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Main Paradigms of the Concept of Evil in Western Anthropological and
Psychological Studies

Purpose. The authors aim to investigate the evolution of the paradigm shift of the concept of evil in Western
philosophical and psychological thought. Theoretical basis is determined by the latest methodological approaches
in studying the relationship between philosophical, psychological, and theological approaches to understanding the
essence of evil and its manifestations. Originality. For the first time in Ukrainian philosophical literature, a system-
atization of the evolution of the concept of evil in the philosophical and psychological sciences has been carried out.
Conclusions. Analyzing the main mythological, theological, philosophical, and psychological concepts of evil pro-
vides an opportunity to systematize them through the main five paradigms. The primordial paradigm can be consid-
ered dualistic, which retains its influence until our time. Evil is understood in it as the personification of natural dis-
asters, diseases, human crimes, and a force opposing Good. Ancient philosophy and Christianity try to deprive evil
of its ontological status: evil does not exist as such but is only a lack of Good. Based on this understanding, a priva-
tive paradigm was formed, which dominated the European philosophical and theological consciousness for more
than a millennium. It became the basis for philosophical theodicy: the justification of the all-good God in the face of
clearly existing evil. But at the end of the 18th century, it gave way to the dialectical-romantic paradigm, the most
vivid representatives of which are Schelling, Hegel, and Nietzsche. The concept of evil is reinterpreted and consid-
ered as a necessary component of the world, which, along with good, belongs to a higher reality. The concept of evil
receives a new understanding in the psychoanalysis of Freud, Jung, and Fromm: its source is determined by the hu-
man subconscious, and its external manifestation is aggression. A similar understanding of evil is inherent in many
other psychological schools, some of which also conducted psychological experiments on the originally evil nature
of man. However, such "experiments" are characteristic of the social practices of totalitarian regimes, based on
which the concept of the "banality" of evil arises. The appearance of the latest postmodern paradigm of understand-
ing evil is connected with the attempt of some thinkers to reject all previous concepts of evil and a kind of return to
the oldest dualistic paradigm. It would seem that the fall of most totalitarian regimes and the expectation of the "end
of history" did not give grounds for popularizing this paradigm. Still, the events of the early 20s of our century indi-
cate the need for its actualization.

Keywords: evil; dualistic paradigm; privative paradigm; theodicy; dialectic-romantic paradigm; psychoanalytic
paradigm; "banality of evil"; postmodern paradigm; transparency of evil; fluidity of evil

Introduction

In the 20th century, Western intellectual elites, alongside the average citizens of mass society,
seemed to have definitively buried God as the embodiment of eternal and immutable Good, fol-
lowing Nietzsche’s legacy. Alongside God, Satan, as the embodiment of Evil, also had to be dis-
missed. Yet, the 20th century (if it is not surpassed by the 21st) was perhaps the most brutal centu-
ry in human history, as evidenced by genocides, famines, concentration camps, world wars, and
millions of victims of totalitarian regimes. After the end of the "Cold War" and amidst the anticipa-
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tion of the "end of history"” with the final triumph of the liberal-democratic world, the concept of
evil seemed incompatible with postmodern existence at the beginning of the 21st century.

For most of us, until 2014 (and for some, even until 2022), the concept of evil was not associ-
ated with daily life, our routines, or everyday occurrences. Evil appeared to us in literary charac-
ters, video games, and media: we used it as a characteristic of the virtual world, reading or
watching reports about crimes, genocide, wars, terrorist acts, and senseless cruelty.

However, God, the unyielding Weltgeist, or invisible forces of global historical progress have
made our country a kind of epicenter of the confrontation between the forces of Good and Evil:
aggression and homeland defense, violations of international law and resistance to these viola-
tions by the majority of the world’s nations, cynical disregard for moral norms, and basic human-
ity. The significance of the ongoing war in Ukraine also lies in the fact that it has compelled a
reevaluation of the concept of evil and the acknowledgment of its reality.

It should be noted that from the late 20th to the early 21st century, numerous publications on
this issue appeared within the socio-philosophical, anthropological, and psychological discours-
es. From Jean Baudrillard’s (2005) "The Intelligence of Evil" to Lars Svendsen’s (2010) "A Phi-
losophy of Evil", which have become almost classic works, Western intellectual spaces have
witnessed a proliferation of studies dedicated to this topic. Among the English-language litera-
ture of recent years, particular attention should be given to the dialogues of Zygmunt Bauman
and Leonidas Donskis, published as standalone works. In Ukrainian philosophy, the analysis of
the nature of evil as such had not been given much independent attention until recently. Certain
exceptions include works by M. Mazuryk, M. Popovych, V. Malakhov, and O. Khoma, in which
this issue was usually examined within the context of other problems. Only in recent years have
studies emerged where this issue takes center stage, such as the works of Adam Dobzhynski,
Oleksandr Kulyk, Nataliia Lishchynska (2021), and Hanna Savonova (2020).

