[423]Chapter 18
The Meaning of War

Generally speaking, it seems no one doubts that health! is a good thing and illness
bad, that the former is the norm and the latter an anomaly. It is impossible even
to define health as anything other than the normal state of an organism. Nor is
there any other definition of illness than “a deviation of physiological life from
the norm.” However, the anomaly of physiological life called an illness is not a
meaningless accident or an arbitrary creation by external, evil forces outside the
patient. Apart from the inevitable illnesses of growth or development, all thoughtful
physicians opine that the true cause of illness lies in internal, deeply rooted changes
in the organism itself and that the external immediate causes of a sickness (e.g., a
cold, exhaustion, infection) are only occasions for the manifestation of the inner
cause. The same symptoms that those who do not know better usually take for the
illness itself (e.g., a fever, a chill, a cough, various aches, abnormal secretions) in
fact express only the successful or unsuccessful struggle of the organism against
the destructive action of those internal disorders. Undoubtedly, these disorders are
the genuine essence of the illness, even though their ultimate basis is for the most
part enigmatic. The practical conclusion from this is that the chief object of the art
of medicine is not the external symptoms of an illness, but its inner causes. The art
of medicine must, at least, determine their factual presence [424]and then,? through
curative actions, help the organism itself by speeding up and supplementing® these
natural processes without forcing them.

The chronic illness of humanity, international hostility, which expresses itself in
war, is in a similar position. To treat its symptoms, i.e., to direct our treatments not

E] This chapter originally appeared with the subtitle “From moral philosophy.” In B, this, the
15th chapter, spans pp. 513-548.

! C] Generally speaking, it ... that health] Let us suppose someone were to ask how you regard
illness. Is it necessary or not? It is unlikely you would respond with a monosyllabic affirmation
or negation. In any case, such an answer would be hasty. However, upon reflection you would say
something such as undoubtedly health AB.

2 C], at least, determine their factual presence and then,] Absent in A.
3 (] itself by speeding up and supplementing] itself. It must speed up and supplement A.
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on the internal causes, but only on their external manifestations, would even on the
best occasion only be a doubtful palliative. The simple and unconditional rejection
of this illness would make no real sense. External wars have taken place as long as
there has been moral disorder within humanity, and they still may be necessary and
useful just as fever and vomiting serve as necessary and useful symptoms of an ill-
ness that belies a deep physical disorder.

Properly speaking, concerning the issue of war we ought to pose not one, but
three different questions. In addition to the general moral value of war, there is an-
other* question that has to do with its significance in the as yet unfinished history of
humanity. Finally, there is a third question, a personal one, concerning how I, i.e.,
any human being who through conscience and reason recognizes the obligatory na-
ture of moral demands, should regard /ere and now the fact of war and the practical
consequences that follow from it. Confusing or incorrectly separating these three
questions—one concerning general or theoretical morality, another the historical
and finally a question of personal or practical morality—form the chief cause of all
the misunderstandings and misconceptions regarding war, particularly those preva-
lent in recent times.’

A principled condemnation of war was already a common enough occurrence
a long time ago in human development. Everyone agrees that peace is good and
war evil. We automatically, as it were, utter the expression: the blessings of peace,
the horrors of war. No one so much as ventures to say the opposite: “the benefits
of war” or “the disasters of peace.” Prayers are said in all churches for times of
peace and for deliverance from the sword or battles, which are placed alongside fire,
famine, pestilence, earthquake and flood. Except for savage paganism, all religions
condemn war in principle. The Jewish prophets already preached the coming pacifi-
cation of all humanity and even of all nature. The Buddhist principle of compassion
for all living creatures demands the same thing. The Christian commandment to
love one’s enemies excludes war, since a loved enemy ceases to be an enemy, and
for that reason [425]one cannot wage war on him. Even the bellicose religion of
Islam looks on war as only a temporary necessity, condemning it in principle. “Fight
your enemies as long as Islam is not established,” and then, “let all hostility cease,”
because “God hates aggressors” (Qur ‘an, surah II).°

With respect to morality in general, there are not and cannot be two views on this
subject. Everyone unanimously agrees that peace is normal and what should be the
case, whereas war is an anomaly, i.e., what should not be the case.

4 C] another] a A.
5 C], particularly those prevalent in recent times] Absent in AB.

¢ E] Owing to striking differences with a consulted English translation of the Qur 'an, the passage
provided is a translation of Solov’€v’s Russian.
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Thus, as to the first question about war, there is only one undisputed answer: War
is an evil. Evil can be either unconditional (e.g., a mortal sin, eternal damnation) or
relative, i.e., one evil can be less evil than another and compared to this other must
be considered a good (e.g., a surgical operation for saving a life).

Defining war negatively as an evil and a horror does not exhaust its meaning.
There is also something positive about war—’ not in the sense that it is in itself
normal, but simply in the fact that it happens to be a real necessity under the given
conditions. This point of view towards abnormal phenomena in general cannot be
avoided,? but must® be adopted owing to the direct demands of the moral principle
and not in contradiction to it. So, for example, everyone will agree that throwing
children from a window onto the pavement below is in itself godless, inhuman
and unnatural.'® However, if in the case of a fire there is no other means to extri-
cate unfortunate infants from a blazing house, then this terrible action becomes not
only permissible but even obligatory. Obviously, the rule to throw children from a
window in extreme cases is not an independent principle on the same level as the
moral principle of saving those who are perishing. On the contrary, the latter moral
demand remains here the sole motivation for acting. There is no deviation in this
instance from the moral norm. Throwing children from a window is only a direct
application of that norm in a manner that, though irregular and dangerous, turns out
to be, owing to its real necessity, the only possible one under the given conditions.

[426]Does war depend upon a necessity that makes this in itself abnormal course
of action permissible and even obligatory in certain circumstances? This ques-
tion can be answered by turning to history. Sometimes, however, it is erroneously
viewed from the broader perspective of natural science, where the necessity of war
is connected with the allegedly universal principle of the struggle for existence.

In fact, though, neither in the animal kingdom nor among humans does the strug-
gle for existence have anything in common with war. When it is said that a certain
animal species has been victorious in the struggle for existence, this does not mean
that it has defeated some enemies in direct clashes or in public battles. It only means
that due to sufficient adaptation to the external environment or to the surrounding
conditions, the species has managed to survive and multiply, which not all have
equally succeeded in doing. If Siberian mammoths disappeared owing to their de-
feat in the struggle for survival whereas martens were victorious, this certainly does
not mean that martens were braver and more powerful than mammoths and elimi-
nated them in open combat by employing their teeth and paws. Similarly, the Jew-
ish nation, which disarmed a long time ago and is comparatively small in numbers,
has turned out to be indestructible in the historical struggle for existence, whereas

7 C] Defining war negatively ... war—] Defenders of war justify it A] Those who defend war
justify it B.

8 C] This point of ... be avoided] This point of view, generally speaking, cannot be avoided AB.

° C] but must] but sometimes must AB.

