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Abel’s Prototype: Sociality as the 

Scaling of Aggression

Abstract 

The article explores the prototype of Abel in connection with the figures of Cain and 
Moses, building on the methodological approach of Lipot Szondi. The author delves into 
defining Abel’s characteristics as a radical by comparing six different forms or possibilities 
of fate, exploring attributes such as “change,” and examining the system of censorship as a 
determinant of drive dynamics. The identified functional characteristics of Abel’s radical 
include (a) obedience; (b) inclination toward sacrifice; (с) patience; (d) altruism; (e) dili-
gence; (f) willingness to give and sacrifice; (g) self-mobilization; (h) adaptive thinking; (i) 
devotion to God, kin, and community; (j) enforcer of moral standards; (k) the prototype 
of a martyr.

Abel’s type is marked by a reduction in rational censorship and the surrender of one’s own 
understanding of life, transferring responsibility for one’s life to figures like Cain or Moses. 
The victim with a martyr-like character is conditioned to endure adversity. The Abel-like im-
age grants access to social advancement in authoritarian societies where individuals may not 
confront Cain directly. Abel exhibits a prevailing heteronomy, emphasizing the significance 
of external circumstances and socio-cultural norms over personal autonomy and goal-setting. 
In contrast, Cain and Moses emphasize autonomy, with Moses reconciling the contradiction 
into theonomy (religious leadership in the rational incorporation of the spiritual), while Cain 
is dominated by the autonomy of affects (such as anger and envy) with reduced rationality.

In a collective sense, Abel serves Cain or Moses through sociality, adaptability, obedi-
ence, and sacrifice, contributing to the scaling of destructive or constructive aggression. Abel 
shifts responsibility to the larger entities of which he is a part, emphasizing belonging and 
partisanship in the collective context.
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Introduction

The exploration of human nature, both at the individual and collective levels, occurs 
within the realms of conscious and unconscious aspects within the structure of the psyche 
and social interactions. This interest leads to a focus on ancient archetypes and religious 
prototypes, serving as indigenous factors that shape specific possibilities of fate for both 
individuals and segments of the population.

The article underscores the importance of studying the development, understanding, 
and scaling of aggression in both collective behavior and group activities. Consequently, the 
article’s relevance lies in the significant impact of the religious prototype of Abel, examined 
in conjunction with the images of Cain and Moses (as extensively analyzed by Lipot Szondi). 
This examination aims to unravel the dynamics of constructive or destructive aggression 
within social relations.

The primary objective of the article is to delineate the key characteristics and social 
functional significance of Abel’s prototype, particularly in correlation with the prototypes 
of Cain and Moses.

Methodology

The author pursues an extensive examination of the phenomenon of aggression, employing 
a methodological framework grounded in specific principles:
1. Historical forms of worldview, encompassing mythological, religious, and scientific-phil-

osophical dimensions, are considered in a historical context based on their emergence. 
Importantly, the advent of a new historical worldview does not signify the disappearance 
of the preceding one; rather, it persists in subsequent stages of worldview development. 
This underscores the significance of considering mythological archetypes and religious 
prototypes, especially in situations marked by heightened personal tension, such as the 
phenomenon of aggression.

2. The earliest religious prototypes of aggression within the Western religious worldview are 
found in the Bible’s narrative of Cain and Abel. While Lipot Szondi extensively explored 
Cain’s prototype and its active overcoming in fate-analysis works like “Cain: Images of 
Evil” and “Moses: A Response to Cain,” less attention was dedicated to Abel.

3. The article raises the crucial question of analyzing the prototype of Abel, emphasizing its 
ref lection of victimhood in situations of destructive aggression or crime. Notably, Abel, 
driven by a motivation of belonging, often serves as a manifestation of both malignant, 
destructive aggression (represented by “Cain”) and benign, constructive aggression 
(embodied by “Moses”). In defining the content of constructive and destructive aggres-
sion, the author aligns with the findings of Erich Fromm’s study, “Anatomy of Human 
Destructiveness” (Fromm, 1992).

4. The research employs a comparative analysis framework, focusing on the primary 
functional manifestations and characteristics of the radical. The author follows, to the 
extent possible, the logic of Lipot Szondi’s results in continuing the exploration of Abel 
within Szondi’s methodology. Abel’s characteristics are defined as a radical through a 
comparison of the six different forms or possibilities of fate, the attributes of “change,” 
and the system of censorship as a determinant of drive dynamics.

