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Translator’s Forward

Recognitions is Evola’s last book. That honor is usually, and in a way justly,
accorded to Ride the Tiger, as this was the last book of unitary theme which
Evola penned with the intention of publishing as a book. The present work
rather has the character of a collection of various essays from Evola’s last
years. Nonetheless, it would be a mistake to consider this volume as being
but a posthumous assemblage of the author’s minor writings. Evola was
alive when this book was published; it was indeed issued as the fifteenth
number of a special series from the publishing house Edizioni Mediterranee
called Orizzonti dello spirito, a series which Evola himself founded and
personally directed almost until his death. The work in every way bears
Evola’s imprimatur, and it deserves to be regarded as his final opus—not
only for his personal oversight of its arrangement and publication, but also
for its quality and its abiding pertinence.

Judging by its tone and its content, it is credible that Evola himself was
aware that this should be his final literary effort, that he organized it as his
final testament, his last word on the work of a lifetime. With the surety of a
master’s hand, he touches on most of the major themes that he made his
own in the course of a rich, varied, and productive writing career. From
esotericism to his exceptionally even-handed verdicts on modern and
classic literary figures; from his investigations into the secret history of
Antiquity to his relentlessly trenchant critiques of “current events” in
politics and society; from his political Traditionalism to his metaphysical
spiritualism, Recognitions is almost as wide-ranging as Evola himself. One
emerges from this book as a diver who has delved, without the aid of any
equipment, deep into the currents of some life-filled ocean—amazed that he
should have seen so much and been carried so profoundly in so brief a time,
almost, as it were, in a single breath.

For this reason, Recognitions makes for an excellent introduction to
Evola’s thought. It can profitably be read from front to back as a survey of
Evola’s final judgements on any number of present or past philosophical,
historical, and spiritual figures and currents; but it can also be browsed at
pleasure and according to one’s taste, beginning from those essays which
treat of specific “men and problems” in which one is particularly interested.



Each essay is naturally self-contained and can be read independently of its
context; but at the same time, each essay is the product of Evola’s
remarkably integrated and organically interconnected ideas, so that the
entire volume, though it be a compilation, nonetheless possesses a decided
rhythmic and philosophical integrity. This makes for a certain richness
which is unusual in compendia of this kind, and the diligent reader will
certainly find that Recognitions bears reading and rereading.

I have referenced the pertinence of this book for our contemporary
plight. Though the world has changed dramatically in the almost half-
century since Evola’s death, the problems that Evola most directly confronts
are every bit as relevant today as they were in his time. The esoteric
problems are, of course, perennial; so far as the political questions go, they
have but extremified in the passage of the years. Nothing about our
contemporary straits should have much surprised Evola. The organized
chaos of the “Fifth Estate” whose advent he proclaims in Chapter 3 has
done nothing but expand in influence. We have all of us danced, to some
extent or other, the frenetic dance of the “Tarantula’s Bite” of Chapter 8.
The great forces which Western materialism has unleashed in the Orient,
which Evola describes with such succinct skill in Chapter 11, perchance
stand now upon the brink of flooding out upon the world. The question,
considered in Chapter 23, of whether or not this West today has its idea, is
more urgent than ever. And the “culture of the Right,” the “historiography
of the Right” of the final chapters of this volume, are yet in need of the
united work of our present generations. Indeed, looking at the world today,
one is hard-pressed to find any contemporary current which Evola did not
predict, and at least touch upon, precisely in the present essays.

The reader might of course propose certain issues of gravity which are
not mentioned in the present volume. Yet this book precisely, as indeed all
of Evola’s work, can offer us something even more precious than the direct
address of this or that specific problem; it can prepare us in spirit for all
problems, for catastrophe itself; it can teach us the heights. Today, as much
as the day it was first published, it is an inimitable resource for
“recognition” of the times, and of ourselves within, and without, the times.



Note on the Title

Recognitions rings strangely in the English ear; but Ricognizioni is no less
peculiar in the Italian. I have therefore not altered the title, as is sometimes
done when foreign titles do not render well in secondary languages. I take it
for granted that the name in all its peculiarity was selected quite
deliberately.

