  138, 139

— безответная, неразделенная  12, 146, 147

— виртуальная  146, 147

— духовная  147

— живая  146

— идеальная  145

— культурная  151

— ненормальная  146, 147

— несчастная  12

— нормальная  143, 145, 146

— определение нормальной л.  145

— отклонения  145

— платоническая

— полноценная  147, 150, 151

— половая  85, 95, 140, 142, 145, 146, 150-152, 156

— разделенная  145

— реальная  145

— семейная  46-48

— физическая  151, 195

— патология л.  145, 147

— л.-секс  140, 141

— и секс  140, 141, 150

— занятие л.  149

— чувство, противоположное ненависти  95, 137, 138

— л.-чувство  95, 98, 137-140, 149, 150, 164

— л.-деятельность  95, 97-99, 137-140, 145, 149, 150

— деятельность ума, души и тела  95, 137, 149, 150

— к детям  142, 275

— к родителям  142

— любовная жизнь  139

— любовная игра  151-154

— любовная связь  95, 139, 142

— абсолютизация  144

— любовная интуиция  150

— любовный расчет  150

— стыд и стыдливость в любви  154, 155

— и ненависть  205

— есть гармония двух гармоний: физической и духовной  150, 151

— мощнейший двигатель-фактор жизни  143

— проповедь всеобщей любви  144, 204

— жизненная важность л.  144

— как самоценность  144

— любящий (субъект л.)  144, 145

— любимый  (объект л.)  144, 145

— раздвигает рамки конечной жизни человека  95

— ответственна за воспроизводство живой жизни  99

— л. — творчество живого, животворчество  99

— и творчество  86, 99, 144, 206

— поэзия и солнце жизни (В.Г.Белинский)  142

     (см. также Борьба, Лирика, Мужчина и женщина, Пол, Секс, Танец, Эротика)

Любовь и творчество — проявления бессмертного начала в смертном существе  86

Люди  165, 172

Майевтика (повивальное искусство, по Сократу)  16

Математика  111, 112, 114, 226

— классическая (теоретико-множественная)  114

— интуиционистская  114

Материализация  245

Материальное  245

— см. Физическое

Материя  252, 257

Мера  145, 160, 161, 164, 167, 251, 253, 258, 265, 268

— общая  165

Месть  167

Метафизика

Метод  263

— антитез  10, 22

— альтернатив/вариантов  10

— вопросов и ответов  10, 16

— рассказа-лекции  10

— выслушивания-исповеди  10

— повествования  10

Методология  263

Мечта  230

Мизантроп  143, 174

Мир  12, 26, 64, 93, 103, 107, 116, 143, 172, 202, 250, 261

— объективный  249

— окружающий (наш м.)  115, 142

— неорганический  260

— картина  260

     — библейская  261

     — научная  261

     — физическая  261

     — философская  260

     — категориальная  250, 260, 261

— категориальная структура  4, 250

    (см. также Категориальное определение)

Мистика, мистическое  101, 202, 203, 216, 231

— умонастроение  106, 215, 231, 232, 273

Мистицизм  47, 48, 218, 220, 231

Мнение  227, 243

Молодость  33, 113, 119

Молодые  64, 65, 67, 68, 94, 155

Мораль (нравственность) 14, 15, 19, 69, 149, 157, 159, 161, 163-166, 170, 203

— определение  166

— официальная  148, 201

— половая, сексуальная  148, 155

— репрессивная  148, 155

— нравственность не самоценна, а является естественным продолжением жизни-здоровья конкретного человека  166

Мудрость  9, 13, 19, 30, 44, 123, 211, 220, 223, 224

— любовь к м.  91

— абсолютная  91

— ложная (лжемудрость)  9, 273

— практическая  13

— житейская  14, 22, 26, 27, 30, 31

Мужчина и женщина  84, 87, 95, 98, 99, 135, 138-143, 145, 151-155, 200, 205, 223

— гармония м. и ж.  151

— половое общение  95, 137, 139-142, 151, 155

Музыка  108

Мысль  6, 8, 15, 16, 24, 25, 30, 44, 53, 101, 207, 210, 211, 213, 214, 229, 237-239, 241, 242, 250, 254, 258, 261, 265, 268

— гигант м.  108

— сила  5

— система мыслей  245, 246

— форма  227

— и действие  3

— и смысл  266

— труд мысли  224, 272

Мышление  6, 26, 33, 114, 203, 207-209, 213, 215, 216, 218, 220, 221, 226, 228, 229, 232, 233, 237-240, 246, 250, 256, 261, 263, 265-268, 270

— определение  207

— афористическое  215

— вероятностное  211, 212, 215, 219, 225, 228

— дедуктивное  см. Дедукция

— диалектическое  см. Разум

— дискурсивное  215, 219

— естественное  255

— коллективное  224

— логическое  226, 227

— мистическое  215

— образное, картинное  230

— обыденное  255

— парадоксальное  265

— творческое  220, 271

— философское  255

— эмпирическое  215, 218

— м. о мышлении, метамышление  207, 221

— гибкость  222

— жесткость  222

— качества  223

— отрицательные качества  220

— положительные качества  220

— способности  185, 209, 210-212, 215, 220-223

— структура  222

— типы  215, 219

— эволюция  222

— и язык  250, 255

— и познание  207

— не является видом познания  209

— категориальное  259

— категориальная культура  251

— категориальная логика  (см. Категориальная логика)

— категориальная структура  256

— категориальный аппарат  248

— категориальный строй  85, 247, 248, 249, 250, 253, 261

— (стихийно сложившаяся) система категорий мышления  250, 251

— ум ярок, рассудок ясен, разум глубок  220

— мы не можем мыслить ни одного предмета иначе, как при помощи категорий (И.Кант)  248

      (см. также Здравый смысл, Интеллект, Категория, Логика, Разум, Рассудок, Ум)

Наблюдение  225, 230, 239, 240, 260, 263

Надежда  50, 51

— притча о н.  51

Наитие  211, 229, 268

Намерение  193

— "благими намерениями дорога в ад вымощена"  193

Наслаждение  30, 143, 149, 164

— любовное  149, 153-155

Наркомания  12

Наркоман  168

Насилие  52, 200, 277

Настоящее  69, 114-116

Натуралистический редукционизм  64

Натурфилософия, философия природы  24

Наука  22, 23, 47, 84, 94, 99, 101, 114, 202, 231, 260

— спор н. и религии  202

Народ  166

Национализм  201

Нация  105, 166, 203, 264

Небытие  47, 61, 69, 70, 97, 119

— пустота  55

— внутри бытия  119

Неверующий  200, 202, 203

Недомыслие  168

Независимость  175, 190, 191

     (см. также Зависимость)