10 C] and unnatural] Absent in AB.
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military successes over many centuries did not protect the enormous Roman Empire
from ruin nor those of the bellicose powers that preceded it.

The struggle for existence takes place independently of wars and utilizes other
methods that have nothing in common with fighting. Similarly, war, for its part, has
other grounds, independent of the struggle for a means to continue living. If the
entire issue were over these means, if hostile clashes took place only for the sake
of livelihood, then the primitive epoch of history would have been the most peace-
ful. For very few people were alive at the time, their demands were simple and a
great expanse for their satisfaction stretched out before them. Fighting and mutual
extermination posed only risk and no profit. In this respect, the normal outcome of
any quarrel is by itself obvious. “And Abram said unto Lot, Let there be no strife,
I pray thee, between me and thee, and between my herdmen and thy herdmen; for
[427]we be brethren. Is not the whole land before thee? Separate thyself, I pray thee,
from me: if thou wilt take the left hand, then I will go to the right; or if thou depart
to the right hand, then I will go to the left. And Lot lifted up his eyes, and beheld
all the plain of Jordan, that it was well watered every where, before the LORD
destroyed Sodom and Gomorrah, even as the garden of the LORD, like the land of
Egypt, as thou comest unto Zoar. Then Lot chose him all the plain of Jordan; and
Lot journeyed east: and they separated themselves the one from the other” (Genesis
13: 8-11).

If, however, such an amicable agreement only rarely took place at the time and,
in general, primitive human relations more closely resembled a “war of all against
all” (as in the well-known theory of the philosopher Hobbes),!! then this was the
result not of a necessary struggle for existence but of the free play of evil passions.
Envy, not hunger, caused the fratricide with which history opens. The oldest monu-
ment of poetry that has been handed down to us—the bloody song of Cain’s grand-
son, Lamech—speaks not of material need, but of savage spite, revenge!'? and fierce
arrogance. “And Lamech said unto his wives, Adah and Zillah, Hear my voice; ye
wives of Lamech, hearken unto my speech: for I have slain a man to my wound-
ing, and a young man to my hurt. If Cain shall be avenged sevenfold, truly Lamech
seventy and sevenfold” (Genesis 4: 23-24).

111

At a time when the human race was few in number and multiplying slowly compared
to most other animals, the predominance of such feelings would have threatened hu-
manity with quick ruin'? if the war of all against all had not been counterbalanced

! E] The reference is to Hobbes’s description of what life would be like in an anarchist situation
or what Hobbes calls a “state of nature.”

12 C] speaks not of material ... savage spite, revenge] is devoted not to material need, but to sav-
age spite AB.

13 C] would have threatened humanity with quick ruin] threatened to ruin humanity quickly AB.
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by the gentile connection. This connection, rooted in the maternal instinct, is devel-
oped by means of family feelings and relations and is strengthened in the religion of
ancestor-veneration. The gentile way of life (in the broad sense),'* !> which resulted
from all this, can be considered the primitive stage of historical development, since
humanity, properly speaking, never consisted of single, separate solitary individu-
als'® in a state of war with each other. The gentile connection [428]existed right
from the start and “the war of all against all,” as a general rule, expresses a mutual
relationship not between separate units,'” but only between separate gentile groups.
Of course, this does not mean that each gens was in fact in'® constant war with all
the others, but only that no single gens was completely secure or protected from the
possibility of war with any other gens. Such a state of affairs, however, could not
last forever. Only rarely did a war between gentes end with the destruction of the
weaker gens. Achieving a certain equality of power, the outcome of the struggle
was a religiously consecrated treaty or agreement. On the other hand, in order to
avoid destruction in an unequal struggle the weaker gentile groups either separately
joined a more powerful gens, agreeing to conditions of submission, or many of them
together formed a union with various rights (a federation). Thus, war itself gives
rise to treaties and rights as a guarantee of peace. Such gentile unions are already
the embryo of the state.

From the time when we begin to have continuous historical records, a consider-
able part of the human race was already living under the state system. There are two
fundamental types of such states: the Western or Hellenic polity, i.e., a small city
community, and the vast Eastern despotism of either one nation (for example, in
Egypt) or of many nations (the so called “universal monarchies™!).

Without the state, it would have been impossible to have human cultural progress
based on a complex collaboration (cooperation) of many forces. To a large extent,
such collaboration was impossible for isolated gentes living in a state of constant
blood feud with each other. In the state, we find human masses for the first time act-
ing in solidarity. These masses already banished war and moved it out to the wider
circumference of the state. In the gentile way of life, all (adult males) are always
armed, whereas in the state warriors form either a special caste or profession, or
finally (with universal conscription) military service forms only a temporary oc-
cupation of the citizenry. In the state, the organization of war is the first great step
towards the realization of peace. This is especially clear in the history of the vast

14 F] Cf. above, Chap. 10. C] Note absent in AB.
15 C] (in the broad sense)] Absent in A.

16 C7 solitary individuals] isolated units AB.

17 C] units,] individuals, AB.

18 C] fact in] fact (currently) in AB.

19 E] A reference to a once widely held belief, stemming from the book of Daniel, that there had
been in history four “universal monarchies.” Cf. Daniel 8: 22— “Now that one being broken, in
whose place four stood up for it, four kingdoms shall stand up out of the nation, but not in his
power.” A traditional view is that the four “kingdoms” correspond to the Assyrian, the Persian,
Macedonian (Alexander the Great), and Roman.
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conquering powers (the universal [429]monarchies). Each conquest meant a dis-
semination of peace, i.e., an expansion of the circle within which war ceased be-
ing a normal phenomenon and instead became a rare and reprehensible accident—
criminal civil dissension. The “universal monarchies” strove indubitably, though
also only semi-consciously, to give peace to the world by subduing all nations to
one common power. The greatest of these conquering powers, the Roman Empire,
frankly described itself as the peace—pax Romana.

However, there were monarchies at an earlier time that also strove for the same
goal. Discoveries in the nineteenth?® century leave no doubt that the Assyrian and
the Persian kings considered their true vocation to be the subjugation of all nations
in order to establish a peaceful order on Earth, although their idea of this task and of
the way to fulfill it was usually too simplistic. The historical plans of the Macedo-
nian monarchy that included the entire world were more complex and productive.
It rested on the superior power of the Hellenic culture, which deeply and firmly
penetrated into the subjugated Eastern world. The Romans came to a completely
clear idea of universal and eternal peace and firmly believed in their vocation to
subjugate the entire world to the power of one single law. Virgil, in particular, im-
mortalized this idea. Besides the very well-known expression “tu regere imperio
populos™! etc.

You, o Roman, have the right to rule over nations mightily,
To protect humbly, subduing the obstinate by arms??

he returns to it at every opportunity in his deneid as the highest motive inspiring
the entire poem. Jupiter is represented, for example, as saying to Venus about her
descendants:

Romulus shall call that people ‘Romans,’ after his own name.
I set no limits to their fortunes and

no time; I give them empire without end.?