“Recognition” means first and foremost to recognize the face of someone
—which means, by an older etymology, the persona, the personality,
problem which occupies Evola deeply in the course of these essays, and
particularly in those which are dedicated to the analysis of specific human
beings or their work. Secondarily, “recognition” means to recognize merit
or demerit, to rightly judge of the quality and the temperament of “men and
problems”; thus we say, for instance, that such and such a man or action has
been “recognized” with such and such an award. The title therefore
indicates the importance of rank, of being able to perceive and adjudicate
the quality of the characteristic figures of our time, and to locate them in an
overall vision and hierarchy, according to the clear standards of the Right
and the Tradition. Many of the essays herein are therefore naturally
dedicated to correcting errors of recognition—critiquing figures who are in
urgent need of critique from the perspective of the Right, such as Giovanni
Gentile, Giovanni Papini, and Pope Rancalli. Others are dedicated to
recalling to our esteem congenial and important figures who are nigh-
forgotten or underestimated—figures certainly of the rank of Joseph de
Maistre and René Guénon, but also lesser known names like Vilfredo
Pareto and Werner Sombart, statesmen like Metternich, and names from a
distant antiquity like Epicurus and Emperor Julian. Others yet are dedicated
to sorting out problems upon which the Right has evidenced some degree of
confusion or dithering, as the questions of “work” and of Masonry.

Finally, and most fundamentally, there is the innermost sense of
recognition: not indeed the recognition of the ideas and rank of others, but
the recognition of our own ideas, the rank of our own souls and spirits.
Evola’s investigations here serve principally to prepare the way for a new
“orientation,” to use one of Evola’s favorite words; they serve to direct us
toward the heights, even as “metal immediately feels the magnet, discovers



the magnet and orients itself and moves irresistibly toward it” (Chapter 6),
and guide us to our proper place in a hierarchy dedicated to those heights.
The “contrary of a revolution” which Evola hoped to prepare (and indeed,
as multiple passages from this work attest, which he never ceased working
toward and believing to be possible) can only begin within the men of the
Right, in an internal “revolution from the heights” precisely contrary to that
process of spiritual degeneration which he describes so hauntingly in his
analysis of “The Problem of Decadence.”

As he himself put it with his imperious elegance, “Today there is truly a
great need for people who do not chatter, nor ‘write,” nor argue, but who
begin with being” (Chapter 38). Recognitions is nothing if not a call to
precisely that kind of beginning—a call from a man who, more than almost
any other of our sickly, materialistic, externally obsessed modern times,
lived in precisely such a way, and never wearied of directing himself toward
being and toward the heights.

For all these reasons, Recognitions 1s thus a profound work of
“pedagogy,” a work dedicated to forcing the best members of our present
generation to recognize themselves. Its structure, its content, its form, are all
ideal for orienting these men and bringing them to awareness of the scope
of the grave tasks now before those of us who would renew the Tradition.
And for this reason the publication of this volume in English translation
comes not a moment too soon.



Note on the translation

I have attempted everywhere to render Evola’s prose more Anglo-Saxon,
but nowhere more pedestrian. Where Evola has preferred abstruse or arcane
vocabulary, I have sought its equivalent in English. Nor have I tried to
disentangle his elaborate Latinate sentence structure, save as I have felt that
this was required by the obligations of good English prose. I have nowhere
attempted to normalize his idiosyncratic expressions, when these are
equally curious in the original Italian—as when, for instance, he states that
the philosopher Benedetto Croce opposed fascism on account of his
“personal equation,” rather than from any consistent ideological motivation.
Likewise I have preserved (save in very few cases where this would have
proved confusing) his almost exclusive narration in the first-person plural,
even when this formality seems odd; the reader who finds this ubiquitous
“we” aloof or haughty is invited to peruse Chapter 15 of the present
volume. Certain passages in this volume are technically exacting—for
instance, the entire chapter on Michelstaedter. I have not sought to render
these passages any more accessible, for I have not forgotten the teaching of
the ancients, which is surely never neglected by Evola, that reading, too,
can have its “initiatory” aspect. I have wished to preserve Evola’s difficulty
in the spirit of Evola himself—a man who was by birth, by temperament,
and by destiny an aristocrat, and who wrote under no other sign.

If anyone should find the challenging quality of the writing herein to be
obnoxious or exclusivist, he is invited to take his protest before the Baron
himself, whose spirit, we may dare pray, yet “deigns to glance down upon
the affairs of us mortals” from those heights to which it has doubtless
ascended.