Необратимость  138, 139, 251

Необходимость  138, 161, 167, 175-178, 180, 183-191, 214

— взаимоопосредствование н. и случайности  187, 188

— и случайность  161

Необходимость-случайность  255

Непрерывное  238, 256

Неравенство  139, 204, 205

Несчастье  34, 35, 131, 133

Нетерпимость  135

Нигилизм  57

Ничто  56, 105, 128

— гегелевское н.   56

Новизна  119

— мера актуального бессмертия  119

Новое  63, 64, 68, 87, 103, 230, 234, 239, 240, 246, 247

— воспринимать  68

— творить  68

— и старое  87, 98, 145, 173

— небывалое  63, 64, 234

Нонконформизм  61

Норма  145, 157, 163, 164, 226, 268

— н.-оптимум  166

— патология  145

— нормальное  203

— анормальное  203

Нравственность  см. Мораль

Обман  223

Образ жизни  

— здоровый  124

— подвижный  126

— сидячий  29

Обратимость  138, 251

Обстановка  181

Обстоятельства  180, 181, 189, 191, 195, 205, 223

— стечение обстоятельств  181, 252

— человека образуют обстоятельства (Песталоцци)  195

Общее  8, 15, 23, 83, 85, 131, 161, 194, 236, 237, 262

— и частное  8, 221, 268

Общежитие человеческое  157, 164, 170

Общение  95, 137, 174, 200

— виртуальное  127

— моральное  164

— соблюдение баланса между о. и уединением  126

     (см. также Мужчина и женщина)

Общественное (социальное)  194, 195, 200, 268

— абсолютизация  195, 196

Общественный строй  195, 196, 199

Общество (человеческое)  37, 42, 55, 65, 67, 91, 94, 95, 99, 100, 106, 107, 110, 129, 162, 165, 166, 172, 191, 194, 195, 197, 198, 200, 204, 239, 259

— больное, гибнущее о.  168

— больное о. в юридическом смысле  166

— открытое  174

— свободное  174

— современное  94, 95, 148

— цивилизованное  94

— здоровье о. (нормальная жизнь людей в о.) 160, 166

— современное о. проводит антидетскую политику  95

Общность социальная  201

Объект  191, 196, 208, 209, 221, 233, 237, 247, 252

— человек как о.  202

Обычай  173, 174

Опосредствование, опосредование  186-189, 221

Определение (понятия)  15, 16

Опредмечивание  209, 237

Опровержение  227

Оптимизм  57, 126

Опыт (человеческий)  210, 218, 224, 230, 239, 243, 245, 260

— индивидуальный, личный  224

— умственный  245

— чувственный  218, 245

Ораторское искусство  30

      (см. Риторика)

Организация  196

— вера во всесилие о.  196

Организм (живой) 38-40, 42, 59, 63, 64, 67, 90, 124, 125, 129, 182, 183, 186, 236, 252

— человека  29, 126, 187

— одноклеточный  37, 39, 40, 72, 128, 129, 182, 186, 187

— многоклеточный  38-41, 59, 72, 128, 129, 187

— и род  42

Орфизм  14

Освоение (обживание) космического пространства  67, 129, 190

Особенное  24, 83, 131

Остроумие  211, 220

Ответственность  181, 196

Отдельное  8, 161

Отдых (как форма деятельности)  126

Откровение  20

Открытие  239, 246

Отмирание (клеток)  59

Отражение  208, 209

— отражательная деятельность

— чувственные формы  209

Отрицательное, отрицательность  417

Отчаяние  46, 48-50, 52

Ошибка  229

Ощущение  208, 268

Память  213, 233

Память потомков  104

Парадокс  216, 265

— свободы  см. Свобода

Парадоксальность, парадоксальный  220

Переселение душ см. Душа

Перемещение  262

Пессимизм  46, 47

— пессимистическая философия  70

Письменность  16, 102, 157

Питание  полноценное, сбалансированное  126, 151

Поведение  181, 190, 216, 263

— виртуальное  127

— правило п.  163

     (см. также Золотое правило поведения)

Познание (познавательная деятельность)  46, 92, 101, 103, 114, 207-209, 233, 237, 244, 247, 262

— научное  242, 245

— перевод материального в идеальный план  209

Покой  85, 138, 262

Поколение  68, 94, 106, 107, 123

— живое общение  66

— преемственность  65

— связь  65

— сосуществование  65

— сотрудничество  67

— смена  64, 65, 67, 123, 129

— умножение  66, 123

Пол  84, 140, 145, 146, 152

— половое соответствие  152

— половое несоответствие 152, 153

— равенство полов  145

Половая жизнь  148

Половая потребность  140, 146

     (см. также Самоудовлетворение)

Половое влечение  139

Половое желание  141, 146, 149

Половое общение  см. Мужчина и женщина  

Половые различия  84

Политика  20, 25

Понятие  227, 233, 251

— путаница  257

Порок  197

Порядок (упорядоченность)  138, 184, 185, 203, 214, 216, 225-227, 251

— и беспорядок, хаос  215

Потомки  108, 109, 123

Потомство  88, 102, 103

— забота о п.  92

Потребность  166, 180, 182, 190, 208, 209, 237

Посюстороннее  84

Потенциальное  84

Потустороннее  84, 202

Похороны  75, 78

Правило  226

Право  159, 160, 170

— определение  166

— это взаимодопущение и взаимоограничение свободы  167

— не самоценно, а является естественным продолжением нравственности  166

Правонарушение  166

Правопорядок  179

Практика (управляюще-преобразовательная деятельность)  207, 209, 231, 237, 240, 243, 245, 262

— перевод идеального в материальный план  209

— юридическая  226

Практическая философия  3, 4, 6, 7, 12-14, 16, 17, 20, 22, 24-27, 33, 56

— определение  3, 4, 5

— цель  3

— суть  7

— практическая и житейская философия не одно и тоже  5

— центр  12, 13

Практический философ  4, 8-10, 13, 14, 18, 19, 32

— определение  5

— институт практических философов  5, 9

— ассоциация  12

— искусство  8

— цели работы  9

— методы и формы работы  9

— организация работы  12

— условия работы  12

— правила поведения  11

Предки  108, 109, 123

— уважение к п.  109

Предмет  252

Предположение  228, 229, 242, 247

— отличие от догадки  228

Предрассудок  243

Представление  227, 233

Прекрасное  86-89, 101, 138

      (см. Красота)