Purpose

Our article aims to identify the main paradigms of the reasonable concept of evil in Western
philosophical and psychological thought.

Statement of basic materials

In the middle of the 19th century, a racist fable about a missionary and a Hottentot was quite
popular in Western humanities, according to which, when asked by a clergyman about his under-
standing of evil and good, the aboriginal answered quite simply: "Evil is when a neighboring
tribe stole our cows, and good is when my friends and | stole cows belonging to our neighbors™.
The Eurocentric racist enlightenment of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries tried to find the
primitive human ideas of good and evil in the most primitive (from the European point of view)
tribes that the colonizers encountered. One of them was a tribe in South Africa, which was given
the offensive name of "Hottentot™ by Dutch settlers (in our time of political correctness, repre-
sentatives of this ethnic group are called Khoi). The above anecdote became especially popular
in Russian philosophy and journalism: from V. Solovyov and S. Frank to L. Trotsky and con-
temporary bloggers of various political orientations. This kind of idea is called "Hottentot Moral-
ity", although in modern Western thought, this expression (given its explicitly racist connota-
tions) is not used (they speak of "right-wing-centered morality" or "double standard").

Nevertheless, this fable testifies to the existence of the binary opposition “"good-evil” in the
oldest, deepest layers of the human consciousness and subconscious. The cosmogonic myths of
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most peoples of the world are based on the confrontation between two primary ontological enti-
ties: good and evil (apyn), which take on natural or anthropomorphic forms. Dualistic motifs in
mythologies can be observed on all inhabited continents.

Based on these primordial myths, the original understanding of evil is formed within the par-
adigm of moral and religious dualism. Dualism or dualistic paradigm is a moral or religious be-
lief in the existence of two fundamental forces: Good and Evil, which oppose each other. Moral
opposites can, for example, exist in a worldview that has one god, more than one god, or none.

The first explicit concept of dualism emerged in the ancient Persian religion of Zoroastrian-
ism around the middle of the fifth century BC. Zoroastrianism is a religion built on the preaching
of the prophet Zoroaster, who proclaimed Ahura Mazda (Ormuzd) the creator of Good, light, and
wisdom, and his antagonist, Anhra-Maynu (Ariman), the personification of Evil, the source of
natural disasters, diseases, crop failures, the creator of poisonous plants, predatory animals; all
physical and moral calamities come from him. Subsequently, Zoroastrianism underwent signifi-
cant transformations, sometimes approaching monotheism, sometimes strengthening the original
dualism. Zoroastrianism, which was the dominant religion of the powerful Persian Empire, had a
strong influence on ancient Judaism, Gnosticism, early Christianity, and especially on Manichae-
ism and Christian "heresies"” such as the Bogomils, Cathars, and others.

In primitive Christianity, the influence of the dualistic paradigm on the understanding of evil is
quite tangible; evil is seen as an inherent attribute of both sinful humanity and a certain substance
of the world that a true believer must prevent. The devil is seen as the personification of evil, the
one who tempted Jesus Christ, that is, evil is a certain entity that opposes the victorious advance of
the forces of Good, which are personified by God. And so, in a sense, the original (pre-Nicene)
Christianity in its understanding of evil was close to the dualistic concept of Gnosticism.

The traditional Christian understanding of evil is usually associated with the so-called priva-
tive paradigm. According to it, evil is a lack or shortage (in Latin, privatio) of good, i.e., evil has
no essence of its own, it is only a "shadow™ of good, its absence. Christianity borrows this con-
cept from ancient philosophy, more specifically from the neo-Platonism of Plotinus, although its
preconditions can be found in the works of Aristotle. However, in Stagyritus, the privatization
paradigm does not yet take the form of conceptual completeness.

Plotinus (2018), in his work eloquently titled "On What Evil Is and Where It Comes From",
raises the question of evil as such and identifies with its matter, the poor-quality substrate of the
physical Cosmos. However, Plotinus contrasts his understanding of evil with the dualistic con-
cept of Gnosticism, which considers any corporeality to be the source of evil. The Manichaeans
offered a similar solution.

The Church Fathers, relying on Plotinus but reinterpreting his doctrine in the biblical spirit,
view evil as a lack of good. The classical form of the privative concept of evil is found in the
formula of St. Basil the Great: "...otépnoic yap ayabod ot 10 kaxov (evil is only the absence
of good)" (Basilius Caesariensis, 2005).