— John Bruce Leonard



1. On the “New Humanism”

Taken in a broad sense, the term “humanism” is perhaps the aptest
characterization of the principle orientation and the ultimate grounding of
the civilization of the modern era. Indeed one can generally designate as
humanism that shift which has made man as man the center of the vision of
life, of activity, and of values. As is known, this orientation commenced in
the West in the Renaissance period; it was associated with the first surfacing
of a profane science of nature, with the bursting forth of a special kind of
artistic creativity, with alterations of custom, and with a particular line of
study which took its bearings from antiquity. Its general watchword was the
overcoming of the dark Medieval Period, the revelation of life, the
discovery of Man and of his “dignity” and “liberty,” and the opening of
those roads that lead toward dominion of the world.

So far as the paramount feature of this humanism goes, René Guénon’s
statement applies to the movement as a whole: man severed himself from
heaven with the excuse of conquering the earth.! In more concrete terms one
can say that the alteration consisted in the shift of the center of being, from
that which represents the dimension of transcendence in man to that which
is purely human, in a one-sided, abnormal, finally teratological
development of the latter to the detriment of the former, and even unto the
atrophy and the silencing of the former: whereas it was precisely this aspect
—the dimension of transcendence—which characterized the true dignity of
man.

Humanism in the current sense of the term should be considered only as
a particular phenomenon in a vaster whole—as a line of study in the art and
letters of antiquity. One must underline however the “tendency” in all such
studies: the antiquity they kept particularly in view was that part of
antiquity which appeared more or less congenial to the new climate. The
sacral and metaphysical aspects of antiquity, the symbolic contents and
“non-human” evocators present in many works of ancient art—all of this
was more or less neglected; a recovery or “rediscovery” of everything in
antiquity which had significance for what may be called a “traditional”
vision of the world is practically nonexistent in the erudite humanism of the
Renaissance period. In this humanism, rather, the ideals of a simple



“culture” began to take shape—a “‘culture” associated for a time with the
idea of a “formation of the personality.” Put in such terms, this “culture”
could evidently encompass nothing other than a partial or peripheral
domain.

It is on this plane of “culture” and “human personality” that “humanism”
would reappear some centuries on in the so-called neo-humanism defended
by Wilhelm von Humboldt®> and others. And here we are presented with a
highly characteristic situation. Following a natural concatenation of causes
and effects, he who “severed himself from heaven with the excuse of
conquering the earth” had to pay the piper for his conquest, to the extent
that technology and industrialization took form in the new profane science
of nature. The price was the enslavement of man to productive work,
following the decline of traditional craftsmanship. Neo-humanism was
marked chiefly by an attempted reaction against this revolution: it defended
the values of pure “culture,” which was the foundation for the formation of
the personality, against the first intrusions of the world of labor. And the
needs it formulated continued to be affirmed by those who considered the
new civilization not as a Kultur but as a Zivilisation.? These last are the
German terms which Spengler used to characterize his opposition to a
spurious and material kind of civilization, for he held such civilization to be
deleterious to the values of personality and of the spirit. Unfortunately, such
values rarely meant anything more than precisely the simple world of
“culture” and of “thought,” whose outer boundary was seen to lie in
philosophical speculation. Literature, thought, and philosophy against
natural, technological, and industrial science—such has been the stance of
neo-humanism.

That is fleeting and precarious enough a position, confronted with those
trends obedient to the so-called “meaning of history,” which has signified
nothing else than the realization, at an augmented pace, of a complete
“terrestrialization” of man and the liquidation of whatever could yet count
as his vestigial personality in the face of the collective and the “social,” the
standardized, the uniformistically unified. And so almost at once a
defection arose in the neo-humanistic camp. In Germany, one understood
by “classic humanism” the position defended by Humboldt; but this
humanism was countered by a neo-humanism of writers and pedagogues in
the writings of men such as T. Litt and E. Spranger.* These last sought



through specious arguments to eliminate the antithesis affirmed by
Humboldtian humanism, and to demonstrate that applying oneself to nature,
inserting man into the modern world of work and technology, technical-
professional training, and so on and so forth, are but so many means for an
“up-to-date” formation of the true personality. But theirs at bottom were
nothing but feeble voices compared with the more brazen and concrete
forms of ideology which most fully embraced the “meaning of history.” The
term “humanism,” in full conformity with the wider sense given to it at the
beginning of these notes, was taken up again by Marxism and by Soviet
communism, which presumed to represent and to realize “integral
humanism,” a “new humanism,” by stigmatizing as a parasitical form and
an idle bourgeois and individualistic digression everything to which the
previous “aristocratic humanism of culture” might have returned. The
“humanism of work” is yet another formula of our days, and it indicates the
descent in level® of the needs on the part of those who had claimed to
celebrate the “discovery of man,” his dignity, the “infinity” of his spirit: it is
all nothing but rhetoric which has finally been replaced by the cult of that
work animal called collectivized man. Truly, it is enough to make the
Olympians smile, if they yet deign to glance down upon the affairs of us
mortals...