Results

The findings from the examination of Abel’s prototype in juxtaposition with the prototypes 
of Cain and Moses, deeply explored by Lipot Szondi, contribute to a comprehensive under-
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standing of the central religious theologem concerning the holistic certainty of aggression 
prototypes. This theologem not only mirrors the preceding historical worldview type, the 
mythologeme with archetypes of the subject of death (Cain) and the subject of life (Moses), 
but also introduces the object of life (Abel). The object of life, often serving as the basis for 
scaling either destructive aggression (culminating in extreme violent death) or constructive 
aggression and life development through social adaptation, plays a pivotal role. In scientific 
and philosophical worldviews, the inf luence of previous historical forms persists, a trend 
evident in the phenomenon of aggression.

The relationship between the subject of life, the subject of death, and the object of life was 
previously explored in the author’s doctoral dissertation, extending the conceptualization of 
these categories within the realm of aggression. The religious worldview, as reflected by the 
prototype of Abel, highlights characteristics of victimhood or scaling violence in interaction 
with the subject of death, while in interaction with the subject of life, it signifies social adap-
tation and scaling development.

Employing Lipot Szondi’s methodology, which emphasizes a focus on depth psychology 
rather than religious studies, results in attributive characteristics of the Abel prototype. This 
outcome is derived from the application of Szondi’s methodology in comparing the radicals 
of Cain and Moses, specifically examining the six different forms of fate possibilities, the 
attributes of “change,” and the system of censors as the sphere determining the drive dynam-
ics. The utilization of Lipot Szondi’s “core of comparative methodology” not only unveils the 
characteristics of Abel’s prototype and its socio-psychological certainty but also investigates 
the interplay of Cain-Moses-Abel prototypes within the phenomenon of aggression.

Discussion

Consideration of aggression in the religious worldview begins with the fact that this his-
torical type of worldview is not completely replaced by the next, but has its own social and 
socio-psychological spaces. The processes of forming and nurturing personality in education 
are closely connected with vivid images that shape the perception of social relations. These 
processes also involve the formation of perceptions that occur through personal and social 
memory (Zhang et al., 2019), symbolization, and comprehension, as well as the transmission 
of cultural values through generations—the results of human activity (Spiro, 2020; see also 
Livi et al., 2015; Kashima et al., 2015; Putnam & Gartstein, 2017; Tamariz, 2019).

Let us consider the key images - prototypes in the religious worldview. Ultimately, these 
are the images of people, in the most general sense reflecting the relations of aggression and 
determining the mechanisms of domestication of aggression in social relations. Let us con-
sider such key images in the systemic triad: thing (in this case, personality) - relation (in the 
removed form of the main image of the worldview relation) - properties of personality as a 
result of the relation (radical).
1. To consider the radical, let us turn to Lipot Szondi’s works “Cain, figures of evil” and 

“Moses. A Reply to Cain” (Szondi, 1969, 1971).
The radical is the root factor which conditions certain specific possibilities of fate, both 

for the individual personality and for a part of the population. It is possible, writes K. Jaspers 
(1948), to find such basic qualities which, being extra-historical and biologically unchanged for 
millennia, permeate all experiences, behavior and manifestations of people, while remaining 
meaningfully non-specific. In this context, the figures of Cain and Moses are examined not 
from an ethical standpoint but rather from a perspective focused on the fate analysis of fate, 
i.e., a purely clinical examination (Szondi, 1969).

The images of Cain, Abel and Moses in the “Old Testament” are such reflections of the 
religious personality type in relations of aggression. Of this triad, only Abel has not been ex-
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amined in detail by Lipot Szondi. Let us focus on a brief characterisation of these prototypes. 
2. Relations in the holy form as the main image in the religious worldview was fixed in the 

institutional images of the relations of sin and virtue. Consider them as relations of affect 
of spontaneous behavior and institutionalized sociocultural behavior (ocultured behavior).

Description of Situation

Szondi (1969) describes a dialogue between Abel and Cain. When they encountered each 
other in the field, Cain said to Abel, that he has come to believe that the world was created 
without mercy, and it does not prioritize the rewards of good deeds. Its judgment is biased. 
Otherwise, why was Abel’s offering accepted by God while Cain’s was rejected? Abel respond-
ed, countering Cain’s claim, “The world was indeed created with mercy, and it abounds with 
the fruits of good deeds. Its judgment is fair. My offering was accepted because the results 
of my labor were superior to yours and were presented before yours.”

Szondi goes on to mention that Cain persisted, saying to Abel, that there is no justice, 
no judge, and no future in this world. The righteous receive no recompense, and the wicked 
face no punishment. To this, Abel replied that there is indeed justice, a judge, and a future in 
this world. It includes both rewards for righteousness and consequences for evil.