To demonstrate this point, Basil of Caesarea gives the following example: the eye is a certain
entity that is good in itself, and evil is a violation of its functioning, mutilation, that is, a diminu-
tion of the good of this entity. That is, it is in patristics that ancient metaphysics is combined
with the biblical worldview: God creates only good, so the world is "very beautiful (kaAa Aiav)”
(Genesis 1:31). But if the world structure is beautiful, and it largely remains so even after the
Fall, then the problem of evil naturally shifts to the domain of anthropology: "real evil" is sin,
some subjective instance that is nested in human arbitrariness; "imaginary evil™ is a non-being, a
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path to non-being, which is understood as an objective process of destruction, moreover, it is ax-
iologically neutral, because various deviations can bring good. This understanding of evil is
characteristic of the theocentric anthropology of Augustine Aurelius and other church fathers.

Some changes to the privative paradigm in the understanding of evil occur in the context of
solving the problem of theodicy (that is, the justification of an all-powerful and all-good God in
the light of existing evil). It should be noted that in medieval Christianity this problem is practi-
cally absent, since there is nothing to blame God for: "imaginary evil™ or suffering are not mean-
ingless, they lead to some good goal, even if it is unknown to a person, while "real evil", or sin,
has as its source a person’s free will —and only hers.

The first clear formulation of theodicy in the form of a hypothesis or imaginary argument
from evil appears in Thomas Aquinas’s Summa Theology, as one of two objections to the exist-
ence of God. For the first time, a careful development of this problem, as well as the term "the-
odicy" itself, appears in G. W. Leibniz (1710), who objected to P. Bayle that Manichaeism can-
not be overcome with the help of reason alone, and therefore rational theodicy is impossible
(Hickson, 2013, p. 13).

One of Leibniz’s certain innovations was his proposed classification of types of evil. In par-
ticular, he singles out three types of evil: metaphysical, physical and moral. He "justifies” God
for the existence of these three types of evil. The first type of evil is justified by the fact that God
is constantly "improving" the world and what is considered evil is only the "motivator" of this
improvement. Physical evil is justified as a natural punishment, and since "these sorrows will not
only have a sincere reward, but will even serve to increase bliss, and such evil is not only useful,
but necessary" (Leibniz, 2005).

Instead, moral evil can never be a means of good. Arguing with the Epicureans and Mani-
chaeans, Leibniz introduces an important distinction between the will that acts and the one that
allows: the evil of guilt is never for God the object of the will that acts, only sometimes that
which allows, because God never does evil himself, only sometimes allows it — it cannot be the
content of God’s will. The same rule applies to people when we talk about sin — it can be al-
lowed and not prevented only when it does not involve the wrong action itself, that is, when it is
appropriate, morally possible or necessary. However, this belonging is determined not in human
categories, but in the categories of Divine Providence. Thus, according to Leibniz, a world freed
from evil would lose its ability to exist. Phantom evil, on the other hand, contributes to the
achievement of a more complete future predetermined harmony (Leibniz, 2005).

Theodicy is usually associated with the philosophical heritage of Leibniz, however, both in
the Modern era and later, there are other variants of “"theodicy”. In particular, J. Locke,
N. Malebranche, H. Wolff, S. Clarke, A. Shaftesbury and other thinkers of that time left their
thoughts on the justification of God for the existing evil in the world and in human souls. Leib-
niz’s theodicy caused harsh criticism from Voltaire and |. Kant. The Lisbon tragedy of 1755 was
an event that destroyed Leibniz’s Enlightenment optimism and led to a critical attitude towards
the possibility of building a rationalist theodicy. Voltaire and Goethe, Kant and Rousseau were
deeply affected by the earthquake and mass death of people in the Portuguese capital. The young
Kant, who had just begun to teach at Albertina, refused to see in the event under consideration a
formidable punishment of God and turned to the problem of theodicy later based on critical phi-
losophy. The Konigsberg philosopher pointed out the theoretical impossibility of solving the
problem of theoretical justification of God in the face of world evil since theodicy is not a sub-
ject of pure, but only of practical reason and has only a moral dimension.
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However, Goethe and Kant, as well as other representatives of German idealism, in their
views on the nature of evil, already go beyond the classical private paradigm and can be consid-
ered as the founders of a new dialectical-romantic paradigm of understanding evil. This para-
digm is no longer a justification of God as the bearer of absolute good, but a kind of justification
of evil and its personifications. To Mephistopheles as the primordial spirit of evil, Goethe (2015)
in his "Faust" adds a phrase that most accurately reflects the essence of this dialectical concept:
"...part of that force that always wills the evil and always produces the good (Ein Teil von jener
Kraft, die stets das Bose will und stets das Gute schafft)".