Even in Italy, manifestations of this same orientation have unfortunately
not been lacking, in the work of certain intellectuals of our land.

To give a sense of the sphere in which these intellectuals move, we
would like to mention a book which happened to fall into our hands. Its
author 1s Ugo Spirito, and its title is—none other—7The New Humanism.
Ugo Spirito is an old acquaintance of ours, and a disciple of Gentilian
“actualism.”® Spirito later deviated somewhat from his Master, above all in
certain politico-social applications of his doctrine, which already
anticipated his subsequent “opening to the left.” Indeed it was Spirito
together with Arnaldo Volpicelli” who, at the Convention of Corporative
Studies held in Ferrara in 19322 defended a wvaguely communist
interpretation of fascist corporatism (the nationalized “proprietary
corporation”) reflecting the thesis that communism was but an “impatient
corporatism,” a corporatism that proceeds too hastily—meaning that there
were no substantial differences between the ideas of fascism and
communism, that at bottom one dealt solely with different times or different



techniques for the realization of the same objective. This thesis provoked
violent reactions on the part of those who had a sense of the higher values
of the fascist movement (we remind ourselves of an excellent little
polemical by Guido Cavallucci: Is Fascism on the Road to Moscow??).

Subsequent developments demonstrated however that the disciple here
anticipated the Master, because in Gentile himself an analogous leftist line
of thought soon followed, when he proclaimed a so-called “humanism of
work.” This was supposed to surpass the previous “humanism of culture,”
which by that time had been judged inadequate and outdated.

Speaking of which, a curious inversion of attitudes could be observed in
the “two brothers of discord” of that ideological camp, both exponents of
Italian neo-Hegelianism: Croce'® and Gentile. Commencing from a
liberalism of the right, Croce, after several preliminary studies of the
ideologies of Marxism and communism, maintained a consistently negative
attitude toward them. If in the end he sided against fascism, this was due
more to his personal equation than to a true adherence to his originating
theories. According to these theories, the category of the political was
neatly detached from that of the ethical, so much so that Croce had
recognized the right of a “strong State,” had rejected every “abstract
moralism” in politics, had spoken with irony of the “Goddess Justice” and
the “Goddess Humanity.” Immediately after the First World War he sided
against the forces of subversion, recognizing that it was not through
discussion that they might be finally sorted out. Croce at that time
stigmatized the lack of authority in the State, as fascism had done from the
first. But then Croce discovered that the “meaning of history” (the famous
“meaning of history” in all and everything) stood beneath the sign of a sort
of freedom which the fascist regime could not permit, and he passed over to
determined anti-fascist opposition.

Except that in Croce, as in Gentile, there is an incongruity—owing, no
doubt, to purely personal factors—in the doctrinal premise shared by both
of these “absolute historicists.” In point of fact absolute historicism negates
every difference between “be” and “ought to be,” which amounts to saying
that absolute historicism sees, in whatever realizes itself historically, the
measure of all that is just, rational, all that has a right to exist. For this
reason, Croce should have recognized the legitimacy of fascism, given that
it had won the game, and should have banished every attitude of capricious



opposition to the realm of those fancies which these philosophers call
“abstract will” and “abstract moralism.”!! Gentile, distancing himself from
Croce and adhering to the victorious fascist regime, was more consistent, at
least in the 20s, but not after: when the course of the Second World War
provoked the crisis of fascism, and it became clear that fascism was falling
irremediably to the losing side—that the “meaning of historical” had shifted
to the opposing side, to the Allies, because they were winning—Gentile, as
an absolute historicist, should have changed flags. Instead nobly he did not,
and it cost him his life.!? First, however, almost as if to exhibit the latest
developments in the “meaning of history,” he announced the
aforementioned “humanism of work™ in his book, The Genesis and
Structure of Society (1943). Regarding this book, his disciple Ugo Spirito
had this to say: “It is perhaps his most beautiful book... in which all of
Gentile’s speculation is gathered in the form of futuristic necessity. In this
book one finds the theory of what can without doubt be defined as Gentile’s
communism [sic—the italics are Spirito’s]. Communism, in fact, seems to
him to be the regime of the future, a regime which cannot be achieved, in
his opinion, by immediate revolution, but which, even if through slow
evolution, ought to represent the end we seek to realize”—which
corresponds exactly to the devious tactic used by the communists in what
are still democratic countries, keeping their final strategic objective ever
firmly in place. They have acted this way above all in Italy, where they have
been sponsored by our moronic and irresponsible politicos.