Without dwelling on the multitude of interpretations of refinements and details, let us give 
only the basic context of the murder of a brother by his brother. Let us consider only the fault 
lines. Firstly, as Szondi (1969) points out, Cain is not primarily characterized by his aggression, 
but by his affects, his “I”. Cain’s affects are an overflowing energy of rage and anger, hatred 
and spite, jealousy and revenge, distorted by a narcissistic desire to spread the exaltation of 
his person; on the side of the I, he is characterized by the desire to possess everything and to 
blame others (projection). It is true that - under certain circumstances - his “so-called evil 
deeds” may also be accompanied by the force of aggression, but it is not aggression, but gross 
affects and the particular I that distinguish Cain. In the doctrine of human drive, aggression 
is part of the drive for self-preservation, part of the sexual impulse.

Secondly, in the image of Abel the Church reflects the image of ethics, where Abel reflects 
not just symbols of righteousness, justice, God-fearing, morality, the prototype of “good”, but 
our view and grounds for the institutionalization of ideas of virtue as the opposite of the sin 
concept. Cain is not just a symbol of “evil” but of life in evil, with the lord creating a stigma 
– the mark of Cain – which prevents him from killing but fix the curse for seven generations, 
in the last his great-grandson kills Cain properly by mistake.

Third, Lipot Szondi (1969) notes that what motivates fratricide in the oral histories from 
a psychological perspective is how little the nature of human motivations has changed over 
the intervening millennia. The same old needs, viz:
1. The need of the son for paternal love, rivalry and hatred of his brother.
2. The desire to possess, the desire to have everything (which is connected with the sacrifice 

to God of Cain the farmer, not accepted in the altar, and Abel the shepherd’s sacrifice).
3.  Religious differences and disputes over tradition and location; 4. Sexual drive and the 

accompanying instinctive desire for violence in disputes and wars, in the killing of one 
person as well as in the destruction of whole peoples (Szondi, 1969).
Sexual motivation is related to jealousy and envy, and in the story it is related to marriage 

to Cain’s more attractive sister, with the result that Abel must get Abel and Abel’s less attrac-
tive sister must get Cain (as a reduction of the incest load of the first generation of humans 
from Adam and Eve).

Fourth, consider Abel’s affects: demonstration of humility as superiority, obedience (as 
transfer of responsibility to father, lineage, God), self-defense not brought to safety (Abel 
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according to one version won, but listened to Cain’s entreaties and stopped - was killed), 
sacrifice (as passivity) and fear of father’s will as submission, piety - fear of looking at the 
altar with the victim.

Let us clarify this position. On the one hand, it is obedience and performance as the basis 
of the scaling of the will of power, impossible without Abel, without discipline and obedience, 
devotion to the race and piety. On the other hand, executiveity and sacrifice means passivity, 
which is not subjectivity, but the translation of the large-scale subjects’ subjectivity as so-
ciality. It is about sociality as participation in social relations, but non-self, lack of identity, 
self-determination in obedience as partisanship but not in incorporation - diligence instead 
of spiritualisation do not resolve contradictions without combining them in activity.Instead 
of independent choice, Abel exercises the choice of the father or the precepts of sacrifice. On 
the other hand, Abel’s sacrifice means a reduced capacity in his own choice of subjectivity, 
since sociocultural rules and sacrifice did not allow him to preserve life even in the victory 
of self-defense, because Abel did not act according to the requirements of the situation, for 
example, he applied fixation and jamming by the force of Cain’s aggression (binding and 
immobilizing). His own understanding of the situation was mediated by socio-cultural rules 
but not by the tasks of self-preservation. This issue will be discussed in detail when exploring 
the problem of resisting evil by force.

Since often nonresistance to evil can mean indulging in it, and often victimising (sacrificial) 
provocation. Abel’s narcissism in seeking to earn his father’s love not as love for his son, but for 
deeds, evidence of “better works, fruit, sacrifices” should also be noted. This shows a longing 
for the way of the martyr, holiness in death. Moses was seen as the answer to Cain, Abel as 
the stage of overcoming Cain. Since we believe that the image of Moses is excellently worked 
out in the concept of Lipot Szondi (1971), we will give its main points and the correction of 
some provisions in the justification of the Abel-Cain-Moses relationship.

Firstly, a distinction is made between aggression (in its biological instinctive meaning) 
and violence (aggression in its social ultimate form - murder). Aggression, if we use Lipot 
Szondi’s theory, is directly related to the pair of radicals “s” and “h” (Maltsev, 2018). Szondi 
pointed out that in C. Lorenz’s book, “On Aggression,” the behaviors observed in individuals 
are attributed not to the “Cain radical” but rather to the radical known as “aggression” or 
“sadism.” The specific issue of murder, associated with Cain, falls within the “e/hy” radical 
pair (Szondi, 1969).