Aeneid [ 278-294

The same supreme god tells Mercury that Aeneas, the ancestor of the Romans, is
destined to conquer an Italy stirring with war [430]in order to establish the noble?*
line of the Teucer, who will “place all earth beneath his laws” (The Aeneid, book
IV, pp. 229-231).%

Comparing the four “universal monarchies,” we find in their succession a steady
approach to the idea of universal peace, both with respect to their extension as
well as with respect to inner principles. The first of these, the Assyro-Babylonian

20 C] nineteenth] present AB.
21 E] See Virgil 1982: 166 (book VI, 851).

22 E] Solov’év previously quoted in Chap. 14 these same lines from Virgil. However, his Russian
translation there differs slightly from that presented here, leading to the reasonable conjecture that
he quoted Virgil from memory.

23 E] Virgil 1982: 10-11 (book I, 278-294).
24 C] establish the noble] establish in it the noble AB.
%5 E] Virgil 1982: 90.
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kingdom, did not extend beyond the bounds of the Near East, was supported by
incessant?® devastating campaigns and its laws consisted solely of military decrees.
The second “universal monarchy,” the kingdom of Cyrus and the Achaemenides,
added to the Near East a significant portion of central Asia and extended in the other
direction to Egypt. It rested from within on the serene religion of Ormuzd,?” which
legitimated morality and justice. In the third monarchy, that of Alexander and his
successors, the historical East was united for the first time with the historical West,
and not only the power of the sword but also the ideal principles of Hellenic cul-
ture welded the two sides?® together. Lastly, the progress represented by the fourth
monarchy, the Roman Empire, consisted not only in that the Romans extended the
earlier unity all the way to the Atlantic Ocean, but also in that they gave this unity
a solid political center and a stable judicial form. War played an inevitable role and
armed might served as the necessary support in this whole business of establishing
peace. War and peace were accurately symbolized by the two opposed but insepa-
rable faces of the Roman god Janus.?

War proves to be the most forceful unifier of the inner forces within each war-
ring state or union. At the same time, it serves as the condition for the subsequent
rapprochement and coming together of the opponents themselves. We see both of
these most clearly in the history of Greece. Only three times in its entire history did
the majority of ** the separate tribes and city-states unite for a common cause and
manifest their inner national connection in a practical way. Each of these times, it
was due to a war: the Trojan War at the beginning, the Persian Wars at the middle,
and the campaign of Alexander the Great as its culminating achievement. It was
thanks to the last that the creations of the Greek national genius finally became the
common property of humanity.

The Trojan War established the Greek element in Asia Minor, where nurtured
by other cultural elements, it first blossomed. [431]Greek poetry (the Homeric
epos) was born on the shores of Asia Minor, and it was there that the most ancient
school of their philosophy (Thales of Miletus, Heraclitus of Ephesus) arose and
developed. The emergence of the united national forces in the struggle with the
Persians brought forth a second, even richer blossoming of spiritual creativity, and
Alexander’s conquests, which cast the ripe seeds of Hellenism onto the ancient
and cultured soil of Asia and Egypt, yielded the great Hellenic-Eastern synthesis
of religious and philosophical ideas. It was these ideas, along with the subsequent
unification by the Roman state that created the necessary historical condition for
the dissemination of Christianity. Without the Greek language and Greek ideas, as

26 C] incessant] continuous AB.

27 E] Ormuzd] the chief deity of Zoroastrianism, considered the source of light and the embodi-
ment of goodness.

28 C] the two sides] the two elements AB.

29 E] Janus] The Roman god of gates and doors, beginnings and endings, Janus is represented with
a double-faced head, each looking in opposite directions.

30 C] the majority of] Absent in AB.
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well as without the “Roman peace” and Roman military3! roads, the preaching of
the Gospels could not have taken place so quickly and on such a wide scale. Greek
words and ideas entered the public domain only thanks to the militaristic Alexander
and his generals. Over many centuries of war, the Roman “peace” was achieved and
preserved by the Roman legions, and for these legions roads were constructed and
along them the apostles passed. The churches sing, “Yes verily, their sound went
into all the earth, and their words unto the ends of the world.”?? This “all the earth”
and these “ends of the world” are only the wide circle (orbis) that Rome’s bloody
sword sketched around itself.

Therefore, all the wars of which ancient history abounds merely extended the
sphere of peace, and the pagan “bestial kingdoms™3 prepared the way for those who
would announce the kingdom of the son of man.

However, in addition to this the military history of antiquity shows us impor-
tant progress in the direction of peace even in another respect. Not only has war
achieved peaceful ends, but with the further march of history fewer and fewer ac-
tive military forces were needed to attain these ends, whereas, on the contrary, the
peaceful results became ever the more numerous and important. This paradoxical
fact is indisputable. In order to take Troy, an almost universal conscription among
the Greeks was necessary for 10 years,** and the direct result of this terrible exer-
cise of its forces was insignificant. A great catastrophe [432]crowned Greek history,
namely, the conquest of the East by Alexander the Great, and the universal cultural
consequences of this catastrophe were not slow in coming to light. All that was
required on the part of the military was a 3-year campaign with thirteen thousand
warriors. Let us, on the one hand, compare the significance of the results and, on
the other hand, consider the population of Greece and Macedonia under Alexan-
der compared with the small Achaean population, which sent such a large military
contingent (110,000 men) to Troy. We will see, then, in a stark fashion that after
these seven centuries the relative number of human lives that had to be sacrificed to
achieve historical goals decreased. Another comparison of a more general charac-
ter leads to the same conclusion. The Persian kingdom, whose millions of soldiers
could not ensure military success in the struggle with tiny Greece,?® was barely able
to hold up under the protection of such forces for two centuries. The Roman Em-
pire, three times as large and with a population of no less than 200 million, kept at
most 400,000 legionnaires under arms for the defense of its vast borders and lasted
three times longer than the kingdom of Darius and Xerxes (around six centuries).

31 C] military] Absent in AB.
32 E] Romans 10: 18.
33 E] Cf. Daniel 7.

3 F] 1t is certainly impossible to ascribe literal accuracy to the number of Greek forces given
in the [liad, but it is quite probable if we take it as an approximate figure (110,000 warriors). In
general, as to the reliability of the //iad, let us note that the most recent scholarly excavations have
restored to this poetic monument its importance as a historical resource, of course mythologically
portrayed.

35 C] whose millions of ... with tiny Greece,] which turned out millions of soldiers for war, AB.
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And how immeasurably more important to humanity were the fruits of civilization®¢
which these few legions protected compared with that for the sake of which the in-
numerable hordes of the king of kings assembled!

Therefore, the progress in the business of war represented by the advantages of
the Macedonian phalanx and the Roman legion over the Persian hordes expressed
itself, generally speaking, in the preponderance of quality over quantity and of form
over matter. At the same time, it represented great moral and social progress by
enormously reducing the number of the human casualties devoured by war.

v

From an external historical standpoint, the replacement of the Roman world (and
peace) by the Christian did not immediately bring about any essential change in the
status of the problem of war. True, in unconditionally condemning all hatred and
hostility, Christianity in principle [433]destroyed the moral root of war. However,
cutting the root is still not the same as felling the tree. Indeed, the preachers of the
Gospels did not want to fell Nebuchadnezzar’s tree,’’ for they knew that the Earth
needed its shade until the true faith emerged from the small seed that would replace
it, “the greatest among herbs™3® in whose shade both people and beasts of the field
can safely hide.