This is the framework in which the revolutionary “new humanism” took
form in Spirito’s book—a humanism which was also supposed to be
“scientific,” the liquidator of that cultural and individualistic humanism of
Renaissance origin, and therefore also that of the nineteenth century.

But let us return to Spirito to see more clearly what this hoped-for new
humanism might consist of, apart from its communistic or communistical
orientation. In truth, Spirito’s book is composed of scattered writings which
first appeared elsewhere, and only a few of these have true relevance to his
theme.

Here once again the problem of the antithesis between philosophy and
science 1s taken up—an antithesis which is supposed to have given origin
“to the traditional concept of culture.” But already this point of departure is
invalidated by the fact that it takes its movement from two terms which are



nothing other than the products of a process of disassociation from, and
degradation of, something anterior and superior to both.

It is in this sense that both terms must indeed be considered: on the one
hand, simple, rootless philosophical speculation, the work of a merely
human reason which has become the extreme application of itself, and on
the other that knowledge which is related exclusively to the world of those
phenomena which present themselves to sensorial experience, and which
are organized by science of the modern kind—the same science which has
imposed the belief that no other form of knowledge is either possible or
conceivable.

To be sure, Spirito makes reference “to a third form of knowing that
preceded philosophical knowing itself, even before scientific knowing,” but
here one treats but of a passing and irrelevant allusion, and Spirito knows
no better than to refer this “third form” to “religion” as it is vulgarly
conceived—as a simple system of faith assailed by doubt, which was
indeed succeeded by the phase of philosophy and “metaphysics” (in the
degraded sense given to this term by contemporary philosophy). In reality,
the true point of reference should have been constituted just as it was in
those civilizations that we are in the habit of calling “traditional”; that is to
say, not of simple religion, faith or devotion, but of a single formative, in a
certain sense transcendental, force which was active in the various domains
of human knowledge, human action and human existence, and which gave
place to an all-embracing and general order, at once organic and
hierarchical.

But the problems considered by Ugo Spirito lack the sense of such
horizons, and so prove to be completely out of sync; and the path
congenially chosen to get to the bottom of them leads one ever lower.
Indeed, in the last analysis his solution—an antithesis between
philosophical thought and science—is obtained through the virtual
suppression of the first term. Spirito, who was already convinced that in the
“actualist” Gentilian philosophy “all the history of Western thought is
summarized” (!!!), now makes a negative survey of what comprises
contemporary philosophical thought: in his opinion, nothing can be found in
it but “spurious philosophies.” He is not altogether mistaken in this, even if
certain positive points escape him—points which are offered from a special,
not entirely philosophical, point of view, by existentialism and so-called



“phenomenology.” But, on the whole, today one can effectively speak of a
process of internal self-dissolution in philosophy; philosophy has been left
behind by other orientations and other interests of modern man, in the same
way that the simple cultural and literary ideal of humanism appears now to
be taken largely for granted.

Spirito takes up an old argument (used already by Kant to justify the
assumption of his critical philosophy): that is, the multifarious discordant
variety of philosophical systems in manifest antithesis to the univocality,
the general consensus and the certainty, that exist in the scientific field.
Thus the situation appears to be critical, for two reasons: if one is not to end
up in pure negation—if one recognizes, as a matter of principle, an
insuppressible metaphysical need—there is no alternative but to seek the
satisfaction of this need within the sphere of science itself. In the second
place, there are some who admit that “however grand the world of science
and technology might be, there exists another world beyond it, which is
really the world of values; science in relation to that world can serve as
nothing other than a tool, as a means of achieving ideals which are not
themselves scientific.” Well enough: but even this same position must be
overcome; it must be demonstrated that the world of science and technology
already contains values of an ethical and spiritual rank.

Spirito believes he can sort out both these points, and for this reason his
new humanism assumes an openly scientistic character.!