However, in the Modern era, the attention of thinkers increasingly turns not to metaphysical
and physical evil (according to Leibnitz), but to moral evil, which may be rooted (or not) in the
human essence. At the same time, two opposite versions of the nature and essence of man are
gaining popularity. The first, which is close to biblical sources (the narrative of the original fall)
and deepened by Protestant anthropology, belongs to the English philosopher T. Hobbes and
considers man as an incorrigible egoist prone to evil and violence, the second is the concept of
the French thinker J.-J. Rousseau is about an originally good savage whose essence was distorted
by civilization.

Despite Kant’s sympathy for Rousseau, the German thinker is more inclined to the Hobbesian
version. At the end of his creative journey in 1792, Kant published the essay "On Radical Evil in
Human Nature"”, which was later included in the work "Religion within the Limits of Simple
Reason". Kant defines evil as the possibility of human freedom to act contrary to the "objective
laws of morality"”, which, for him, determine good. According to Kant, evil is radical (das radikal
Bdse) because it is rooted in human nature as a disposition or "tendency to evil”. But if a person
is smart and conscious enough, he can overcome evil. For Kant, moral goodness is a regular,
persistent overcoming of one’s nature. That is, according to Kant’s "theodicy", God is not re-
sponsible for evil, which is a consequence of natural rootedness in human freedom. At the same
time, evil ceases to be interpreted as something metaphysical, and becomes primarily something
moral, and therefore — evil that a person commits (Kant, 2017).

At the same time, Kant in the work "Critique of the Power of Judgment" rethinks the category
of the sublime, which will become the main one in romanticism. According to Kant, there is pos-
itive pleasure, which is beautiful and has its expression in calm contemplation, and there is nega-
tive pleasure, which is sublime, formless, and infinite, which causes not joy, but surprise and
admiration. Romantics emphasize the Kantian understanding of the sublime, seeing in it a certain
justification of evil, its ennoblement, and praise of its creative power.

A similar "apology of evil" is also characteristic of Hegel’s dialectic. Even in the "Phenome-
nology of the Spirit" he considers good and evil as abstract opposites that must be "removed” in
the "Religion of Revelation". Moreover, he claims that "evil in itself is the same as good... Since
evil is the same as good, then evil is not evil and good is not good, but both evil and good are
rather canceled, evil in general — it is a self-absorbed being-for-itself, and the good is a simplicity
devoid of the Self" (Hegel, 2019, p. 426).

In his more mature works, Hegel, in contrast to Kant, objectifies evil and gives it a metaphys-
ical meaning. In his "Lectures on the Philosophy of History" and "Philosophy of Law" evil is
considered as a necessary element of the historical process, an eternal companion of human soci-
ety, and the formation of an individual in history. He seeks to prove the necessity of evil, be-
cause for him it is a form of affirmation of good, and in the religion of revelation and dialectical
philosophy, the opposition between them is removed. According to Hegel, evil, taken by itself, is

Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International
doi: https://doi.org/10.15802/ampr.v0i26.319729 © V. Y. Popov, E. V. Popova, 2024

118



ISSN 2227-7242 (Print), ISSN 2304-9685 (Online)
AHTpoONOJIOTiYHI BUMIpH (iocoPCchKuX AociipKens, 2024, Bum. 26

Anthropological Measurements of Philosophical Research, 2024, NO. 26

ANTHROPOLOGICAL PROBLEMS IN THE HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY

a certain abstraction that exists only as the opposite of good. He singles out two aspects of evil —
it is embedded in the historical process as such, but in the future, it is defeated by the power of
"cunning” of the World Spirit.

However, the dialectical-romantic paradigm of the understanding of evil probably reaches its
apogee in the philosophy of Friedrich Schelling. His views are most fully expressed in the work
"Philosophische Untersuchungen tber das Wesen der menschlichen Freiheit und die damit
zusammenhangenden Gegensten” (1809), written under the influence of the mysticism of the
German theosophist Jacob Béhme and his contemporary Baader.

Schelling clearly rejects the privative conception that considers evil to be a purely negative
concept of the lack or absence of good. In contrast to this view, he sees evil as a positive force
directed against the force of good. Although evil is a force hostile to God, only through its medi-
ation is God’s self-manifestation possible. According to Schelling, in God, one must distinguish
the basis (Grund) of existence and existence itself. The named basis of God is His nature; this
dark, irrational foundation enables God’s self-division, and therefore evil. In human nature, evil
consists in asserting one’s separateness, in striving from the original center of the absolute to the
periphery (Schelling, 2006).