Secondly, Lipot Szondi (1969) defined the radical of violence and its opposite meaning, 
the basis of spiritual conscientiousness. He writes that the needs of Cain and respectively 
Abel = Moses are conditioned by the e radical. Its vector partner, the hy radical, acts with its 
aspirations for significance and for secrecy in all of Cain’s functions, always playing, however, 
only a secondary role there. Here we shall dwell only on the functions of the radical “e”.

In essence, as Szondi (1969) wrote, conditioned by the factor “e”, all both the gross, affec-
tive acts of evil men - “Cain’s” - and all the ethical acts of good and just men - “Moses’” - are 
exposed to the light of God. Moses symbolizes a Cain figure who shares many similarities 
with Abel. The motivating radical that makes a man become capable of brutal affects of hatred 
and anger, rage and revenge, envy and jealousy, so that, having accumulated all these mental 
experiences, he can suddenly, explosively unleash them on the stunned people around him, 
becoming a murderer or putting the strangling hand of “Cain”, but no longer on his brother, 
but on his own cerebral vessels, heart, intestines or limbs, turning this person into a “sei-
zure-stricken” “homo paroxysmalis”, grabbing, instead of an enemy, the tongue of a speaking 
person so that he begins to stammer, causing paralyzing fear in him both night and day, this 
radical is the factor ‘e’. Szondi claims that the same factor ‘e’ is an instance awakening con-
science in people, imposing a ban on intolerance and the desire to commit murder, carrying 
to people the commandments of ethical behavior, forcing “Cain” - which is in each of us - to 
incline to patience and justice, religiosity and charity, to helping the sick and creating religions.
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Thirdly, according to fate-psychology, the two opposite natures of Cain (“who sold his 
soul to the devil”) and Moses (“man of God”) do not exclude but complement each other in a 
dialectic which is called “the Cain-Moses dialectic in six different forms or possibilities of fate.”
1. The Abrupt Change, the Alternative. This abrupt change from one opposite to another 

occurs most often unconsciously and instantaneously. Lipot Szondi gives a number of 
examples of abrupt change in the human-God in the fits of anger, rage, and hatred.

2. Synthesis, Both. In this case the two opposite characters are actively at enmity with each 
other. The synthesis is evident in the way Moses’ nature takes on a Cain-like quality, 
experiencing the suffering of the Cain complex and the distortion caused by the uncon-
scious tendencies of latent Cain.

3. Decision Making. The occupying ‘I’ makes a conscious and voluntary choice in favor of 
one thing, completely excluding its opposite. This decision in favor of the ‘Moses I’ results 
in Cain-like unconscious manifestations in the form of seizures.

4. Indecision: Neither One Nor the Other. The personality has an ambivalent attitude to-
wards its opposites. As soon as she feels like saying “yes”, immediately she feels that she 
has to say “no”. There is no Cain or Moses in her. Thus laws are not broken, but neither 
are they established. The biggest thing that remains is inevitability. Just here Szondi 
approached the dialectic of Cain and Abel, and in doing so he rejected indecision as 
something characteristic of mediocre individuals, as well as of those who fulfill their 
duties forcibly, in a state of uncertainty, and of those suffering from obsessive compulsive 
neurosis. This way of resolving dilemmas is absent in Moses. But it is precisely this way 
that is present in Abel.

5. Socialization. The personality attempts to defuse its polar opposite tendencies in the 
professional sphere. This contradiction, noted by Szondi (1944), is difficult to resolve, but 
success is possible in the professions of butchers, policemen. The soldier, etc., through the 
profession defuses the socially directed mentality as well as the blood-thirsty mentality.

6. Sublimation. The personality attempts to fulfill the needs of both the Cain nature and 
the Moses nature in the spiritual sphere, obtaining maximum satisfaction. This is a rare 
way of sublimation in religion, in art and science. Usually sublimation is defined as 
the search for sublime objects and goals to discharge the energy of certain lowly drives 
(Freud, 1930/1961). Which is complicated by simultaneous sublimation and search for a 
spiritual object for both Cain and Moses (Szondi, 1971). 
Lipot Szondi is not justified in equating Abel with Moses. Let me explain this position. Abel 

has his own characteristics of change.
1. An abrupt change from anger, hatred, rage to agreeableness, obedience, when the impulse 

has passed or is restrained, in the guilt which makes a comfortable Abel, a performer.
2. The synthesis of Cain and Abel as bloodthirsty mentality and performativity was studied 

in detail by Stanley Milgram in his famous experiments, and this was also explored in 
Philip Zimbordo’s Stanford Experiment in 1971 (Milgram, 1974; Zimbardo, 2007). Here 
the transfer of responsibility to large-scale subjects combined with the characteristics of 
the bloodthirsty Cain led to violence and cruelty. In this case, the affective side of Cain 
was compensated for by sociocultural justification for the behavior.