As regards the first point, Spirito informs us that there is no need to seek
a synthesis between “metaphysics” and modern science, because modern
science already contains a metaphysics. What would this metaphysics be?
Surely not that which corresponds to certain impromptu speculative
whimsies of certain true scientists today, who, so soon as they leave their
specialist domain, display only the most touching ingenuity and
bootlessness. It would consist rather in this: that the scientist, after being
firmly settled on the ground of “facts” and “reality,” believes a priori in the
intelligibility of these things, and, elaborating his scientific knowledge with
its laws and its determinisms, demonstrates the “rationality of the real”—
which in science certainly takes as “its formulation and its effective
realization the immanentist Hegelian metaphysics” (put simply, the
metaphysics behind the famous principle, “All that is real is rational and all
that is rational is real”'* ). Now, this means ignoring completely all the



principles of scientific epistemology—the nature both of the procedures and
of the “knowledge” of modern science. After the failure of the so-called
“natural philosophies” of Schelling'> and also of Hegel himself (to whom
however one must acknowledge at least the merit of having seen the true
task), one should not speak of “rationality” at all in the entire harvest of
modern science—at least unless one wishes to completely distort the
meaning of the word.

In the first place, all scientific procedures, even the most abstract and
theoretical, have a practical and pragmatic character, and it seems that
Spirito does not have the slightest suspicion of what was written already
long ago, not by the improvised critics of science, but by men competent in
the field, starting with Poincaré, Duhem, Brunschvicg, Meyerson, etc., up
until the most modern, up until Heisenberg himself.!® Even beyond the fact
that what has justly been called “the scientific superstition of the fact” has
by now been overcome, science cannot demonstrate the “rationality” of
natural phenomena but only their “mathematizability,” which is to say their
susceptibility to being ordered using mathematical formula, assuming that
—and this 1s important—one considers only those aspects of these
phenomena which lend themselves to mathematics, and neglects the other
aspects (for example, the so-called “secondary qualities”'”). The system of
modern science has a merely “hypothetic-deductive” character; it entails a
progressive unification of relations, while presupposing always certain data
which remain absolutely impenetrable, which are simply observed and
documented. If one takes any single formula from the science of nature—
even up to the famous Einsteinian equation regarding matter and energy, or
the law of the discontinuous production of “quanta”—one can always ask:
why in this way, and not in another? — and the scientist cannot respond, for
he finds himself before the irrational, before something purely “given.”

Croce had every reason to call scientific concepts “pseudo-concepts”:
they totally lack “noetic,”'® which is to say cognitive, character. They are
pure practical instruments, “working hypotheses,” and scientific honesty
consists in being ready to abandon them and change them so soon as any
previously unobserved or poorly observed phenomenon intercedes to spoil
the party. The single goal is the maximum practical (meaning experimental
and technical) grasp of phenomenal reality. In general, every schoolchild
knows that a merely “statistical” character is to be ascribed to all the laws



of science; they possess the character of “probability” alone. They are
defined on the basis of the quantitative addition of more or less permanent
phenomena, not on the basis of a logical and rational nexus—and this, not
to mention some of the more recent theories regarding “improbability,”
formulated on the basis of research which has sought to penetrate into the
deepest layers of “reality.” No, it is clear that there is no “metaphysics” of
modern science.

All this as regards the science of nature in the proper sense. But there is
also the affirmation of Spirito, on the other hand, that the Delphic “know
thyself” by now “converts itself into the consciousness of a subject who has
become the object of scientific research,” for which one no longer need turn
to a spiritual master who might direct us toward the world of contemplation,
of the gnosis' or of high ascesis, but instead to our physiologist, our
neurologist, our biologist, our psychoanalyst and so forth. And not only: but
in the scheme of the new humanism this consciousness, once entrusted to a
sacred and initiatory center, would no longer be an individual task, but
would become something collective, given the increasingly collective
character of modern scientific research. So far as all this goes, we believe
every comment would sour. Let us only observe that that man who, as we
said at the beginning of this writing, is forced to hush up and to
systematically obscure the dimension of transcendence, of the “being” in
himself, by throwing himself into “history” and into “progress,” will in
many cases reduce himself truly into a being which can quite adequately
and exclusively be understood by the same profane sciences indicated by
Spirito.