Преобразование (преобразоват. деятельность)  208, 247

Прерывное  см. Дискретное

Преступление  166, 181

Призвание  180

Природа  24, 62, 63, 82, 103, 143, 172, 196, 200, 202, 239, 240

— вторая п., созданная трудом человека  202

— живая (органическая)  37, 63, 67, 90, 107, 124, 125, 129, 190, 259, 260

— симметрия  81

Причина  253, 263

Причинность (причинная связь)  216

Проб и ошибок метод (путь)  240, 241, 263

Проблема  233

Прогресс  39, 62, 64, 66, 69, 74, 105, 243

— исторический  64

— материальный  172

— научно-технический  172, 191

— жизни  66, 92

— культуры  94, 106

— п. в деле свободы  171, 175, 187, 190, 192

Продление жизни  см. Долголетие

Продолжение рода  42, 47, 142

— есть реальное биологическое бессмертие высших организмов  42

— продолжение человеческого рода  93, 95, 98, 106, 107, 109, 139, 142

Проект  237, 239, 245

Произвол  176, 178-181

— воля в форме случайности (Гегель)  178

Пространство  92, 101, 103, 107, 116, 252, 257, 262

— виртуальное  127

— жизненное  66, 67, 129

— космическое  67, 129

— человеческое  96

Пространство-время  255

Противоположность  138

— гармоническая  138

— взаимопереход противоположностей  81, 82

— необратимый переход одной п. в другую  81, 82

— взаимоопосредствование противоположностей  см. Взаимоопосредствование

Противоречие логическое  16

Противоречие реальное, диалектическое  232, 245, 262

— гармоническое  138, 146

— проблемное  246

— специфическое п. мышления  237

— субъект-объектное  247

Противоречие смертности и бессмертия  123


Психика, психическое (духовное)  147, 163, 207-209, 233

Психиатр  32

Психолог  10, 32, 137

Психология  25, 69

— гуманистическая  69

Психопат  143

Пуританизм  195

Рабство  178, 181, 191

Равенство людей  138, 160, 204, 205

— моральное  164

— всеобщее р., если и возможно, то только как р. в бедности  205

     (см. также Пол)

Разговор  14

— откровенный  10, 13

— по душам  10

Развитие  40, 61, 129, 191, 222, 232, 237-240, 262

— гармоническое  126

— индивидуальное  41

— цикл р.  64, 125

— рождение, юность, зрелость, старость, смерть  125

Различие  138, 263

Размножение  37, 38, 67, 90, 129, 130

— величайшее завоевание жизни  37

— половое  39, 40, 42, 90, 91, 128

Разум  I (способность мышления вообще) 24, 43, 88, 107, 130, 150, 203, 204, 216, 217, 267, 268

— авторитет р.  216

— разумное  24, 267

— и пренебрежение разумом и ориентация только на разум нечеловечны, а то и бесчеловечны  204

Разум II (высшая способность мышления)  207, 210-212, 214, 218-222, 228, 231, 232

— диалектическое мышление  215, 232

— свободное мышление  214

— осуществляет органический синтез, взаимоопосредствование ума и рассудка  212

— отличие разумного от рассудочного  24

Разумизм  218, 219

Раса  203

Расизм  201

Распредмечивание  209, 237

Рассудизм  219

Рассудительность  88, 211, 220

Рассудок  8, 24, 55, 150, 185, 210-215, 219-222, 226, 227, 231

— есть жесткость мышления

— рассудочная мысль бьется в тисках "или"  177

Рассудочность  214, 215, 220

Рассуждение  10, 20, 42, 214, 225-227, 231, 234, 235, 258

Растение  62, 63, 143, 183

Расчет  186, 221, 222, 228, 235

— трезвый  33

Рационализм  (рационалист)  203, 216-219

— определение  215, 216

— критический  218

Рациональное  219

Реальное  240

Реальность  240, 257

— окружающая  237

— эстетическая  239

Результат  253, 263

Религиозный фундаментализм  201

Религия  14, 21, 47, 48, 84, 100, 111

— христианская  45

Релятивизм, релятивист  214

Решение  183-186

Ригоризм  161

Риск  180, 203

Риторика  18, 254

Род (как сообщество живых организмов, существ)  37, 39, 40, 42, 108, 109

— бессмертие  см. Бессмертие

— продолжение см. Продолжение рода

Родовое  85, 214, 236, 237

Рождаемость  93, 94

— уровень  65, 93

Рождение  60, 65, 68, 80, 87

— и смерть  61, 68, 80, 105

Самовнушение  49

Самообожествление  54

Самопознание  15

Самосовершенствование  147, 196

Самосознание  15, 130

Самосохранение  106

— инстинкт  48, 79

Самоотверженность, самопожертвование  см. Альтруизм

Самостоятельность  175, 182, 196

Самоубийство (суицид)  12, 32, 44, 45, 144, 203, 264, 272

— психогенное  44

Самоубийца  60, 276

Самоудовлетворение  140, 146, 147

Сверхъестественное  202

Свобода  15, 103, 115, 160, 167, 171-184, 186-188, 191, 192

— определение  175, 186

— всеобщая  174, 201

— индивидуальная  174, 201

— неограниченная  179

— с. выбора  177, 184

— возможность выбора  177, 180, 181

— "парадокс свободы"  178, 179

— степень свободы I  174, 184, 186-188, 191

— степень свободы II (с. с. объекта — независимая характеристика, необходмая для однозначного определения положения объекта)  186, 187

— формула свободы  186

— виды  (свободомыслие, свобода убеждений, совести, вероисповедания, воли, социальная, политическая свобода, свобода слова, собраний, объединений, передвижения, местожительства, экономическая, творческая свобода, свобода любви)  171, 172

— и ответственность  181

— "познанная необходимость"  178

— неограниченной, абсолютной свободы не бывает  179

Своеволие  177, 180, 198

— определение  177

Свойство  252

Связь  138

Секс  137, 140-143, 149, 150

— любовь-секс  см. Любовь

— жизнь  155

— культура с.  149

— техника с.  150

— оргазм  153-155

— у животных  141

     (см. также Эротика)

Сексуальная революция  146, 154

Сексуальность  140

Сексология  137

Сексопатология  137

Семейно-брачные отношения  91

Семья  93-95, 107, 264

— малодетная  94

Силлогизм  228

Симметрия  82

Симметрия-асимметрия  81

Синтез  262

Система  262

Системный подход  262

Скептицизм  271

— здоровый  203, 271

Скука  119

— зевок небытия (С.Я.Маршак)  119

Слава  28, 30, 102, 103, 105, 106, 121

— вечная  104

— бессмертная  88, 89

— посмертная  104

— геростратова  106

Случай  177, 189, 190, 213, 252

— счастливый  184

Случайность  102, 139, 161, 167, 175-178, 180, 183, 185-191, 214, 252, 253, 263

— отрицание с.  177

— случайнобоязнь  177

— выбора  184

— обстановки, обстоятельств  181

— с. рождения  181, 191

Смекалка  223

Смелость  231

Смертная казнь  44, 170, 206

— отмена с. к.  206

Смертное  87-89, 93

Смертность  39, 40, 44, 45, 47, 48, 53, 54, 57, 58, 69, 71-74, 83, 84, 128

— и бессмертие  37, 39, 42, 43, 48, 73-75, 83, 85, 86, 90-92, 119, 120, 123, 124, 128

— см. Противоречие с. и бессмертия

Смерть  27, 37-41, 43-49, 54, 55, 58, 60-70, 72-79, 89, 94-101, 105, 106, 111, 115, 121, 126-130, 170