The Christian missionaries did not reject the state and its vocation® to “execute
wrath upon him that doeth evil.”*® Consequently, they did not reject war. The fol-
lowers of the new faith saw for themselves a great triumph in the fact that two
victorious wars gave Emperor Constantine the chance to hoist the Cross of Christ
over the old, unaltered edifice of the Roman Empire. Moreover, under this unaltered
political exterior the secret work of spiritual forces was hidden. For the Christian,
the state, even one blessed by the cross, ceased to be the highest good and the final
form of life. Faith in eternal Rome, i.e., in the unconditional significance of politi-
cal unity, was replaced by the expectation of a “New Jerusalem,” i.e., of an inner,
spiritual union of reborn peoples and nations. However, apart from an elevation, a
lifting of human consciousness to a higher level, the progress of an external real
unification within the body of humanity continued, though slowly at first.

The Christian world (tota christianitas, toute la chrétienté),*! which in the Mid-
dle Ages replaced the ancient Roman Empire, covered a significantly greater ex-
panse. True, wars were not unusual within it. (Just as in the Roman Empire, there
were revolts of peoples and mutinous generals.) However, the representatives of

36 C] civilization] culture AB.

37 E] a reference to a tree that appeared in one of Nebuchadnezzar’s dreams. See Daniel 4: 1-18.
3% E] Matthew 13: 32.

3 C] vocation] significance B.

40 E] Romans 13: 4.

41 E] tota christianitas, toute la chrétienté] Latin and French: whole of Christendom.
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Christian principles saw these wars as deplorable internecine conflicts and tried in
every way to limit them. Also, the constant struggle between the Christian and the
Moslem worlds (in Spain and in the Levant), undoubtedly had a positive cultural
and progressive character. For the defense of Christianity against the Islamic offen-
sive saved the pledge of a higher spiritual development for historical humanity in-
stead of being absorbed by a comparatively*? lower religious principle.** Moreover,
the interaction of these two fundamentally hostile worlds could not be confined to
bloodletting** alone. In time, this interaction would lead to [434]an expansion of the
intellectual outlook of both sides. The great epoch of the Renaissance of the arts and
sciences and then of the Reformation was thereby prepared for Christianity.

Three general facts in modern history have the greatest significance for our prob-
lem:

(1) the emergence of nationalities, (2) the corresponding emergence of interna-
tional relations of all sorts, and (3) the dissemination of cultural unity around the
entire globe.

After breaking out from under the tutelage of the Catholic Church and rejecting
the impotent claims of the Holy Roman Empire, the European nationalities segre-
gated themselves into autocratic* political units. Each national state viewed itself
and was viewed by others as a perfect body, i.e., as having supremacy or absolute
and full power within its borders and consequently as not being subordinate to any
outside earthly tribunal. The direct consequences of this national segregation were
not favorable to the cause of peace. In the first place, war even among Christian
states thereby became a regular occurrence, for it served as the sole means of resolv-
ing conflicts between separate unconditionally independent*® units, which had no
arbiter above them to settle disputes. In the Middle Ages, the arbiter was always in
principle and sometimes in fact*’ the Roman pope (and in part also the emperor).
Second, when it was taken as the supreme principle of the life of nations the nation-
al idea, naturally, degenerated into national pride, the true character of patriotism
became distorted and active love for one’s nation was transformed into an idolatry
of the nation, conceived as the supreme*® good. This, in turn, changed into hatred
and contempt for other nations and led to unjust wars as well as to the capture and
oppression of other nationalities.*’

However, hidden behind these negative aspects lies the positive significance of
nationality. As the living organs of humanity, nationalities must exist and devel-
op with their peculiarities. Without these organs, the unity of humanity would be
empty and dead, and such a dead peace would be worse than war. The true unity

42 C] comparatively] Absent in A.

43 F] See above, Chap. 14. C] Note absent in AB.

4 (] bloodletting] killings AB.

45 C] autocratic] unconditionally independent AB.

46 C] separate unconditionally independent] two unconditionally separate B.
47 C] always in principle and sometimes in fact] at least in principle AB.

48 C] supreme] absolute A.

49 C] nationalities] national elements AB.
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of humanity and the longed-for peace must be based not on weakness and the sup-
pression of nations, but on the highest development of their powers and on the free
interaction of nationalities, which complement one another.>® [435]Despite all the
efforts arising out of national selfishness,’! which strives for the hostile estrange-
ment of nations, positive interaction between them exists and constantly penetrates
deeper and increases in breadth. Previously established international relations have
not disappeared, but have intensified internally, and new ones have been added.
Thus, although it has lost its external power, the spiritual authority of the Roman
church in the West has significantly increased. It has cleansed itself of many of*? its
crude medieval abuses, and the damage that the Reformation inflicted on it deserv-
edly has been recompensed by other spiritual®® conquests. Alongside this church
and in a struggle with3 it, there arose the powerful brotherhood of freemasons but
with the same broad embrace. Everything in it is mysterious except its interna-
tional and universal character. Relations of another kind were established on an
unprecedented scale in the economic sphere: The world market appeared. There is
not one country today®’ that is economically self-sufficient. Not one country today
produces everything it needs without getting something from others and not giving
them something in return. In this way, in this fundamental respect, the idea of an
independent state as a “perfect body,” i.e., as an unconditionally independent social
organism,’® turns out to be the purest fabrication. Furthermore, constant cooperation
between all educated countries in scientific and technical work, the fruits of which
are now becoming public property; inventions that eliminate distances; the daily
press, which brings continuous news from everywhere; finally the striking increase
in the international “exchange of goods” by new means of communication—all this
makes civilized humanity into a single whole, which actually, even though involun-
tarily, lives one common life.