3. Since in the Cain-Abel relationship the choice in favor of one may not exclude the other, 
sociocultural systems of violence with sociocultural justification may be opted for, e.g. 
it is the fulfillment of criminal orders, since Abel’s obedience in Cain’s choice leads to 
such phenomena. I dare to boldly suggest that the choice of Abel in the orientation of 
the I often leads to systems of fraud, when both Abel’s obedience, his non-violence, and 
Cain’s activity with limited “physical bloodlust” but psychic, economic or other damage 
are satisfied. And many examples can be found of such manifestations.

4. Indecision, as we have already noted, may be a characteristic of Abel specifically, since it 
is not characteristic of either Cain or Moses. Thus in Moses there is both Abel and Cain, 
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but there is no Abel’s indecision.
5. Socialization of exactly the dialectic of Cain and Abel is characteristic of the professional 

sphere of “angry performance” of cashiers, controllers, bureaucrats, etc., where anger 
is justified by executive discipline, sociocultural norms and rules, “ the goodness of 
performance”, “we were only following the rules”, hidden aggressiveness, for example, 
in refusing to help another person in a difficult situation because of fear and dread or 
hidden revenge, or to protect an unjustifiably slandered person from the majority. The 
professional solution of Cain-like Abel can be the sphere of manipulation, fraud, illusion, 
technologies of creation of aggressive games, which can mean “the wrath of the little 
man” as a turning point to the way of Moses, and Abel’s escape from aggressive condi-
tions into manipulation and fraud. It is considerably more difficult with the Cain who 
has Abel characteristics, who retains his vengefulness and secretiveness, but disguises 
himself with socio-cultural and legal norms. In the realization of Cain’s predominant 
nature we get “revenge in disguise”.

6. Sublimation. For Abel sublimation is difficult because of obedience and fulfillment, but 
his sacrifice is quite sublimated in art, religion and science, simultaneously the nature 
of Cain is sublimated, exactly in this sublimation, in our opinion, the formation of the 
way of Moses takes place.
The following are the characteristics of Cain, Abel and Moses (Table 1).

A. The nature of Cain 
according to L. Szondi

B. The Nature of Moses 
by L. Szondi

C. The Nature of Abel 
(author’s interpretation)

1. Lack of conscience Conscientiousness Obedience

2. The desire to have 
everything, to possess 
everything — property, 
knowledge, positions

Tendency to restrict Tendency to sacrifice

3. Intolerance Tolerance Patience

4. Malevolence Benevolence Altruism

5. Secrecy, guile Transparency Diligence

6. Willingness to harm Willingness to help Willingness to give, to 
sacrifice

7. The desire to hurt The desire to hurt Self-injury

8. Bloodthirsty mentality Proper mindset Adaptive mindset

9. Godless Devoted to God God-fearing, devoted to the 
family, community

10. Lawbreaker Lawmaker Enforcing the laws

11. The prototype of a villain The prototype of a right-
eous man

The prototype of a martyr

TABLE 1 . CHARACTERISTICS OF CAIN, ABEL AND MOSES.
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The first two columns show the results of L. Szondi (1969, 1971). In the theoretical as-
semblage of Abel’s image in correlation with the images of Cain and Moses, let us turn to the 
system of censors, the sphere of determining dynamics, speed mode, intensifying or acceler-
ating drives, with strengthened or weakened functions of realization.

Lipot Szondi unfolds the characterization of censors by stating that, according to the 
doctrine of fate analysis, it is believed that every human is born with a dual nature, embody-
ing both Cain and Abel simultaneously, as an innate part of their hereditary makeup. There 
are two instances that determine whether both natures will be manifested in an individual 
alternately, or whether only one of them will function in him. This is the so-called censor 
system, the “middle” of man’s motivational sphere, consisting of four factors, viz: (a) ethical; 
(b) moral; (c) rational, or mind; and (d) spiritual censors. Social environment, that is, men-
tality, conditioned by the close family circle and historical time, and still the worldview of 
the society (Szondi, 1971).

According to Szondi (1971), ethical censorship serves mainly to deny or accept the pres-
ence of Cain’s bloodthirsty mentality: it is the sixth commandment of the Decalogue - thou 
shalt not kill! Moral censorship monitors the manifestation of man’s desires, prescribing 
what he can show to society and what he needs to hide from society. Moral censorship also 
controls the overall impression of the manifesto and all other aspirations (exhibitionism in 
the sexual and social spheres, in the sphere of charity, and in other, similar spheres). Ethical 
and moral censorship manifest together in guilt, in piety, in the desire to atone, that is, as 
the first step of conscience. The rational, position-occupying censorship checks whether the 
actions, intentions, and claims of the drives are real or unreal. Freud calls this censorship the 
reality check. In sum, it says either “yes” or “no” to a person’s intentions or actions in terms 
of reason. Spiritual censorship evaluates the intention, action, or claim of an drive from the 
perspective of the spiritual: God, religion, science, art, and literature. But spiritual censor-
ship has a particularly important role in deciding whether an intentional action is humane 
or inhumane (Szondi, 1971).