— определение  40, 59

— "значение" с.  69, 73, 74

— физическая, телесная  84, 92, 127

— преждевременная  58

— ранняя  58

— безвременная кончина  58

— клиническая  58

— как Абсолют  44, 52-54, 56

— мыслительные абсолютизации с.  44

— эмоциональные абсолютизации с.  48

— "смерть Вуду"  45, 49

— страх с.  46, 48, 49, 52, 53, 56, 69, 97, 115

— апология с. в культуре  52, 57

— борьба со смертью  60

— смерти нет оправдания  61

— запрограммированный характер  41

— могильное уничтожение  47, 48

— есть необратимый процесс  80

— превращение живого в труп  128, 129

Смысл  266

Смысл жизни  9, 43, 53, 54, 70, 90, 96, 100, 131, 143, 206

— взаимосвязь с. ж. и счастья  131

Собеседник  10, 14, 16, 17, 19

Собеседование  10, 11, 13, 17

Собственность  160

— общая  194

— общественная  194, 197

— частная  196, 197

Совершенство  205

Совершенствование  145, 205

— духовное  126

— физическое  126

— со-совершенствование  127

Совесть  163, 273, 275

— муки  274, 275

Сознание  208, 233, 234, 236, 237

— индивидуальное  243

— цейтнота  69, 70

Сомнение  203, 238

— методологическое  239

Сон  241

— и бодрствование  81-83

Сообщество  40, 109

Соревнование  98, 144

Сострадание  163

Софист (философ, учитель мудрости, жизни)  9, 13, 14

Софистика  9

Сохранение  85, 138, 262

— и изменение  85

Социализм  193-195, 198

— казарменный  193

— в идее с. базовым является понятие общества  194

Спасение души  135

Специфическое  8, 85, 138

Способность выбора  182, 183, 191

— волевой момент с. в.  183, 184

— сознательный момент с.в.  183

Способность суждения (И.Кант)  8, 23

Справедливость  15, 16, 88, 205

Сравнение  263

— всякое с. хромает  81

Среда  37, 38, 39

— внешняя  38-40

— культурная  202

— окружающая  38, 39, 126, 190

— обитания  182, 202

— условия  39, 40

— охрана окружающей  95, 202

— см. Деятельность

Средство  252, 262, 263

     (см. Деятельность)

Становление  63, 82, 83, 91, 187, 190, 232, 238, 240, 262

— живой природы  63, 72, 124, 125, 129

— как прогресс в деле свободы  187

Старик  41, 64, 65, 68, 78, 118, 222

Старое  63, 87

Старость  39, 41, 51, 78, 87, 119, 125, 130, 158, 222

Столкновение  138

Стратацид  136

Страх  33, 49-53, 56, 57

— панический  50

Страх смерти см. Смерть

Страхование  33

Стрела времени  251

Структура  262

Стыдливость  154

— бесстыдство  154

Субъект  191, 195, 196, 202, 208, 209, 237, 247, 252

Субъективное и объективное  232, 233, 237

Суеверие  49

Суждение  227, 228

Существование  38

— индивидуальное  119

— личное  162

— нескончаемое  57, 66, 91

— спартанское  195

— человеческое  56, 61, 63, 97

— бесконечность с.  85, 91, 124

— конечность с.  90, 92, 124, 129

— философия  56

— борьба за с.  67, 129

Сущность  254, 263

Счастье  28-30, 69, 88, 110, 131-135, 146, 150, 164

— личное  134

— 9/10 нашего счастья зависят исключительно от здоровья (Шопенгауэр)  30

— единство удовлетворенности и неудовлетворенности

— и результат везения, и результат борьбы-труда  132

Табу  49

Тайна  216, 232

— сохранение  10

— исповеди  см.  Исповедь

— бытия  20

— смерти  43

Талант  71, 103, 109

Танец, танцевальная культура  152

— своеобразный двойник любви  152
Творение  92, 101, 102, 108, 230

Творец  102

Творчество (творческий процесс)  71, 86, 90, 91, 93, 99, 100, 103, 105, 107, 109, 110, 119, 127, 132, 143, 144, 147-149, 151, 206, 236, 239, 240, 247, 274

— философское  23

— научное  48

— вдохновение  151, 220, 229, 230

— со-творчество  127

— творческий труд  103, 126

— есть любовь к добру, красоте, истине  99

Текст  16, 17, 30, 254

Телесное  87, 141, 147

Тело  252

— кристаллическое  37, 38, 39, 183

— неорганическое  183

— человека  28, 29, 46, 57, 83-85, 88, 89, 97, 122, 126, 128, 137, 141, 151, 152

     (см. Душа)

Теология  26

Теория  260

— и жизнь  193

Теория классов (деления общества на классы)  173

— идеология классового подхода преступна, антигуманна  201

Террор  135, 201, 272

Терроризм ядерный  57

Террористы-камикадзе  79

Техника  94

Типическое  85

Тирания  178, 179

Тождество  85, 138, 263

Тоталитаризм механистический  198, 199

Традиция  173, 174

Тревога  33

Труд  108, 131, 180

— соблюдение баланса между т. и отдыхом  126

— т.-творчество  99

— подневольный, нетворческий  100

— и отдых  126

— физический  208

Убеждение  239, 241

Убийство  52, 170, 205, 206, 272, 274-277

Убийца  144, 205, 206, 274-277

— людоед  276

Уважение  162

— к человеку  204

Ужас  47, 48, 56

— ужас смерти (Хайдеггер)  56

— "метафизика ужаса"  52, 53

Ум (мышление вообще)  15, 16, 27, 28, 30, 89, 137, 151, 213

Ум  (интуитивная способность мышления)  8, 150, 210-215, 220-222, 224, 229

— гибкость мышления  214

Умение  150, 224, 241

Умирание  45, 46, 59, 61, 75

— определение  59

— культура  76

Умный  213, 224

Умозаключение  211, 227

— дедуктивное  212

Умонастроение  229

Управление  185, 208

Управляюще-преобразовательная деятельность  см. Практика

Устойчивость  85, 214

— и изменчивость  85, 214

Утешение  33, 47

— жанр  21, 78

— утешение философией  9, 12, 20, 34

Утопизм  135

Фанатизм  271

— религиозный  202, 267

Фантазия  230, 264, 265, 267

Физическое (материальное)  208, 209

Философ  6, 10, 17, 20, 25, 37, 46, 91, 101, 110, 111, 114, 248, 261

— практический  см. Практический ф.

— профессиональный  6, 9

— универсальный мыслитель  6

— утешитель  78

— контакт ф. с нефилософом  16

Философия  3-5, 7, 8, 14, 15, 21-26, 42, 43, 46, 62, 84, 91, 260

— жизненная  5, 31

— жизни  30, 56

— житейская  5, 7, 26, 27

— кухонная  25

— личная  35

— марксистская  172, 177

— моральная  24

— практическая  см. Практическая ф.