This, the civilized portion of humanity, is becoming more and more al/ of hu-
manity. From the start of the modern era, Europeans have extended the sphere of
their activity in all directions. Having seized America in the west, India in the south-
east and Siberia in the northeast, the greater part of the globe with its population has
already come under European control. We can now say that this power embraces
the entire globe. The Islamic world is surrounded and permeated throughout with
strands of European culture. Only in the tropical deserts of the Sudan can it still
defend its savage independence (the Kingdom of the Dervishes)—and then without
any hope®’ of success. [436]The entire coastal circumference of Africa has already

50 F] See above the chapter “The National Question from the Moral Point of View.” C] Entire note
absent in A.

51 C] selfishness] egoism AB.

52 C] many of] Absent in AB.

33 C] spiritual] Absent in AB.

54 C] a struggle with] opposition to AB.

55 C] today] Absent in A.

5¢ C] an unconditionally independent social organism] unconditionally independent organism A.
57 C] hope] chance A.
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been divided among the European powers, and the center of the black continent has
now become the arena for their rivalry. Beyond the frontiers of European influence
still remains Mongolian Asia—China and Japan. However, before our very eyes this
last partition in humanity is being removed. With amazing haste and success, the
Japanese have in a quarter century assimilated the entire material side of European
civilization®® as well as its positive-scientific side and then, above all, tried in a
convincing manner to prove the necessity of such assimilation to their Mongolian
brothers. The Chinese, whose self-confidence was already shaken by the English
but were still slow in understanding these foreigners, understood at once their fel-
low tribesmen. Now, the notorious Chinese wall is no longer a symbol of enduring
isolation, but only a monument to the irretrievable past.>

What relation does this curious process of the universal “gathering of lands”®
by means of a single material culture have to war? On the one hand, war plays an
active role in it. It is well known how®' the Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars
provided a powerful contribution to the advance and dissemination of general Eu-
ropean ideas, which brought about the scientific, technical and economic progress
of the nineteenth Century and which materially united humanity. In the same way,
the last act of this unification (its dissemination to the final stronghold of isolated
barbarism, China) began in our eyes not by peaceful preaching but by war. On the
other hand, the universality of material culture, which is realized in part by war,
itself becomes a powerful means and foundation of peace. At the present time, the
enormous majority of the globe’s population forms in practice a single connected
body, whose parts are in at least physical, if not moral, solidarity. This solidarity is
manifested in the sphere from which no one can escape, viz. the economic sphere.
An industrial crisis in New York has an immediate and strong impact in Moscow
and Calcutta. A common sensorium (sensorium commune)®* has been formed in the
body of humanity. A consequence of this is that every particular stimulus palpably
produces a universal effect. Every serious and protracted war is inevitably accom-
panied by the most severe economic shocks, which, given the present connection
between the different parts [437]of the globe, will be felt as worldwide shocks.
Such a state of affairs, which arose during the course of the nineteenth century,®
but which became clear to all only at the end of it, is a sufficient reason to fear
war. This fear has now seized all civilized nations but was quite unknown in earlier
times. However, already in the first half of the century, wars became shorter and

38 C] civilization] culture AB.

39 C] irretrievable past.] irretrievable past, similar to the Cyclopean buildings or the Egyptian
pyramids. AB.

% E] “gathering of lands”] A traditional notion in Russian historiography invoked to rationalize
the country’s expansion.

61 C] It is well known how] In particular, A.

92 E] common sensorium] Cf. “Certainly, however, all sanguineous animals have the supreme or-
gan of the sense faculties in the heart, for it is here that we must look for the common sensorium
belonging to all the sense-organs.” Aristotle 1995: 747.

3 C] nineteenth century,] present century, AB.
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less common. Between Waterloo and Sevastopol, Europe saw a 40-year period of
peace—an instance unprecedented in its earlier history. Later, special causes rooted
in history provoked several comparatively short European wars in 1859, 1864, 1866
and in 1870.% The Russo-Turkish War of 1877-1878 did not succeed in becoming a
European war.% However, the most important of these wars,* the Franco-Prussian
War, is a typical example. Although it left a bitter sense of national insult and a thirst
for vengeance in the leading European nation, because of the fear of war alone these
feelings 28 years later are still not strong enough to pass into action! Can you even
imagine such abstention in the XVIII or the XVII century, let alone even earlier?
What do all the monstrous armaments of the European states point®’ to if not the
terrible and quite overpowering fear of war and, consequently, the immanent end
of wars?6% 6

It would be irrational, however, to think and act as though this immanent end
had already arrived. The common economic sensorium now unites all parts of the
world’s population by a connection that to them is palpable. However, this connec-
tion is by no means equally firm everywhere and not all of these parts are uniformly
sensitive. There are still nations that in the event of a world war would risk little,
and there are also some ready to risk even a great deal. The introduction of the
Mongolian race into the orbit of European material culture has in fact mutual sig-
nificance. This race, whose’ chief representative, the Chinese nation, calculated to
be at least 200 million souls,”" is noted for its racial pride and for its great contempt
for life, not only that of foreigners, but also of its own. It is more than probable that
in the decisive struggle [438]the entire yellow race’s” assimilation of western cul-
tural technique will serve only as a means to prove the superiority of their spiritual
principles over that of the Europeans. This coming armed struggle between Europe
and Mongolian Asia will certainly be the last and therefore all the more horrible
world war. It is not a matter of indifference to the fate of humanity which side will
turn out to be victorious.

% C] a note here in B: The Turkish campaign in 1877 only threatened to become a European war,
but the cloud happily dispersed.

%5 C] The Russo-Turkish War ... a European war.] Absent in AB.
% C] most important of these wars,] the last and most important of them, AB.
67 C] states point] states, over which the friends of peace inconsolably cry, point A.

% F] The last three semi-European wars do not contradict this: The Serbo-Bulgarian War of 1885,
the Greco-Turkish War of 1897 and the Spanish-American War of 1898 concluded before they
seriously began. C] Entire note absent in AB.

% C] of wars?] of all wars? AB.

70 C] whose] in particular it’s A.

71 C] calculated to be at least 200 million souls,] Absent in A.
72 C] the entire yellow race’s] the Chinese A.
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\%

The general history of human wars, whose principal moments we have recalled,
presents a wonderful unity and harmony. Through the rosy haze that makes up our
recollections of historical childhood, there rises, above all, the clear, though par-
tially fantastic, image of the Trojan War. It was the first great collision between
the West and the East, between Europe and Asia. Herodotus looked” on the Trojan
War in this way and began his history with it. Certainly, it was not for nothing that
the first inspired monument of purely human poetry (the liad) is associated with
it. Actually, this war is the beginning of the earthly, worldly history of humanity,
which throughout its entire course revolves around the fateful struggle between
the East and the West in an ever-widening arena. This arena has now reached its
ultimate expanse—the entire surface of our earthly globe. In place of the desolate
Skamander,”* there is the Pacific Ocean; in place of the smoking Pergamon’—the
ominous’® colossus of China. The struggle is just the same as before between the
hostile principles of the East and the West. There was a moment of crisis in this
process, a break, when, after the external unification of the then historical East with
the West in the Roman Empire—under the power of the descendants of Aeneas of
Troy”’—the light of Christianity internally abolished the ancient hostility.

And spilling out openly

Carried out with signs and powers

The light that flowed from the East
The West and East reconciled.’”

However, the old material and cultural’® unification turned out to be unstable, and
the spiritual still awaits its final realization. True, instead of the political® unity of
the Roman Empire, [439]humanity has now developed another unity—an economic
one,®! which, like the first, places great external obstacles in the path of armed
struggle. However, these obstacles, thanks to which we have been saved lately from
a Furopean war, are not in a position to prevent the last and the greatest conflict
between these two worlds—the European and the Asiatic. They are not now repre-
sented by their peoples, as were the Achaeans and the Trojans, or even the Greeks
and the Persians. They appear, instead, in their actual entire import, as the two great
hostile halves into which @/l of humanity is divided. The victory of this or that side

73 C] Herodotus looked] Herodotus, the father of historians, looked AB.
74 E] Skamander] The river valley in present-day Turkey that was the site of the city of Troy.