When considering the type of Abel, it is necessary to note the decrease of exactly rational 
censorship of one’s own comprehension of life and transfer of responsibility for one’s life to 
Cain or Moses. Moral censorship demonstrates, first of all, submission, fulfillment, sacrifice, 
obedience, often in the victim’s behavior towards the rapist and villain. Ethical censorship 
is oriented towards the denial of Cain, but along with the denial of bloodthirstiness, it often 
denies the capacity of one’s own choice, submission to fatal mistakes and fate, and manifests 
the martyr character of the victim. It is like in the parable that for the happiness of future 
generations one should suffer and endure, but, as it turns out, no generation was happy and 
cannot teach this to the next generation, but only teaches to suffer and endure misfortunes 
(without achieving the joy of results). Various manifestations of Abel are given in art, most 
often with a positive connotation. For example, in a popular Soviet song there was such a 
characteristic of Abel (a girl) - “unrequited for anger, welcome for kindness...”. There are also 
enough images of Abel in literature and cinema. In my opinion, the genius is the image of 
Savva Ignatyevich in the film “Pokrovskie Vorota”, who fulfills all the instructions of his wife 
Margarita Pavlovna up to the forced relocation to a new flat of his wife’s ex-husband Khob-
otov, because his wife said so (Kozakov, 1973). “Jawohl (from German - of course), Margarita 
Pavlovna!”. His summarizing answer to the question, “And why do you need it? What joy do 
you want?” contains the quintessence of the sacrificial Abel: “One does not live for joy, but 
for conscience.”

In a totalitarian society, it is safer to be Abel, but not a rebellious Moses. One must be 
a “simple Soviet man.” It was the image of a prototype with Abel’s characteristics that often 
provided access to social mobility within the hierarchy for performers who could not oppose 
Cain in an authoritarian or totalitarian society. In contrast to Abel, Moses is a conscious, 
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capable choice of the commandments of conscience as overcoming Cain while maintaining 
subjectivity. At Abel heteronomy prevails, logic of circumstances - external circumstances and 
socio-cultural norms are more important than own autonomy and goal-setting, in the image 
of Cain and Moses autonomy prevails, thus Moses removed the contradiction of autonomy 
and heteronomy in theonomy (activity of religious leader with incorporation). At the same 
time at Cain prevails autonomy of affects at the reduced rationality, anger, rage, revenge, envy, 
etc. Moses has a predominant rationality based on the incorporation of the spiritual (“God in 
the heart”). This contradiction was given much attention in his work by Paul Tillich (1999), 
whose way of resolving the contradiction of autonomy and heteronomy leads to theonomy 
in religious consciousness.

L. Szondi (1971), in analyzing the fate of Moses, was guided by the human rather than 
heroic aspect of the legends, and in his socio-cultural analysis of conscience he established 
the phases of the process that takes place in the souls of bandits and murderers: the blood-
thirsty mentality of Cain, murder, guilt, confession of guilt, awareness (verbalisation) and 
condemnation of guilt, emergence of conscience, prohibitions of conscience, religion and God 
as the path in the soul of Moses from Cain to Abel in the formulation of the commandment 
of conscience in the Decalogue - “Thou shalt not kill!” (Szondi, 1971).

The difference between Abel and Moses is the difference between participation (reliance 
on external will - “the Lord will provide”) and Moses’ incorporation (“God has no other hands 
but ours”). Abel rather acts as a stage for Cain in comprehending the way of Moses. Recall, 
Moses, after killing an overseer in Egypt, fled and was a shepherd (Abel) in the house of the 
priest, and it is only after this stage of obedience that the Lord calls him as the leader of the 
liberation of the people to the path of theocracy.

Most Abels follow Cain or Moses, as talented wrote Konrad Lorenz (1963), most follow 
the leader, with deviant behavior, or as V. Vysotsky sang “there are few real violent ones - so 
there are no leaders” (Kirill, 2013). 