— чистая (теоретическая)  24

— существования  см. Существование

— популяризация (популярная)  19, 22, 23, 24

— практическая роль, функция (значение)  3, 19, 21, 23

— наука об исцелении души (Цицерон)  19

— незримо присутствует в сознании людей  6

— преподавание  9

— индивидуальное обучение  13

Философская терапия  (утешение и лечение философией)  9, 21

Философский платонизм  8

Философское консультирование  9-11, 13

Философствование  15, 19

— практическое  13

Формальная логика  см. Логика

Хамство  169

Характер  28, 30

Химическая связь  38

Хитрость  223

— слабость ума (Гегель)  223

Хотение  161

— случайность х.  180, 181

Художественная деятельность см. Искусство

Целое  262

— органическое  138

— и часть  262

Цель  72, 176, 193, 233, 253, 254, 262

— и средство  193, 194

Частное 8, 23, 262

Человек  3, 5, 6, 8, 41, 43-45, 48, 57, 58, 62, 63, 67, 69, 72, 73, 79, 81-83, 85, 89, 93, 95, 97, 99-101, 103, 106-111, 114, 116, 122, 124, 125, 128, 129, 132, 133, 135, 139-141, 143, 160-162, 164, 165, 168, 172, 176, 179-182, 187, 190, 191, 194, 195, 197, 200-206, 216, 217, 237, 264, 276

— полноценный  142

— развитой  165

— свободный  173, 174

— воспроизводство ч.  93-95

— многообразие человеческих типов  201

— охрана человека как живого существа  95

— обязанности ч.  167, 179

— права ч.  167, 179

— сущность человека  100, 161

— Человек с большой буквы  205

— и человечество  195, 200

— целостен в своих жизненных проявлениях  141

— лишь философу по плечу всеохватный взгляд на человека  6

— не терпит пустоты  73

— не биологическое (природное) и не социальное существо  200

— мера всех вещей (Протагор)  103

— нет крепче основания чем сам человек для себя  162

— "человек умер"  52

— ч., не любящий себя, не может любить другого  163

— ч. для человека — высшая ценность  200, 202

— каждый ч. — это целый мир  276

Человеколюбие  204

Человечность  157, 173, 174, 200

— безотчетный, непосредственный, стихийный гуманизм  200, 201, 203

— бесчеловечность  203, 204

     (см. также Гуманизм, Достоинство)

Человечество  47, 67, 85, 94, 96, 100, 105-107, 110, 124, 129, 130, 134, 160, 165, 190, 193, 197, 264

— гибель  57

— единство и многообразие ч.  200

— любовь к  ч.  97, 194, 204

Честолюбие  88

Честь  28, 102

Чувство (эмоция)  150, 163, 208, 209, 217, 219, 220, 229, 231, 236, 264, 265, 268

— общее (Аристотель)  266

— и действие  в любви  151

Чудо  232

Чутье  211, 229, 230

Эволюция  39, 85

— биологическая  62, 64

— живой природы  63, 67, 124, 129

Эвтаназия  75

— "хорошая" смерть  75

— определение  75

— закон об э.  77

Эгоизм  44, 54, 194

Эзотерика  14

Экогуманизм  202
Экономика  94

Эксперимент  239, 240, 260, 263

— социальный  193

Эмоция  см. Чувство

Эмпиризм  216-219

— абсолютизация промежуточной способности мышления, вероятностного подхода  216

Эрос  88

Эротика  147

— контактная любовь  147

Эрудиция  213

Этика  157

— долга  161, 167

— счастья  167

— у древних  20, 24-26

Юность  64, 130

Я, ego  164, 165, 200, 264

— и другой  164

— и мы  200

Явление  253, 263
Язык  249, 250, 251, 258

— грамматика  234

— история  258

— структура  252

— членораздельная речь  252
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� See: Д.Тейчман, К.Эванс. Философия для начинающих. (See D Teichman, C Evans: Philosophy for Beginners) — Transl. from English, М. (=Moscow), 1997. p. 211. Authors of this book write in chapter ‘Influence of philosophy on life’: ‘Has philosophy relationship with problems of real life?’


Yes, it has.


Philosophy helps to formulate clearly a problem, and clear understanding of a problem is useful, when man stands in front of real choice of life.


Philosophy analyzes complicated ideas, and clear understanding of complicated ideas often is unavoidable preliminary condition of making reasonable decisions.


Philosophy examines the possible explanations of numerous abstract matters, such as correct and incorrect reasoning, justice and injustice, knowledge and value. More accurate understanding of that kind of abstract concepts allows to understand better life and its possibilities.


Philosophy examines old forgotten questions and new problems, not being reasoned before. Otherwise it would be impossible to decide in advance, whether they have relationship with the real life.’





� See: Радхакришнан С. Индийская философия. (Radhhakrishnan S. Indian philosophy) М., 1956. P. 1. p. 80.


� See: Аверьянов А.Н. Системное познание мира (Averyanov A.N. Systematic recognition of the World). М., 1985. p. 30.


� Both meanings of the expression ’sense of life’ come from the meaning of the word ‘смысл’ (sense, meaning). In the dictionary of the Russian language by S.I. Ozhegov (С.И. Ожегов, 1991) this word is explained so: 1. Contents, meaning of sth, 2. perceived by reason’


� Мэзия Д. Живая клетка (Mezia D. Living cage). М., 1962. P. 67.


� Ламонт К. Иллюзия бессмертия (Lamont C. The Illusion of immortality). М., 1984. P . 83.


� Дильман В.М. Большие биологические часы (Dilman V.M. Great biological clocks). М., 1981. P. 14.


� Дильман В.М. Большие биологические часы (Dilman V.M. Great biological clocks). М., 1981. P. 16.


� Here I counterposition my view against that of Hegel, stating that ‘life as such carries in it the embryo of death’ (Гегель. Энцикл.филос.наук (Hegel. Encycl. of philos. sciences). V.1, М., 1974, p. 206 /§ 81/. See also § 92). Mortality in no way is the internal property of any life. Monocellulars carry no embryo of death.


� Ламонт К. Иллюзия бессмертия (Lamont C. The Illusion of Immortality). М., 1984. P. 15.


� See: Буль П.И. Психотерапия, гипноз, внушение и современная медицина (Bull P.I. Psychoterapy, hypnose, suggestion and the modern medicine). P (=St Petersburg)., 1979. P. 23.


� Короленко Ц.П., Фролова Г.В. Вселенная внутри тебя (Korolenko T.P. The Universe inside you). Novosibirsk. “Наука” (Science), 1979. P. 129-130.


� See: Платон. Собр. соч (Plato. Coll. works). in 4 vols. Vol. 2, М., 1993. P. 14, 38, 39.


� See: Мечников И.И. Этюды о природе человека (Metshnikov I.I. Studies in human nature). Ch. IX.