75 E] Pergamon] An ancient city to which, according to The Iliad, Zeus traveled from Mt. Olympus
in order to watch the Trojan Wars.

76 C] ominous] 400-million A.

77 E] Aeneas of Troy] The hero of Virgil’s The Aeneid, Aeneas was a cousin of King Priam of Troy.
Aeneas was one of the greatest heroes of the Trojan War. He fought on in Troy until ordered to
leave by the gods. Eventually, he arrived in Italy and became a founder of Italian culture.

8 E] From a 1890 poem “Ex Oriente Lux” by Solov’év himself.
7 C] old material and cultural] external AB.

80 C] political] external AB.

81 C] an economic one] that of material culture AB.
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will actually bring peace to the whole world. There®? will no longer be struggles be-
tween states. However, will this political peace, this establishment of international
unity in the form of a universal state (whether monarchical or other)® be a genuine
and perpetual peace? Will it end the struggle—even sometimes an armed one—be-
tween other non-political elements of humanity? Will it not repeat, now on a grand
scale, what took place before our eyes within narrower confines? Germany once
consisted of many states at war with each other. The national body suffered from
the absence of a real unity, and the creation of such a unity became the cherished
dream of the patriots. As a result of several wars, this idea was realized, but it then
turned out to be insufficient. The Germans certainly will never relinquish politi-
cal unity, but they clearly see that unification was just one necessary step forward
and not by any means the achievement of the ultimate goal. The political struggle
between small states has been replaced throughout the entire empire by a more pro-
found struggle—a religious and economic one. The ultramontanes®* and the social
democrats are turning out to be more formidable than the Austrians and the French.
When all of humanity is politically united—whether it be in the form of a world-
wide monarchy or a worldwide international union®—will this stop the struggle of
freemasons with clericalism? Will it restrain the hostility of socialism towards the
well-to-do classes and of anarchism towards any form of social and state organiza-
tion? Is it not clear that the struggle between religious beliefs and material interests
outlives the struggle between nations and states and that the final establishment of
external, political unity decisively reveals its internal inadequacy? It also reveals
the moral truth that external peace is still not in itself the true good and that [440]it
becomes good only in connection with the internal regeneration of humanity.3® And
it is only when the inadequacy of this external unity will be known by experience,
and not by theory, that the time will have finally come for the spiritualization of the
united body of the universe and for realizing the Kingdom of Truth and of Eternal
Peace in it.

VI

As we have seen, war has served as the chief historical means for effecting the
external political®” unification of the human race. Wars between clans and gentes®®
led to the formation of the state, which abolished war within the boundaries of its
power. External wars between individual states led, then, to the creation of more

82 C] world. There] world. A universal monarchy will actually emerge from this victory. There AB.
8 C] (whether monarchical or other) Absent in AB.

84 E] advocates of papal authority not just in ecclesiastic but also political matters.

85 C] international union] union of states AB.

8 C] It also reveals ... of humanity.] Absent in A.

87 C] political] Absent in A.

88 C] gentes] classes A.
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extensive and complex cultural and political bodies that tried to establish peace
and a sense of equilibrium within their borders. There was once a time when the
mass of humanity, scattered and separated, was permeated®® throughout by war,
which never stopped between the numerous small groups. War was omnipresent.
However, being gradually pushed further and further out, it now threatens to be a
virtually inevitable®® danger only at the boundary between the two chief races into
which historical humanity is divided. The process of unification is approaching its
end, but this end has not yet come. The®! peaceful inclusion of the yellow race into
the sphere of general human culture is highly improbable, and from the historical
point of view, there is no reason to think war will be immediately and completely
abolished. However, are we obliged by our human moral awareness to take this
point of view?

The issue takes this form: “Whatever the historical significance of war, it is
above all the murder of certain people by others. However, our conscience con-
demns murder, and, consequently, we should honestly refuse to participate in war
and urge others to do the same. The dissemination of this view by word and deed is
the true and the only sure means of abolishing war. For clearly if everyone would re-
fuse to perform military service, war would become impossible.” For this argument
to be convincing we must first agree® that war and even military service is nothing
other than murder. However, it is impossible to agree with this claim. In performing
military service, war is only a possibility. During the 40-year period [441]between
the wars of Napoleon I and those of Napoleon III, several million men in Europe
performed military service, but only an insignificant number experienced actual
war. However, even in those cases where it ensues, war still cannot be reduced to
murder, i.e., to a crime that presupposes an evil intent directed towards a definite
object, towards this particular person whom I kill. In war, the individual soldier,
generally speaking, just does not happen to have such an intention, particularly®?
given today’s common-enough means of fighting with long-range cannons and guns
against an enemy located at a long distance out of sight. Only in cases of actual
hand-to-hand combat does* the question of conscience arise for the individual, who
must decide for himself according to his conscience. In general, war as a conflict
between collective organisms (states) and their collective organs (armies) is not a
matter of single individuals who play a passive role in it. On their part, a possible
murder is only accidental.

8 C] was permeated] was, so to speak, permeated AB.
9 (] virtually inevitable] serious AB.

91 C] come. The] come. We must desire and can hope that there will be no European war. However,
the AB.

92 C] For this argument ... first agree] This argument would be convincing if only we could be
convinced AB.

93 (C] particularly] Absent in A.

9 C] out of sight. ... combat does] out of sight. There cannot even be a specific murder. Such a
thing is possible only in the rare cases of hand-to-hand combat. Only in such cases does A.
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Would it not be better, however, to prevent the very possibility of an accidental
murder by refusing to perform military service? Undoubtedly, this would be the
case if it were a matter of free choice. A person who has attained a certain level of
moral awareness or has a sense of pity that has been developed separately certainly
does not choose on his own to perform his military service at the frontline. Instead,
this person prefers peaceful occupations. However, as long as compulsory service
is required by the state, we must recognize that for the individual to refuse to per-
form it is a greater evil than to comply with the current institution, and this does not
thereby mean an approval of universal military service, the inconvenience of which
is obvious and the efficiency dubious. Since the person who refuses to serve knows
that a certain number of recruits will be supplied in any case and that another will
be drafted in his place, he deliberately subjects his neighbor to all the burdens of
military duty, burdens from which the neighbor would otherwise be free. In addi-
tion, the general meaning of such a refusal satisfies the demands neither of logic nor
of morality. For it amounts to the fact that in order to avoid the remote possibility
in the future of accidentally killing an enemy in a war, which would not depend
on me, I myself now declare war against my state and force its representatives to
take a whole set of violent actions [442]against me at the present time. I make this
declaration in order to save myself from possibly carrying out accidental violence
in an unknown® future.