Lipot Szondi (1971), at the end of his book “Moses. Response to Cain” described his 
understanding of the complexity of the collective Moses. He wrote that unfortunately, this 
response of Moses is addressed only to the individual Cain, the human being, and in no way 
to the collective Cain, the human masses in wars. Collective Cain rules the world in our time 
with the same brutality as before the proclamation of the Decalogue. Collective Cain will 
never leave himself without work, that is, without killing. Genus wages war against genus, 
race against race, state against state, nation against nation, class against class, denomination 
against denomination, and even continent wages war against continent - only with different 
weapons. However, a certain part of humanity is still waiting impatiently for the arrival of a 
new Moses, with a new Decalogue, who could lead a new exodus of humanity from the land 
of eternal wars to the abode of eternal peace. Here even the Church finds itself powerless. 
Weapons for warfare are as blessed today as they were in former times. Is this task, according 
to which the masses of men must serve God and the Holy Spirit with their evil impulses, such 
an impossible utopia of the wise men? Who knows? Let those who can believe it be happy 
Szondi (1971).

I think that just the presence of collective Abel creates the possibility of the activity of 
leaders to Cain or Moses. Cains do not negotiate with Abels, but are forced to reckon with 
Moses, with their capacity and power. It is Moses who puts even evil at the service of God. Let 
us demonstrate this position with the example of Gilbert K. Chesterton’s work (Chesterton, 
1911/2020).

These are the characteristics of Flambeau as an Cain-like Abel (i.e. Abel with Cain’s 
characteristics): a fraudster, yet not inclined to murder. Simultaneously strong, but notably, 
he employed his strength only for non-lethal, albeit demeaning, actions towards his victims. 
He refrained from killing, but acknowledged his sublimation into fraud, engaging in acts of 
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thievery marked by cunning and grandeur. He later concealed the true extent of his deeds, 
leaving behind no traces. He tolerated these actions to avoid exposure, preserving Cain’s secrecy 
in alignment with the rules of guilt concealment. These situations, such as tolerating salted 
coffee and paying an overpriced check, exemplify Cain’s manifestation. Flambeau’s rational 
censor diminished as he became more inclined to ‘attack reason,’ and he demonstrated a strong 
orientation towards socio-cultural norms and rituals. He was adept at understanding the laws 
of the game, often taking a step back and bowing low to Valanthene (Chesterton, 1911/2020).

Gilbert Keith Chesterton (1874-1936). The Innocence of Father Brown. From the story 
“The Blue Cross” 

An admiring description of Flambeau, Father Brown’s opponent:
It is many years now since this colossus of crime suddenly ceased keeping the world in 

a turmoil; and when he ceased, as they said after the death of Roland, there was a great quiet 
upon the earth. But in his best days (I mean, of course, his worst) Flambeau was a figure as 
statuesque and international as the Kaiser. Almost every morning the daily paper announced 
that he had escaped the consequences of one extraordinary crime by committing another. He 
was a Gascon of gigantic stature and bodily daring; and the wildest tales were told of his out-
bursts of athletic humour; how he turned the juge d’instruction upside down and stood him 
on his head,”to clear his mind”; how he ran down the Rue de Rivoli with a policeman under 
each arm. It is due to him to say that his fantastic physical strength was generally employed 
in such bloodless though undignified scenes; his real crimes were chiefly those of ingenious 
and wholesale robbery. But each of his thefts was almost a new sin, and would make a story 
by itself. (Chesterton, 1911/2020, p. 6)

Denouement:
Flambeau stopped in his stride forward.
“Behind that tree,” said Father Brown, pointing,”are two strong policemen and the greatest 

detective alive. How did they come here, do you ask? Why, I brought them, of course! How 
did I do it? Why, I’ll tell you if you like! Lord bless you, we have to know twenty such things 
when we work among the criminal classes! Well, I wasn’t sure you were a thief, and it would 
never do to make a scandal against one of our own clergy. So I just tested you to see if any-
thing would make you show yourself. A man generally makes a small scene if he finds salt in 
his coffee; if he doesn’t, he has some reason for keeping quiet. I changed the salt and sugar, 
and you kept quiet. A man generally objects if his bill is three times too big. If he pays it, he 
has some motive for passing unnoticed. I altered your bill, and you paid it.”

The world seemed waiting for Flambeau to leap like a tiger. But he was held back as by a 
spell; he was stunned with the utmost curiosity.

“Well,” went on Father Brown, with lumbering lucidity,”as you wouldn’t leave any tracks 
for the police, of course somebody had to. At every place we went to, I took care to do some-
thing that would get us talked about for the rest of the day. I didn’t do much harm—a splashed 
wall, spilt apples, a broken window; but I saved the cross, as the cross will always be saved. 
It is at Westminster by now. I rather wonder you didn’t stop it with the Donkey’s Whistle.”

“With the what?” asked Flambeau.
“I’m glad you’ve never heard of it,” said the priest, making a face.”It’s a foul thing. I’m 

sure you’re too good a man for a Whistler. I couldn’t have countered it even with the Spots 
myself; I’m not strong enough in the legs.”