� See: Мечников И.И. Этюды о природе человека (Metshnikov I.I. Studies in human nature). Ch. IX.


� Ламонт К. Иллюзия бессмертия (Lamont C. The Illusion of Immortality). М., 1984. P. 95.


� Короленко Ц.П., Фролова Г.В. Вселенная внутри тебя (Korolenko T.P. The Universe inside you). Novosibirsk. “Наука” (Science), 1979. P. 25-28. 


� Бомбар А. За бортом по своей воле (Bombard A. Outside of one’s will). М., 1958. P. 7-8.


� Папазовы Дончо и Юлия. С “Джу” через Тихий океан (Papapzovy Dontsho and Julia. With ’Ju’ across the Pacific). М., 1983. P. 81. See also p. 72, 68, 78-79, 80.
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� The expression ’randomness of willing’ is found at Hegel (see his ‘Encyclopedy of philosophic sciences’, v. 1, § 145). So he defined the contents of the concept ’arbitrary rule’
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� See: "Количественные методы в социологии" (Qualitative methods in sociology), М., 1966. P. 40. 
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� It must not be missed this term with the term ‘counterculture’. counterculture is protesting culture. Counterculture is protesting culture, in it there may be both positive and negative moments for culture.


� This phrase may give the impression that I offend the West and praise the Soviet Union. This is not so. That phenomenon of anticulture, the features of which I will be listing below, has not existed at us. We had our perversions of culture or our anticulture. Of them (perversions) I will be writing in the book ‘Critics of Marxism and Communism’ (1997, 2th edition 2009). Ther is no comprehensive phenomenon of anticulture. It is manifold as are manifolds of diseases. Because anticulture is the disease of culture. And then. Aren’t there deficiencies in the West, all is there good?! From Soviet Union having been evil by many parameters, in no way follows that the West is unambiguously good and on its lighted image there is no spots.
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� With ’man’ here I mean both separate person and different communities of people, and mankind as a whole.


� An old famous truth: the growing generation is educated mainly by examples. If young people see bad examples, then they are loaded with the energy of these bad examples. And vice versa. This is what Seneca has written two thousand years ago: ‘If you want to be liberated from vices, stay away from vicious examples. Niggard, seducer, savage, perfidious, all what would spoil you, even if they are near to you. Go away from them, live with Cato, Leli, Tuberon, and if you have spirit for Greeks, be with Socrates, with Zenon, (..) Live with Crisippon, with Posidon. They give you knowledge of divine, human, they invite you to be active and not only speak beautifully, strewing pleasant words to the enjoyment of listeners, but also to condition the soul and be strong against threat.’ - Seneca. Moral letters to Lucillus, 104, 21-22.





� Justifying themselves they sometimes present the argument that in the spirit of the proverb: ‘Do not blame the mirror, if the rose is bending’. But there is another proverb, better suitable for them: ‘In the crooked glas also straight is crooked’. About this see below.


� Marginal is situated on the limit, in the periphery, on the roadside, on the side – marginal is a person with marginal consciousness and behavior. To marginal are related criminals, political and religious extremists, people with deviant (divergent) behavior.


� Fobia is obtrusive experience of fear, developing at some psychoses. Aggression is unprovoqued assault causing harm and damage or threat of that kind of assault.
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� See: Ницше Ф. Соч. В 2-х т. (Nietzsche F. Works in 2 v.). V. 2. М., 1990. P. 422.


� Such a division of people is rather living. Here is what writes A.G. Dugin in his ‘Conservative revolution’ (М.: Арктогея, 1994): ’All people are divided in two categories: Man-Gods, Divine Subjects, Supermen, (elite, spiritual aristocracy, higher people ‘Sonnenmenschen’, sons of light etc.) and to nonsubjective man-animals (plebs, lower people, quasi-people, ‘Tiermenschen’, ‘Sons of shadow’). From here kast, racial or intellectual differentiation…’ (p. 89). This Dugin frankly calls the predecessor ’of German National Socialism in the 20th century’. For him was recently published in the newspaper ‘Лимонка’ (Lemon № 56, 199701) an article with characteristic title ‘With the slim volume of Nietzsche on the front of culture’. At present Dugin is the president of the movement ‘Eurasia’.
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� Quot. acc.: Ж. Адамар. Исследование психологического процесса изобретения в области математики (Zh. Adamar. Investigation of the process of invention in the field of mathematics). М., 1970, P. 101.


� See: coll. ”Научное творчество” (Scientific creation), М., 1969. P. 310.


� Basic rules of logical thinking are so called laws of logics: identity, prohibition of contradiction, exclusion of third, sufficient condition
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� To the manifoldness of such thinking belongs the mystical thinking (state of mind). A peculiar patographyof the latter give the authors of the book ‘Expedition to the geniality’. This is what they write: ‘It is well known that the particularity of mystical thinking consists of the lack of attention. Among others it is just attention that brings order into chaos of phenomena and classifies in mind observations. When attention is absent, the picture of world is presented to the observer monotonous adhesion of enigmatic phenomena, sometimes appearing, sometimes being absent, nothing saying to mind or consciousness. It is necessary constantly to have in mind this basic fact of spiritual life. Being awake, reaching pathologic level, compels mystically oriented subject also to do choice between phenomena, but he is in this led not by conscious attention, but inclinations by inconscious awakennes. He perceives only what suits to his state of mind, on the contrary, what does not suit to his state of mind, that does not exist for him.


…mystical thinking, thinking of easily exited natures, lacking the ability to be attentive, allows them sometimes to grasp very clearly some picture, being situated in connection with their excitement, but does not allow them to make clear the reasonable connection between separate pictures just because they lack the attention needed for this.’ (Г.П. Колупаев и др. Экспедиция в гениальность (G.P. Kolupaev and oth. Expedition in geniality). М., 1999. P. 265, 296).


� Here is what says about this absolution B. Russell: ‘These two parts (Humean – L.B.) of the doctrine may be stated in the following way: 1) in the causality there is no indefined direction, with the exclusion of conformity or sequentiality; 2) induction through enumeration is not a real form of proof. Empirists in general have accepted the first of these thesis and rejected the second. When I say that they rejected the second I mean that they believed that with sufficiently large number of examples of the conformity the probability of revealing of conformity in the next example becomes greater than half, or if they did not stick on the exactness of this, then they would move forward some theory having those consequences.’ – Б. Рассел. История западной философии (B. Russell. History of Western philosophy). V. 2, Novosibirsk, 1994. P. 166.
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� Of such conditions and criteria is spoken usually in relationship to scientific hypothesis. This is what has written, for instance, V.A. Stoff: ‘Before transition to the practical verification of the hypothesis it is usually submitted to preliminary examination and careful analysis, in order to clear whether it is at all eligible in the quality of scientific statement. In the methodology of scientific cognition, operating on scientific practice and gnoseologic principles of the theory of reverberation, a series of conditions may be formulated, that must be satisfied by any proposition in order to gain the status of scientific hypothesis. The fulfillment of these conditions makes it possible to chop out many propositions already before their verification and center the efforts on the elaboration and verification of really valuable scientific propositions’. — В.А. Штофф. Введение в методологию научного познания (V.A. Stoff. Introduction into the methodology of scientific cognition). L., 1972. P. 153). 