Our law states the purpose of military service by the formula “defense of the
throne and fatherland,”® i.e., of the political unit to which the given person belongs.
Just as it has happened many times in the past, there is a possibility that the state will
in the future abuse its armed forces and®’ use them in unjust and aggressive wars,
instead of in self-defense.”® However, this cannot serve as a sufficient reason for
my own actions in the present. Such actions must be determined by my own moral
duties, and not by those of others. Thus, the question ultimately comes down to this:
Do I have a moral obligation to participate in the defense of my fatherland?

Theories that” unequivocally reject war and consider it everyone’s duty to refuse
the state’s demand for military service, in general, deny that the individual has any
obligations to the state. From their point of view, the state is no more than a gang
of robbers who hypnotize'® the crowd in order to keep it under state control and to
use the crowd for its own ends. However, to think seriously that this exhausts or in
any way expresses the true essence of the matter would be quite naive. Such a view
particularly lacks a foundation when it refers to Christianity.

%5 C] unknown] indefinite AB.

% E] According to the government issued “Statutes Regarding Military Duties” from 1 January
1874, “Defense of the throne and fatherland is the sacred duty of every Russian citizen. Every male
without social distinction is subject to military service.” Korkunov 1904: 568.

97 C] abuse its armed forces and] Absent in B.

%8 C] Just as it ... self-defense.] There is the possibility of unjust and aggressive wars instead of
one in defense of the fatherland. A.

9 C] Theories that] Theories (e.g., those of the Quakers) that AB.
100 C] is no more than a gang of robbers who hypnotize] only hypnotizes A.
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Christianity has revealed to us our unconditional moral worth, the absolute sig-
nificance of the inner human essence, of the human soul. This unconditional moral
worth imposes on us an unconditional obligation to realize the truth throughout our
lives, not just in our personal but also in our collective lives. We, thereby, indubi-
tably know that this task is impossible for each separate, or isolated, individual and
that in order for it to be accomplished a particular individual’s life must be complet-
ed by the historical social life of humanity. One means to achieve this completion,
one of the forms of social life, indeed the chief and predominant form at the present
historical moment, is the fatherland, organized in the definite form of the state. Cer-
tainly, this form is not the highest and final expression of human solidarity, and the
fatherland must not replace God and His universal Kingdom. However, [443] from
the fact that the state is not everything it does not at all follow that it is unnecessary
and that it is acceptable to seek its destruction.

Let us suppose that the country in which I live is overtaken by some general
disaster, for example, a famine.!?! 192 In such a case, what is the duty of a particular
individual as an unconditionally moral being? Both my feelings and my conscience
clearly dictate that I must do one of two things: Either feed all who are hungry or
die myself from starvation. I cannot possibly feed the starving millions. Yet, if my
conscience does not in the slightest blame me for staying alive,'% this is solely due
to the fact that the state takes on itself my moral obligation to supply bread to the
hungry and can fulfill that obligation thanks to both its collective resources and its
organization, which is adapted for swift action on a broad scale. In this case, the
state turns out to be the institution that can successfully carry out the morally oblig-
atory work that a single individual is physically incapable of doing. However, if the
state fulfills my direct moral obligations in my stead, then how can it be said that I
owe it nothing and that it has no rights over me? If without it I, in good conscience,
would have had to give up my own life, then how can I refuse to give it my small
share of the means that it needs to complete my own work?

What, one might ask, if the taxes and duties collected by the state go not to things
whose usefulness is obvious, but to those which seem to me useless and even harm-
ful? In such a case, my obligation is to expose these abuses, but not to reject, by
either word or deed, the very principle of state taxation, the recognized purpose of
which is the welfare of the general public.!*

However, the military organization of the state, in essence, has such a founda-
tion. If some savages, such as the recent Caucasian mountaineers or the present

101 E] The famine of 1891-1892 highlighted the corruption and inefficiency of the government. In
1892, Leo Tolstoy published articles critical of the government’s efforts. Shortly afterward, Tol-
stoy himself participated in relief efforts that proved more efficient than those of the government.

102 C] Let us suppose ... a famine.] four [Five B] years ago, a significant part of Russia was over-
taken by a famine. AB.

103 C] for staying alive,] for the fact that I stayed alive and did not starve myself to death, AB.
104 C] What, one might ... general public.] Absent in AB.
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Kurds'® and the Black Flags,'% attack a traveler with the clear intention of murder-
ing him and killing his family, he undoubtedly has an obligation to fight them. He
fights them not out of hatred or malice, nor even in order to save his life at the cost
of his neighbor’s life, but in order to protect those who are weaker and are under his
protection. To help those near to oneself in such circumstances is [444]an uncon-
ditional moral obligation, and it is impossible to limit this obligation to one’s own
family. However, an individual alone cannot successfully defend all who are weak
and innocent from criminal violence. It is impossible even for groups of people
alone. Such a defense along the lines of a collective organization is the purpose
of a state’s military forces. To support the state’s philanthropic work in one way
or another is everyone’s moral obligation, an obligation that no abuses whatever
can eliminate. Just as the conclusion that rye is harmful does not follow from the
fact that ergot is poisonous, so the burdens and dangers of militarism do not speak
against the necessity of having armed forces.'?

The military and, in general, any compulsory organization is not an evil, but a
consequence and an indication of evil. There was no mention of such an organiza-
tion when, out of malice, the innocent shepherd Abel was killed by his brother.
Justly fearing that the same thing would later happen to Seth and other peaceful men
as well, the good guardian angels of humanity mixed clay with copper and iron to
create the soldier and the policeman. Moreover, until Cain’s feelings disappear from
human hearts, the soldier and the policeman will be a good, not an evil. Hostility
towards the state and its representatives is, nevertheless, still hostility, and such hos-
tility alone towards the state is enough to see the need for the state. It is strange to
be hostile towards the state for the reason that by external means it merely'®® limits
but does not internally abolish everywhere the malice that we cannot eliminate from
within our own selves!

Vil

Between the historical necessity of war and its abstract rejection by a particular
individual lies the duty of that individual to the organized whole (the state), which
down to the end of history conditions not only the existence but also the progress
of humanity. However, the undeniable fact that the state possesses the means not
only to preserve human social life as it presently is, but!® also to move it forward,

105 C] the present Kurds] 4bsent in AB.

106 ] An anarchist terrorist organization that operated primarily in the western and southern parts
of the Russian Empire.

107 C] whatever can eliminate. Just ... having armed forces.] and untruths can eliminate. The con-

clusion that rye is harmful does not follow from the fact that ergot is poisonous. AB.
108 C] merely] Absent in AB.