To defeat evil, according to Schelling, it is first necessary to overcome the dark beginning of
elemental nature. Standing at the climax of nature, man naturally tends to rush back into the
abyss, just as one who has climbed to the top of a mountain is seized with vertigo, threatening to
fall. But the main weakness of a person is the fear of good because good requires self-denial and
mortification of one’s selfishness. However, man by his/her nature can overcome this fear and
desire for evil. Schelling concludes that it is precisely in this ability that freedom lies. Thus, the
philosopher who was called the "prince of romanticism™ substantiates the foundations of a new
paradigm of understanding evil — dialectical-romantic.

This paradigm was embodied in the so-called "dark romanticism™ and the nihilistic concept of
F. Nietzsche. Schwarze Romantik (Dark Romanticism) as a literary movement aestheticizes evil,
delights in demonic characters, and proclaims a rebellion against a world of optimistic mediocri-
ty. In the works of E. T. A. Hoffmann, Friedrich Schiller, Lord Byron, S. Baudelaire, E. Poe and
many others, evil seems to be rehabilitated and acquires its own dark beauty in its rebellion
against everyday life. Their works are filled with stories of the personal suffering of social out-
casts, sometimes glorifying the beauty and majesty of Lucifer and other dark forces.

The most radical rethinking of the concept of evil occurs in the philosophy of Friedrich Nie-
tzsche, who tried to overturn the entire Western Christian value system. In his work "Genealogy
of Morality™ (1887), he tries to establish a fundamental difference between the binary opposition
"good-bad" (Gut und Bose) and "good-bad" (Gut und Schlecht). In his opinion, the concept of
"good" originally meant "worthy" (vornehm), "noble", "aristocratic” (edel), and "bad" — simply
"ordinary" (gemein), "simple, vulgar" (pobelhaft), "niedrig" (Nietzsche, 2002). Later, due to the
influence of Platonism and Christianity, this binary opposition was replaced by the opposition of
moral concepts based on the illusory Platonic metaphysics and turned into a tool of "slave moral-
ity".

"What one age perceives as evil is mostly just an untimely echo of what was once considered
good: the atavism of an ancient ideal” (Nietzsche, 2002, p. 72).

Applying the "will to power" criterion, Nietzsche reactivates the values of good and evil in a
modified form. Good and evil do not belong to any ethical system, morality, or religion, but they
manifest themselves as the realization of action according to the character of the individual.
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Good is that which brings development to an individual, and evil is that which delays or reverses
the development of his abilities. An enemy is good because it can be fought against, pain is good
because it makes a person stronger, and anything is good if it promotes the manifestation of the
will to power. "Evil", therefore, is a secondary concept and denotes only that which weakens the
"will to power".

The radicality of Nietzsche’s views lies precisely in the radical rethinking of the concepts of
good and evil, which sometimes even change places on the axiological scale, but his concept of
evil is related to the privative paradigm, since evil does not have its own essence, but is only a
deficiency, a "weakening" of the will to authorities It is interesting that Nietzsche attributed his
teachings not to philosophy, but to psychology, which corresponds to the general trends of the
spiritual life of Europe at the end of the 19th century.

Therefore, the transition from purely philosophical to psychological concepts of evil, which
have become dominant since the beginning of the 20th century, is logical. The primacy in the
formation of psychological views on the nature of human evil undoubtedly belongs to the creator
of psychoanalysis, Sigmund Freud. He can also be considered the founder of the psychoanalytic
paradigm of understanding evil. According to the Austrian scientist, the source of evil is the hu-
man subconscious, and its external manifestation is aggression. Aggression is the result of the
disharmony of three layers of the psyche: "I" (Ego), "It" (Id), "Super Ego". Instincts and subcon-
scious drives make up the realm of the subconscious Id. They are a source of mental energy that
prompts active action and contradicts the culture and norms of social life for which the Super
Ego is responsible. That is, he was a supporter of the fatal determination of man to evil, which is
determined by the constant conflict between "Ego", "Id" and "Super Ego" (Freud, 2021).

The American-Austrian psychologist Erich Fromm also developed his views within the psy-
choanalytic paradigm of understanding evil. Reflecting on the nature of evil, he concludes that it
lies in the desire to dominate other people, which almost always turns into violence, and the
main danger to humanity is not “sadists and inhumans", but ordinary people, in whose hands
power is concentrated. He tried to understand the tragic events of the 20th century: the rule of
totalitarian regimes, world wars, the Holocaust, etc. through the prism of the synthesis of the
Freudian concept of evil, while also considering its social sources and forms of manifestation
(Fromm, 2017).