� The denomination of these criteria is proposed by the present author. In the present work the question on the need of research of the criteria of definition (formulation) of ideas is posed.


� The word ’realization’ is used in relation to idea not in the sense of materialization (transition from ideal to material), but in the sense of transformation of possible to real. The word ‘materialization’ is applicable only to processes of realization of practical ideas (for instance, technical). 
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� See: В. Ф. Берков. Вопрос как форма мысли (V.F. Berkov. Question as the form of thought). Minsk, 1972. P. 12. 


� See: Сомов В. По-латыни между прочим. Словарь латинских выражений (Somov V. In Latin, apropos. Dictionary of Latin expressions). М., 1992. P. 109.


� ’In the concept of common sense a moment of agreement and equilibrium exists. A person possessing a developed common sense seldom falls into extremes. He knows to reconcile his words and action. As far as he coordinates his action and usually not loses his head in extreme or complicated situations, of him is said, that he is a ‘sane’ man. It is evident that he who possesses common sense, does not give easily to charm himself with scientific and philosophic ideas, which are unsufficiently reasoned and pondered by him.’ — В. Шаповалов. Здравый смысл, философия и наука (V. Shapovalov. Common sense, philosophy and science). — In: “Здравый смысл” (Common sense), 1997, № 3. P. 36.
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� Ibidem. P. 229.
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�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� Что такое мир? Каков он? Почему он такой, а не другой?


Существует ли мир сам по себе, от века или он создан и управляется богом?


Чего больше в мире: порядка или хаоса?


Какое место занимает человек в мире?





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� Ю. Рюриков: “Есть много видов счастья: детское и родительское, любовное и супружеское, счастье победы, преодоления преград, счастье творчества, открытия, счастье путешествий, узнаваний нового... Есть счастье “седьмого неба” и счастье долгого пути по земле.


В семье, в сердечных отношениях людей чаще всего встречаются два счастья — одно бурное, другое спокойное.


Бурное — это счастье любви, счастье взмывающих взлетов, когда в человеке как бы вспыхивает внутреннее солнце и озаряет всю его жизнь. Спокойное — это счастье теплого домашнего климата, добрых человеческих отношений. Его дают радости материнства, уверенность в спутнике жизни, супружеские симпатии. Это счастье домашней дружбы, домашнего очага.” — Его “Два счастья”, журн. “Работница”, 1976, № 8. С. 21.





Здоровье — 90 процентов счастья.





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� Комм.А. Волковой: возможен: 1. мастурбация 2. поллюция 3. проституция. 


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� Комм. А.Волковой:Это можно убрать


Сейчас все достаточно грамотные


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� Комм.А. Волковой. Вы сделали акцент на теле, на секс. деятельности.


Неплохо бы дополнить это культурой ухаживания, флирта, флера.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� (íàïðèìåð, â ãëàçàõ íåêîòîðûõ ðóññêèõ êàâêàçöû — "÷åðíûå", ñðåäíåàçèàòû — "÷óðêè"; "ïîíàåõàëè òóò âñÿêèå").


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� Свобода есть сложная возможность, органическое единство внутренней и внешней возможности (необходимости и случайности). В сфере действительности ей соответствует сущность. В сфере противоречия — сложное противоречие. В структуре материи свободе соответствуют "организм" и "сообщество", в структуре движения ей соответствуют "развитие" и "поведение".





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� Интересную творческую ситуацию описывает Л. Толстой на страницах "Анны Карениной", посвященных художнику Михайлову:





"Бумага с брошенным рисунком нашлась, но была испачкана и закапана стеарином. Он все-таки взял рисунок, положил себе на стол и, отдалившись и прищурившись, стал смотреть на него. Вдруг он улыбнулся и радостно взмахнул руками.


— Так, так! — проговорил он и тотчас же, взяв карандаш, начал быстро рисовать. Пятно стеарина давало человеку новую позу...	


Эта новая черта только больше выказывала всю фигуру во всей ее энергетической силе, такою, какою она явилась ему вдруг от произведенного стеарином пятна".





�Ум, разум, рассудок mind-intelligence, reasoning)


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� “Философия растворена в нашей повседневности, как золото в морской воде; мы повторяем, часто сами того не ведая, великие притчи, суждения, выводы, полученные через десятые руки от мудрецов далекого и недавнего прошлого. Отзвуки их слов звучат в нашей речи, ведут за собой наши мысли чаще, чем нам кажется, но гораздо реже, чем следовало бы.” — Из неизв. источника.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� 


К произведениям практической философии относятся такие, которые содержат мысли о жизни, человеке, об отношении к миру, обращенные ко всем людям и имеющие практический смысл, т. е. побуждающие к действию или отвращающие от него. Эти произведения, как правило, не носят характер исследования, а содержат рассуждения, отдельные мысли и рекомендации-советы. 


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� Нерсесянц: “В платоновском диалоге “Протагор” (341) Сократ даже называет себя “учеником” софиста Продика, у которого он за драхму выслушал урок. Занятие это, видимо, было кратким, поскольку за полное обучение Продик брал 500 драхм (см.: Платон. Кратил, 384 b). В зрелом возрасте Сократ посылал к этому учителю мудрости некоторых своих слушателей, не отличавшихся особой одаренностью.” (В.С. Нерсесянц. Сократ, с. 13).


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� (Майевтика, буквально повивальное искусство, — предложенное Сократом искусство извлекать скрытое в человеке знание с помощью наводящих вопросов. Нерсесянц: “...именно по аналогии с родовспомогательным искусством своей матери Сократ именовал свой философский прием содействия рождению истины в ходе беседы майевтикой”.)


�Ajk translation from Russian to English


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� Еще в древности Аристотель считался классиком жанра “протрептика”, то есть “побуждения”, или “приглашения”, к философии. Этот род сочинительства имел много общего с другим древним литературным жанром “утешение”, когда на помощь утешаемому призывалась обычно философия. “Протрептик” Аристотеля не сохранился, но по его примеру Цицерон написал свой знаменитый диалог “Гортензий”, обративший впоследствии к философии юного Августина. Аристотелю подражал и Ямвлих, также сочинивший “Протрептик”.





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� Марк Аврелий





Мысль Марка Аврелия “Наша жизнь есть то, что мы думаем о ней” можно было бы(Карнеги, с. 325)


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� И. Кант (1724-1804) — один из самых выдающихся философов в истории и он, несомненно, понимал значение связи философии с жизнью. Львиная доля его философского творчества направлена на разрешение практических вопросов жизни. В одном из писем он говорил о подготовке материала по теме: “Метафизические начала практической философии” (см. письмо “Кант — Ламберту. 31 декабря 1765 г.”).