As for this last point—namely, that the world of science and technology
is not merely the ordered material means toward ends transcending science,
but rather that it satisfies also ethical and spiritual needs and provides a
solution for the problem of ends—as far as this goes, let us listen to what
the apostle of the new humanism has to say: “diverse political ideologies,
religions, and philosophies have so far divided men and peoples, putting
them at odds with each other. Science and technology on the other hand
everywhere establish unity and consensus.” Moreover, the new media of
communication, speed, the press, the radio, television, the cinema, and so
on, carry us out of our closed worlds, ever more uniting minds and customs
and broadening horizons.



Thus one proceeds toward unity and unification—and this is supposed to
be the ethical potential and the message of science and technology, its
indication of a higher human ideal. Here too, the equivocation could be no
greater, and one cannot help but rest stupefied. It is merely an exterior
unification that science and technology have brought, and its counterpart is
an internal emptying, an uprooting, an assault on everything of quality and
against true difference and personality; it means merely standardization, the
world of quantity and of the masses, estranging every higher interest ever
more, and bringing about all the modern facilities?® and all the anesthetics
and narcotics fabricated to conceal the void from today’s individual, to hide
his lack of every true sense of existence. It is the complete inversion of the
true, traditional ideal of humanity, since unity is not destructive only if it is
realized at the zenith, hierarchically, through well-defined articulations and
differentiations. And Spirito takes up once more the forbidden scientistic
utopias of the nineteenth century,?! attributing to science the power to
eliminate every profounder motivation, be it higher or lower, irrational or
demonic, of human activity, to carry us to a state in which all exist in
harmony and collaboration—even as we presume is the case with the
scientists themselves. This, moreover, will never be possible without a
“washing” of minds and of souls in the grand style, which Spirito basically
concedes when he says that there are obstacles to the realization of what he
takes to be the ideal condition; if there is not yet “the possibility to believe
in this tomorrow,” then “we will not seek the reason certainly in the world
of science but in the world of politics, of religion, of metaphysics,” where
“contrasts of traditions, of history, of mentality” subsist. Therefore, by an
inference of logic—tabula rasa,”” away with it all.

Behold, therefore, the horizons of the new humanism with which Spirito
would like to award us: “the humanism of work,” and scientism along with
it; a general levelling, a gray and emptied unification of humanity. What is
left for us to say? This fervent adherent of the “actualism” which celebrated
the “indomitable creativity of the absolute spirit” has in the end conformed
perfectly to the “meaning of history.” Pour la bonne bouche,”® we will close
with these two direct quotations from the book in question: “Above all
beyond the Iron Curtain, and in particular in the Chinese experience, which
is almost entirely free from Western traditions, we can already see the
precursory signs of the society of tomorrow.” “The education and the



scholastic organization of the future should be shaped to this new
humanistic ideal.”



2. Revolution from the Heights

Urgency has become one of the general characteristics of recent times—the
thrust and the action of a rupture starting from below, and in function of the
low, exercised upon existing structures. And this corresponds to the only
proper and legitimate meaning of the term “subversion.”

This situation takes as its evident presupposition the crisis of the whole
of the structures involved, be these politico-social or cultural and
intellectual structures. Thus it accompanies a process against the modern
world, against bourgeois society and capitalism, against an order which has
been reduced to an externally checked disorder, against forms of existence
which have become devoid of every higher, dehumanizing, creative
meaning—or, to use a term which today is commonly abused, of
“alienation.”

The revolt against all these aspects of a problematic civilization can be
legitimate. But that which characterizes recent times is the dearth of every
rectifying, liberating, or restorative action from the heights; this often
necessary initiative and action of rupture is allowed to commence precisely
from below, where this “below” 1s understood both as a reference to inferior
social tiers, as well as to inferior values. Thus the almost inevitable
consequence is the shifting of the center of gravity toward a level which
stands yet lower than that of these crisis-ridden structures which have
become almost empty of every vital content.

In the politico-social field the phenomenon presents such definite forms
that it is almost superfluous to linger on them. No one is so myopic as to
fail to understand, by now, what the famous “social justice,” for example,
really means. It is in no way true justice, the distributive justice of the suum
cuique,”* based on a principle of inequality, and already defended by the
classics beginning with Aristotle and Cicero. It is rather a partisan pseudo-
justice, at the exclusive service of the interests of the lowest classes, the so-
called “workers,” and at the expense of all others. It exists under the sign of
myths that serve only to pave the way little by little for the ascent of the
leftist forces in the State.