The psychoanalytic paradigm of evil continues its existence in modern psychological science.
The problems of evil and destructiveness, narcissism, and aggression are currently being devel-
oped by such outstanding representatives of various psychoanalytical schools as O. Kernberg,
S. Benvenuto, H. Kehele, M. Solms, and many others. At the same time, this paradigm was sub-
jected to fundamental criticism and strong external influences, as a result of which other psycho-
logical approaches to understanding the essence of evil were formed.

Contemporary philosophy and psychology were greatly influenced by political philosopher
Hannah Arendt’s concept of the "banality of evil”, in which she asserted that evil things can be
done by ordinary people without any terrible intentions. In her work devoted to the trial of Adolf
Eichmann, accused of crimes against humanity for his participation in the genocide of European
Jews, she formulated the idea that people like Eichmann should not be considered exceptions,
monsters, or sadistic perverts; they are ordinary mediocrity. Eichmann’s defense was based on
the fact that he was simply following orders. Based on this, Arendt concludes what has become a
classic about "banal evil":
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The trouble with Eichmann was precisely that there were so many people
like him, many of whom were neither perverts nor sadists, that they were,
and still are, incredibly and terrifyingly normal. From the point of view
of our legal institutions and our moral standards of judgment, this nor-
mality was far more frightening than all the horrors put together, for it
implied... that this new type of criminal... commits his crime under con-
ditions which make it almost impossible for to know or feel that he is do-
ing evil. (Arendt, 2013, p. 235)

The concept of the "banality of evil" had a great influence on American social psychology.
Even before the appearance of Arendt’s book, social psychologist Stanley Milgram (Stanley
Milgram) began a series of experiments aimed at discovering how people are inclined to follow
orders that cause pain to other participants in the experiment. Based on the analysis of his exper-
iments, Milgram concluded that people who do evil are usually driven not by the desire to do
evil, but by the conviction that they are doing something worthy and noble.

The concept of the American psychologist Philip Zimbardo, the leader of the infamous Stan-
ford prison experiment, gained even greater popularity in psychology. According to his ap-
proach, any ordinary people can do evil things if they find themselves in the right circumstances.
In his book "The Lucifer Effect” (Zimbardo, 2017), he described the process by which an ordi-
nary good-minded person falls into situations or systemic dependencies that plunge that person
into a state of evil and commit evil actions. In other words, Zimbardo argues that

...good people can be induced, tempted and trained to behave badly...
each of us can easily become a hero or a villain, depending on what situa-
tional factors affect us. Therefore, it is very important to understand how
to limit, restrain and prevent the situational and systemic forces that drive
some of us to social pathology. (Zimbardo, 2017, p. 276)
The experiments of S. Milgram and F. Zimbardo became the empirical basis for the new
postmodern paradigm of understanding evil. In the most vivid and paradoxical form, this para-
digm was presented by the French philosopher Jean Baudrillard. In his work "Fatal Strategies",

he argues that modern philosophy must reject all previous concepts of evil and return to the old-
est dualistic Manichean paradigm. The philosopher writes:
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We need to reawaken the principle of Evil active in Manicheism and all
the great mythologies in order to affirm, against the principle of the
Good, not exactly the supremacy of Evil, but a fundamental duplicity that
demands that any order exists only to be disobeyed, attacked, exceeded,
and dismantled. (Baudrillard, 1990, p. 77)

That is, Baudrillard claims that Evil has a positive meaning as well as a negative one. The
great religious and political revolutionaries (Jesus, Che Guevara, Nelson Mandela) are clearly
"evil" in terms of the system of law and order they challenge, and they are punished accordingly.

Baudrillard’s position on the essence of evil also develops in his later works. In them,
Baudrillard (2005) explores what he understands as the disappearance of Evil from the culture of
global technomodernity, which imposes the "hegemony of the culture of happiness™ (p. 139).
Good leads to happiness, and evil leads to unhappiness. In modern times, evil is seen as some-
thing accidental, something that can be controlled and eventually eliminated, for example
through a culture of surveillance, insurance, and risk assessment. Although many instances of
unhappiness can be eliminated, perhaps through welfare spending or international aid, Evil is
something else entirely: for Baudrillard, it is ineradicable, it will reappear again and again, espe-
cially where it is not expected or where it was considered defeated.

Thus, Baudrillard completely rejects the Enlightenment humanist tradition, which understood
the human personality as essentially good and rational, as well as the Christian privative concept
of Evil. Baudrillard’s (2005) concept of evil as a "primordial force" is consistent with Manichae-
ism: "Evil is the first hypothesis, the first assumption. Good is simply a transposition and substi-
tute product: a hypostasis of evil" (p. 141).