�This indeed shows how right is the 'widespead prejudice'! Hollow generalities.


�This text must be taken from the original in English. Now it is a translation of AJK
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Пусть тот, кто заказал убийство или готовится совершить его, отменит свое решение, а тот, кто уже обагрил свои руки в крови, покается и отдаст себя в руки правосудия! 





�PAGE \# "'Стр: '#'�'"  �� Как-то по российскому телеканалу СТС в передаче о тяжелой жизни банкиров сообщалось, что киллеры (“профессиональные” убийцы) соглашаются убивать среднего предпринимателя за 2 тыс. долл., крупного предпринимателя — за 5 тыс долл. Киллерами и, вообще, убийцами становятся, как правило, молодые люди, для которых ничего святого нет и которые для-ради куска хлеба готовы убивать. Это по-существу больные люди...





Заказчики убийств и убийцы нередко рассуждают как Сталин: “нет человека — нет проблемы”. Используя убийство как средство решения проблем, они игнорируют не только право, но и фундаментальные ценности их собственной жизни. 





Муки совести. Нет человека, у которого совершенно отсутствовала бы совесть. Заказчики убийств и киллеры вынуждены всю дальнейшую жизнь жить с тяжелым камнем на сердце, с нечистой совестью, фактически постоянно испытывая моральный стресс. Мы все, люди, связаны друг с другом тысячами нитей, единством культуры, языка, места жизни. Лишая жизни кого-то, мы так или иначе разрываем часть своих связей, осуществляя буквально вивисекцию. В итоге образуется эффект пустоты — пустоты окружения, жизни в целом. Убийца одинок в неприятном для себя смысле: экзистенциально, по жизни.





Дальнейшая жизнь убийцы или заказчика убийства во многом бессмысленна, так как она лишается благородного содержания. Как может убийца, сделав свое дело, смотреть в глаза других людей спокойно-честно-прямо, без этой страшной тайны, без этого сознания, что он кого-то лишил жизни? Убийство — злодейство, какими бы целями они ни оправдывалось. Убивающий других — злодей без всяких оговорок. 





Безусловно прав был А.С. Пушкин, утверждавший: “гений и злодейство — две вещи несовместные”. Злодейство и творчество несовместимы. Как можно сочинять стихи и при этом убивать людей! Для кого сочинять стихи, если ты убил одного из тех, кому они предназначены?





Несовместимы также злодейство и любовь. Убийца уже не может нормально любить женщину, детей, кого бы то ни было. 


В первом случае (любви к женщине) это понятно. Красота и убийство несовместимы. Красота — это гармония, радость жизни, ее продолжение-умножение. Убийство — это дисгармония, мука жизни, ее уничтожение. Говорят: “у войны — неженское лицо”. То же можно сказать и об убийстве.


Во втором случае (любви к детям) это также понятно. Дети — цветы жизни, ее будущее, ее воспроизводство. Убийство — это препятствование к воспроизводству жизни, к ее продолжению, это уничтожение будущего жизни. Ведь убивая взрослых людей, убийца убивает неродившихся, но могущих родиться детей и оставляет сиротами родившихся.





Лишая жизни человека, убийца приносит неисчислимые страдания близким этого человека, его друзьям и знакомым. Разве близкие, друзья убитого виноваты в чем-то перед убийцей? Убийца фактически поступает как слон в посудной лавке.





Лишающий жизни других фактически лишает себя наследства, т. е. кастрирует себя. В самом деле, разве может убийца или заказчик убийства иметь нормальных детей? Ведь яблоко от яблони недалеко падает... Конечно, и у злодеев могут быть хорошие дети. Но это скорее исключение, чем правило.





Бумеранг. Если у убивающих совесть маленькая и им вроде бы на всё и вся наплевать, пусть подумают о возможном возмездии и разоблачении.


Убивая других, они должны помнить, что и сами подвергают себя опасности быть убитыми. “Поднявший меч — от меча и погибнет” — старая как мир истина. Решение проблем в своем кругу с помощью убийства порождает ситуацию “пауков в банке”. 





Страх разоблачения. Страх разоблачения и наказания не менее силен, чем муки совести. Подумайте, потенциальные убийцы, о том, что после убийства вы будете вынуждены жить в постоянном страхе перед разоблачением и наказанием. Цель убийства — решить проблему, а в итоге, вследствие убийства, вы можете так усугубить свои проблемы, что прежние проблемы покажутся вам ничтожными. 





Глупый шаг. Идущий на убийство не просчитывает все последствия своего шага. Он поступает глупо, недальновидно, поскольку обрекает себя на постоянный психологический-моральный дискомфорт до конца жизни. Он должен понимать, что он не только индивидуум, но и представитель рода человеческого. В нем общечеловеческого не меньше, если не больше, чем сугубо личностного, индивидуального. Убивая другого человека, он убивает в себе Человека. Каждый человек — это целый мир. Лишая жизни кого-либо убийца обедняет человеческий мир, в том числе и себя. Пусть он подумает над тем, что если он убивает мужчину, то возможно он убивает отца своего будущего зятя, тестя, деда своих внуков и т. д. и т. п. Если он убивает женщину, то убивает еще не родившихся детей...





Решая свои проблемы с помощью убийства человек поступает не просто глупо, а примитивно, не как разумное существо, а как бездушная разрушительная стихия, которая не ведает, что творит. Давайте взвесим на чашах весов весь жизненный путь убиваемого (от утробы матери через рождение, кормление, воспитание, обучение, образование к весьма сложной — взрослой, профессиональной, творческой — жизни) и моментальное уничтожение вместе с его способностями, талантами, умениями, любовью близких и т. д., и т. п. Несоизмеримы эти две чаши весов. На одной чаше: длительное восхождение к вершинам жизни. На другой: почти мгновенное исчезновение. Как трудно вырастить человека и как легко его убить! Об этом потенциальные заказчики убийств и убийцы должны помнить. Не мы дали человеку жизнь и не нам ее забирать у него!





Потенциальный убийца должен знать: убийство — двойная смерть — смерть убиваемого и гражданская, духовная смерть его самого как убийцы. Убивающий других людей — убивает себя.





Самоубийца. Идущему на убийство порой наплевать и на свою жизнь. Он не боится возмездия и даже своей гибели. Это так. Но пусть он подумает над тем, чего он достигает убийством. Не лучше ли ему поступить проще: покончить с собой без лишней крови, без того, чтобы лишать жизни еще кого-нибудь? 





Всякий подумавший об убийстве, должен всерьез заняться своим психическим здоровьем. Убийца поступает, в сущности, как людоед. У него не все в порядке с головой.





Пусть тот, кто заказал убийство или готовится совершить его, отменит свое решение, а тот, кто уже обагрил свои руки в крови, покается и отдаст себя в руки правосудия! 
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