109 C] as it presently is, but] as it presently is (statu quo), but AB.
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imposes on the individual other duties to the state in addition to the simple!'® ful-
fillment of its legal demands. If the state were the perfect embodiment [445]of the
normal social''! order, fulfilling these demands would be enough. In fact, however,
the state, being the condition and the instrument of human improvement, is itself
gradually progressing in various respects. For this reason the single individual is
obliged, within the bounds of one’s abilities and faculties, to participate actively
in the general political'!? process. There is within the individual an unconditional
moral awareness of the perfect ideal of moral truth and peace, an awareness of the
Kingdom of God. He obtains this awareness not from the state, but from above and
from within. This ideal, however, can be genuinely realized in the collective life of
humanity only by means of a preparatory''? state organization. It follows from this
that the individual who actually'!* takes the moral point of view has a direct and
positive obligation to assist the state, through persuading and preaching, to fulfill
its preliminary task in the best possible manner. The state itself, of course, becomes
superfluous after this fulfillment, but not before.''> The individual can and should
have such an influence on society with regard to war as well as with regard to all
other aspects of life within the state.

The evil of war lies in the extreme!'® hostility and hatred between the parts of
a shattered'!'” humanity. In personal relations, no one justifiably has bad feelings,
and it is useless to reveal such feelings. However, in the case of international hatred
the bad feeling is usually combined with false opinions and incorrect reasoning. In
fact, these often evoke the bad feeling. To struggle against this lie is the first duty
of anyone who really wants to bring humanity closer to a morally good peace.''®

As for the future'"” decisive struggle between Europe and Asia, despite the high
probability of its occurrence, we do not consider it an unconditional and inescapable
necessity. The matter is still in our hands. Although it is highly unlikely to occur,
the first condition for the possible peaceful inclusion of the Mongolian race into the

110 C] simple] passive AB.

' C] normal social] absolute AB.

12 C] political] Absent in AB.

13 C] preparatory) Absent in AB.

14 C] actually] seriously AB.

15 C] to fulfill its ... not before.] for it to approach gradually the ideal. AB.

116 C] extreme] Absent in AB.

7 C] parts of a shattered] various parts of B.

118 C] really wants to bring ... morally good peace.] seriously wants to bring humanity closer to

eternal peace. The historical progress already accomplished has made war between European na-
tions almost impossible. The removal of this “almost” is the concern of the good will of European
nations and their rulers. They need only turn attention to the logical consequence of the exist-
ing situation, namely to the obvious uselessness of stockpiling colossal armaments (along with
compulsory military service), which only arouses a futile apprehension of an incredible and quite
unnecessary European war. No one is seriously suggesting complete disarmament, but a ten-fold
reduction in the size of military forces is enough for a genuine defense against savages and barbar-
ians as against what is required by an empty fear of a European war. AB.

19 C] future] Absent in AB.
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circle of Christian civilization'? lies in the Christian nations becoming more Chris-
tian. They should be guided to a greater degree in al/ aspects of their collective life
by moral principles than by shameful self-interest and evil economic, national and
religious hostility.

Recently at the world congress of religion in Chicago,'?!' certain Asians—Bud-
dhists and Brahmins—addressed the Europeans [446]with words that expressed
current opinion in the East: “You send us missionaries to preach your religion. We
do not deny the merits of your religion, but having gotten to know you for the last
two centuries we see that your entire life runs counter to the demands of your faith
and that you are moved not by the spirit of moral truth and love, bequeathed to you
by your God, but by the spirit of greed and violence common to all bad people. Con-
sequently, it is either of two things: Either your religion, despite its inner superiority
cannot be practically realized and so it is not useful even for you who profess it; or
you are so bad that you do not want to do what you can and should do. In either case,
you present no advantage over us and should leave us in peace.”'?? Only deeds, not
words, can serve as a convincing reply to this objection. Against an internally united
and truly Christian Europe, Asia would have no justification for fighting nor meet
the conditions for victory.'?* 124

120 C] civilization] culture AB.

121 E] A reference to the first World Parliament of Religion held in Chicago from 11-27 September
1893.

122 E] Although these words are marked as a quotation in the original, Solov’év is not directly
quoting any of the presenters at the Chicago event but only seeking to convey the sense of the
“Asian” critique of European Christianity.

123 C] for victory.] for victory. Be that as it may, if the final military encounter of the West with the

East happens to be inevitable, we must remember that a victory for Europe will be conditional on
the harmonious action of all its nations coupled with the arousal of their spiritual forces, and not
the size of their armed masses. In this final war, which must be to advance unification on a world
scale, Russia will obviously have to play a leading role. Therefore, our true patriotic duty is to de-
sire and see that our fatherland be not only materially but, above all, morally and spiritually strong
and worthy of this great calling in completing this final task of humanity. A.

124 C] for victory.] for victory. Be that as it may, if the final military encounter of the West with the
East happens to be inevitable, we must remember that a victory for Europe will be conditional on
the harmonious action of all its nations coupled with the arousal of their spiritual forces, and not
the size of their armed masses. Above all, the rulers of the nations and the guiders of public opin-
ion must decisively and sincerely agree that a “European” war, or more precisely a war between
the nations of Christendom is unnecessary and impermissible. Let the people, on whom the actual
triumph of peace depends, hear the voice not of the abstract thinker and not of the one-sided mor-
alist, but of a person who with an impeccable moral character and extensive practical experience
was certainly least inclined towards philosophical and political utopias. In his excellent recently
published letter to Count Bismarck (written in 1871 and published in 1894), the late Prince Petr
Georgievich Oldenburg, having mentioned the “adverse theories” “vanquished not by bayonets,
but by political wisdom and enlightened measures” and having discarded, then, the absurd idea of
a possible, immediate and complete disarmament, continues: “My opinion is, therefore, (1) to end
war between civilized peoples and to guarantee the reciprocal territories on the part of the gov-
ernments, (2) to resolve disputed issues following the example of England and America with the
help of an international commission, (3) to establish the strength of the military forces of all states
by an international convention.” (The temporary need for small armies to protect against, among
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War was the direct means for the external unification of humanity and the indi-
rect means for its internal unification. Reason forbids abandoning this instrument
as long as it is needed, but conscience obliges us to try fo make it unnecessary and
to try to make the natural organization of humanity, currently divided into hostile
parts, into an actual moral, or spiritual, organization. The general description of
this entire moral organization, which is contained in human nature, rests internally
on the unconditional Moral Good and through world history is fully realized. The
moral conditions justify the moral good in the world. This description of the aggre-
gate moral conditions must be the culmination of moral philosophy.!?’

other things, possible attacks by savage nations was explained above.) “Although many assign the
elimination of war to the realm of phantasy, I, nevertheless, have the courage to think that this is
the only way to save the church, the monarchy in principle, society and heal the states of the ulcer
that is hindering their development. The implementation of such a supreme, truly Christian and
human idea, coming immediately from two powerful monarchs would be a glorious victory over
the principle of evil. It would usher in a new era of happiness. Cries of joy would spread around
the world, cries which would be echoed by the heavenly angels. If the Lord is behind me, then
who can be against me, and what force can oppose those who act in the name of God? This is the
modest opinion of an old man sorely tried by fate and who without fear and without concern for
the opinion of the world in the sight of God and eternity merely follows the voice of conscience,
seeking nothing more on this Earth than a quiet grave alongside his dear ancestors.” B E] Olden-
burg 1894: 137-138.

125 C] The general description ... of moral philosophy.] Absent in B.
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