However, such "justification of evil" should not be considered a fundamental feature of the
postmodern paradigm of its understanding. On the contrary, modern philosophers, including
postmodernists, are concerned about its transparency and widespread use. Postmodernism is not
some kind of normative theory, but rather a strict diagnosis of the diseases of modern social con-
sciousness, which is increasingly losing moral sensitivity.

This is evidenced by the philosophical dialogues of the Polish-British postmodernist philoso-
pher Zygmunt Bauman and the Lithuanian philosopher and politician Leonidas Donskis. One of
them was reflected in the book "Limited evil. Life without alternatives”. The dialogue partici-
pants agreed that the dualistic concept of Manichaeism is reviving in the modern world. A sepa-
rate section of the book is devoted to the modern military confrontation between Russia and
Ukraine since 2014, which is interpreted in the context of the evolution of the understanding of
evil from Kafkaesque (permanent evil) to Orwellian (fluid evil that recruits supporters). In their
opinion, one of the carriers of Orwellianism is Russian Putinism, which includes both nostalgia
for the lost past on the part of the population and attempts to control the politics of memory on
the part of the state (Bauman & Donskis, 2016, p. 130).

The dialogues of Bauman and Donskis testify that in the second decade of the 21st century,
the concept of evil undergoes significant modifications, and new forms of manifestation of evil
become more and more acute and visible in the modern world, which is increasingly polarized
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around the pole of Good and the axis of Evil. It is impossible not to agree with L. Donskis, ex-
actly "Ukraine has become a litmus test for global moral (in)sensitivity at the beginning of the
21st century" (Bauman & Donskis, 2016, p. 6).

Indeed, nowadays Ukraine has found itself at the epicenter of the confrontation between
Good and Evil, and understanding this should become an impetus for rethinking the concept of
evil and, perhaps, forming a new paradigm for its understanding.

Originality

For the first time in Ukrainian philosophical literature, a systematization of the evolution of
the concept of evil in the philosophical and psychological sciences has been carried out.

Conclusions

The analysis of the main mythological, theological, philosophical, and psychological concepts
of evil provides an opportunity to systematize them in the form of the main five paradigms. The
primordial paradigm can be considered dualistic, which retains its influence until our time. Evil
is understood in it as the personification of natural disasters, diseases, human crimes, and a force
opposing Good. Ancient philosophy and Christianity try to deprive evil of its ontological status:
evil does not exist as such but is only a lack of Good. Based on this understanding, a privative
paradigm was formed, which dominated the European philosophical and theological conscious-
ness for more than a millennium. It became the basis for philosophical theodicy: the justification
of the all-good God in the face of clearly existing evil. But at the end of the 18th century, it gave
way to the dialectical-romantic paradigm, the most vivid representatives of which are Schelling,
Hegel, and Nietzsche. The concept of evil is reinterpreted and considered as a necessary compo-
nent of the world, which, along with good, belongs to a higher reality. The concept of evil re-
ceives a new understanding in the psychoanalysis of Freud, Jung, and Fromm: its source is de-
termined by the human subconscious, and its external manifestation is aggression. A similar un-
derstanding of evil is inherent in many other psychological schools, some of which also conduct-
ed psychological experiments on the originally evil nature of man. However, such "experiments”
are characteristic of the social practices of totalitarian regimes, based on which the concept of the
"banality” of evil arises. The appearance of the latest postmodern paradigm of understanding evil
is connected with the attempt of some thinkers to reject all previous concepts of evil and a kind
of return to the oldest dualistic paradigm. It would seem that the fall of most totalitarian regimes
and the expectation of the "end of history"” did not give grounds for popularizing this paradigm.
Still, the events of the early 20s of our century indicate the need for its actualization.
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I'os10BHI mapagurMu KOHIENTY 3J12 B 3aXiIHMX aHTPOMOJIOTIYHUX Ta
MCUXOJIOTIYHMX CTYIIAAX