“What on earth are you talking about?” asked the other.
“Well, I did think you’d know the Spots,” said Father Brown, agreeably surprised.”Oh, 

you can’t have gone so very wrong yet!”
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“How in blazes do you know all these horrors?” cried Flambeau.
The shadow of a smile crossed the round, simple face of his clerical opponent.
“Oh, by being a celibate simpleton, I suppose,” he said.”Has it never struck you that a man 

who does next to nothing but hear men’s real sins is not likely to be wholly unaware of human 
evil? But, as a matter of fact, another part of my trade, too, made me sure you weren’t a priest.”

“What?” asked the thief, almost gaping.
“You attacked reason,” said Father Brown.”It’s bad theology.”
And even as he turned away to collect his property, the three policemen came out from 

under the twilight trees. Flambeau was an artist and a sportsman. He stepped back and swept 
Valentin a great bow.

“Do not bow to me, mon ami,” said Valentin with silver clearness.”Let us both bow to 
our master.”

And they both stood an instant uncovered while the little Essex priest blinked about for 
his umbrella. (Chesterton, 1911/2020, p. 26-27)

The characterisation of Moses as portrayed by Father Brown: Cautious suspicion and ra-
tionality, the opposite of crime incapacitation (“You didn’t leave marks - someone had to leave 
them”), rational ethical censor, “evil in the service of God” (“I didn’t do much harm - poured 
soup on the wall, scattered apples, broke a window - but I saved the cross”), understanding 
of Cain and struggle against him, socialisation into the priestly profession, sublimation of 
the researcher and detective (“a man who listens all the time about sins must have some 
knowledge of worldly evil?”). It is true that not only the practice but also the theory of my 
case helped me to realise that you are not a priest”), faith in God and reason, incapacity as 
incorporation (“God has no other hands but ours”). The concept of sin in Moses’ service is 
diagnostic and therapeutic, virtue as the opposite of sin is the benchmark of capacity. Things 
are quite different in Cain, even having chosen the profession of priest. The concept of sin is 
an instrument of bloodthirstiness and affectivity, while virtue is a way of forming guilt in 
others as a realisation of revenge, jealousy and anger. With Abel, the concept of sin is taboo 
topics, guilt to be concealed by hiding “skeletons” in wardrobes, and the concept of virtues, 
that is, socio-cultural norms and rules to be conformed to in one’s “goodness”, obedience, 
submission and sacrifice.

Conclusions

The author has identified the functional attributes of Abel’s archetype as fundamentally 
radical, encompassing the following characteristics: (a) obedience; (b) inclination toward 
sacrifice; (с) patience; (d) altruism; (e) diligence; (f) willingness to give and sacrifice; (g) 
self-mobilization; (h) adaptive thinking; (i) devotion to God, kin, and community; (j) en-
forcer of moral standards; (k) the prototype of a martyr. 

These traits are interrelated with the characteristics of the radicals Cain and Moses. When 
examining the Abel archetype, it is essential to recognize the diminishing role of rational 
censorship and the influence of motivation, one’s own understanding of life, and the transfer of 
life responsibilities to either Cain or Moses. Moral censorship is primarily manifested through 
submission, compliance, sacrifice, and obedience, often observed in the victim’s behavior 
towards aggressors and wrongdoers. Ethical censorship focuses on denying the qualities of 
Cain, but it also frequently involves the rejection of tendencies towards cruelty, the inability 
to make autonomous decisions, and yielding to inevitable mistakes and fate. The martyr-like 
qualities of the victim teach endurance in the face of adversity, often without achieving the 
satisfaction of positive outcomes.

The image of Abel often provides opportunities for social advancement within hierarchical 
structures, particularly for individuals who are unable to confront Cain in authoritarian or 
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totalitarian societies, or at least leadership positions. In contrast to Abel, Moses represents 
a deliberate and conscious choice of moral principles, effectively overcoming Cain while 
maintaining individual subjectivity. Abel is characterized by a prevailing sense of heterono-
my, where external circumstances and socio-cultural norms take precedence over individual 
autonomy and goal-setting. In contrast, the images of Cain and Moses emphasize autonomy, 
with Moses transcending this contradiction by incorporating a sense of theonomy, which 
involves acting as a religious leader.

Future research perspectives and discussions revolve around issues of victimization, as 
well as the measurement and comparison of destructive and constructive aggression. The 
collective representation of Abel serves the interests of either the “real violent” figures, Cain 
or Moses. In terms of its social adaptability, docility, and willingness to sacrifice, Abel con-
tributes to the scaling of either destructive or constructive forms of aggression, transferring 
responsibility to the larger entities of which it is a part in the executive subsystem, in affilia-
tions, and in participation.
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