Meta. ABTOpH CTaBIIATh 32 METY JOCIIJIUTH €BOJIIOIIIO IMapaJurM KOHIICNTY 3Jia B 3axigHild (inocodchbKil Ta
nicuxojoriunii gymii. Teoperuunuii 6a3uc. J[ocmiHkeHHsS IPYHTYETbCS Ha HOBITHIX METOMOJIOTIYHUX MAX0AaX 10
BCTAHOBJICHHSI B3a€MO3B’SI3Ky MK (QUI0CO(CHKUM, IICUXOJOTTYHUM 1 TEOJIOTIYHMM PO3YMIHHSIM CYTHOCTI 371a Ta
foro mposieis. HaykoBa HOBH3HA. Y1epiine B YKpaiHChKIA HayIll 3A1MCHEHO CHCTEMATU3AIlII0 SBOJIOIT KOHIICTTY
31ma y (i1ocochkOMy Ta MCUXOJIOTIYHOMY pO3yMiHHI. BHCHOBKH. AHai3 OCHOBHHX Mi()OJIOTIYHUX, TCOJOTIYHHX,
(himocodchbKHUX Ta MCUXOJOTIYHUX KOHIICIIIH 371a Ja€ MOXKJIMBICTh CHCTEMATU3YBATH IX Y BHIUIAI I SITH TOJIOBHUX
napaaurM. [IpuMopaianbHOI0 MapajnTrMo0 MOXKHA BBaKaTH AyalliCTUUHY, sika 30epirae cBiif BIUIMB JJO HAIIOTO Ya-
cy. 370 pO3yMi€ThCS B Hill SIK YOCOOJICHHS! PUPOTHHUX KaTacTpod, XBOPOO, JIFOACHKUX 3JI0YHHIB 1 CHIIOI0, IO TIPO-
TUCTOITh JJoOpy. AHTHYHA (itocodis Ta XPUCTHIHCTBO HAMAraroThCs M030aBUTH 3JI0 HOTO OHTOJIOTIYHOTO CTATyCy:
370 SIK Take He icHye, a € mume BincyTHicTo JJoOpa. Ha ocHOBI Takoro po3yMiHHS (OpPMYETBCs NPHBATHBHA
mapajurMa, ska IMaHyBalla B €BPOIEHCEKIN (himocodchKo-TeoMoTivHIN CBIIOMOCTI MTOHA TUCSIYONITTS. BoHa cTama
MIATPYHTSAM 1 inocodcerkoi Teoaunei: BUMpaBIaHHs BeeOiaroro bora mepen imiem 37a, IO HACIpaBli iCHYE.
Ane nanpukinni XVIII cropiuus ng mapaaurmMa NOCTYIHIIACS MiCLEM TiaJIeKTUKO-POMAHTUYHINA, HAHOUIBII SICKpa-
BUMHU TnipencTaBHUKaMu sikoi € llemninar, ['erens Ta Himme. KormenT 31ma nmepeocMucieHo i mogaHo sSK HEOOXiaHy
CKJIaZIOBY CBITY, sIKa Pa3oM i3 JOOPOM HaJIeKUTh JI0 BUIIOI peanbHOCTi. HoBe po3yMiHHS KOHIENT 3J1a OTPHUMYE B
ncuxoananizi ®poiina, FOura ta ®poma: Horo JKepesioM BU3HAYEHO ITiICBIIOME JIFOJMHHU, a 30BHIIIHIM BUSBOM —
arpeciro. [ToniOHe po3yMiHHS 371a MPUTAMaHHE 1 0araThbOM IHIITUM IICHXOJIOTIYHUM IIKOJIaM, ACSKi 3 HUX MPOBOIMIH
HaBITh MCHXOJIOTIYHI E€KCIIEPUMEHTH I0JI0 MEPBICHO 31101 MPHUPOAN JIOJUHHU. YTIM, MoJiOHI "excrepuMeHTH" Xa-
paKTepHi I COLiaTbHUX MPAKTHUK TOTATITAPHUX PEKHUMIB, Ha MIJICTaBl YOro BUHHKAE KOHICMIsA "0aHAIBHOCTI"
3na. [losiBa % OCTaHHBOT MOCTMOJEPHICTCHKOI MapaJurMu pO3YMIHHS 371a IOB’si3aHa 31 CIPOOO0 JIESKUX MUCIIH-
TENiB BiJKWHYTHU BCi TOMIEPEHI KOHIICTIIIi Ta TOBEPHYTHCS 0 HAWTABHIIIO! TyalliCTHYHOI MapagurMu. 31aBajocs
0, magiHAs OLTBIIOCTI TOTANITAPHUX PEKUMIB Ta OUIKYBaHHA ''KIiHIII ICTOPIi" HE AaBajM MiJICTaBH LIS TTOMYJISIpH3a-
il miei mapagurmu, ane noxii moyaTky 20-X poKiB HAIIIOTO CTOJIITTS BKa3ylOTh HA HEOOXIAHICTH i1 aKTyaurizarii.

Kniouosi crosa: 31n0; nyanicTHIHa MapaaurmMa; NpUBaTUBHA MapajdrMa; TeOuLes; TaleKTUKO-POMAHTHYIHA T1a-
pamurMa; TCHXOaHANITHYHA TapaaurMa; ' OaHaJbHICTH 371a"; TMOCTMOAEPHICTChKA IMMapagurMa; IMPO30pICTh 371a;
TUTMHHICTH 3712
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