Against this action commencing from below—which by now is
exceptionally organized and almost unstemmable, and which is tied to that



humbug notion that one can find the man of nature, health, generosity, and
so on, only in the lower classes, so that therefore the ultimate end of the
subversive movement should be a new, effective “humanism”—against this
action there is almost no one who is capable of reacting with energy. The
principle of reaction ought to be this: that one can denounce the errors, the
defects, the degeneration of a system—that one can be, for example,
decisively against the bourgeoisie and against capitalism—only by
commencing from a plane situated above it, not below it. One should react,
that is, not in the name of “proletarian™ so-called ‘“social” or collectivist
values, but rather in the name of aristocratic, qualitative and spiritual ones:
that which could bring about a yet more radical rectifying action, if only
men could be found who are truly up to the heights,>® and who are armed
with sufficient authority and power, so as to prevent or to smash, by a
revolution from the heights, any such velleity or principle of revolution
from below.

Unfortunately, however, one sees ever more clearly how far such
perspectives lie beyond the intellectual horizons of our contemporaries. One
can ascertain rather how even those who presume to battle against the
“established disorder” of the modern world by raising indictments (which
are by now obvious and almost taken for granted) against the current
society, and putting forth even the values of personality and of Christianity,
do not hide their elective affinities for the lower, for the “demands” of the
low, and for the pseudo-humanism of the left, and demonstrating precisely
as much intolerance and incomprehension for every possible solution which
takes the form of a system resting on a principle of authority and
sovereignty, of true order and true justice. As typical examples, we can
indicate Maritain and Mounier, but also a traditionalist like L. Ziegler.?

It 1s most interesting to recognize the solidarity of this orientation with
others which are perceptible in properly cultural spheres. Are not the so-
called “neo-realism™’ and other similar tendencies characterized precisely
by their abusively presenting as “real” only those meanest, most miserable,
equivocal, and often filthiest and vulgarest aspects of existence? While the
remainder supposedly has nothing to do with what is authentic, sincere, and
“real”?

A yet more significant case, which indicates the vast range of action in
the diffusion of the tendency in these words, is to be found in



psychoanalysis and modern irrationalism.?® These embark from a critique, in
itself legitimate, of the fetishism of “reason” and of abstract intellectualism,
and of the superstructures of the conscious /. But from this, they proceed
immediately to an opening of man, not toward the high, but toward the
base. Against the “rational,” they asserted the worth of the simply irrational,
of “life”; against consciousness, the unconscious, wherein one usually
wished to see the motive force of the psyche. Thus here too the result was
regression, a translation of the center of human gravity toward what is low.
The cause is analogous to that which we indicated in the politico-social
field: one acts as if outside of the “rational” and the abuse of the rational,
there existed only the sub-rational (the unconscious, the vital, the
instinctive, etc.), and not also the super-rational—as attested by everything
in the history of societies connected to true human greatness.

Analogous considerations could be brought forth to indicate similar
parallels in contemporary cultural phenomena—for example, existentialism
and the many varieties of so-called neo-spiritualism. We cannot linger on all
this. Let it suffice that we have briefly demonstrated in an entire group of
phenomena an identical tendency, as well as what these in their very
presence unfortunately indicate regarding the visage of the times: namely,
the non-existence, today, of anyone who takes a stand, and who knows how
to act, not from the base, but from the heights, in all realms.



3. The Advent of the “Fifth
Estate”?’

It is an indisputable merit of Marxist historiography that it attempts to
identify a general guiding directive in history which unfolds in precise
phases. This historiography considers the entirety of events on which the
other historiographies usually bring all their attention to bear—war, national
revolutions, developments and mutations of one kind or another—as
unessential, as secondary and episodic, compared to the movement as a
whole.

Almost no attempt of the kind has been made by the opposing side, that
is, by the Right. Naturally the Marxist interpretation of the “meaning of
history” (as a concatenation of economic determinisms which will lead
fatalistically to the dominion of the so-called working class) should be
trenchantly rejected; but it should be rejected by placing oneself
methodologically on the same level: that is, by recognizing the necessity of
framing historical events in a schema which is no less broad—albeit one
which sounds in a rather different key and conforms to higher perspectives,
not the coarse and primitive ones of historical materialism.

Piero Operti*® has recalled the general conception on which one might
base an anti-Marxist historiography. This conception has been sketched,
with significant agreement and contemporaneity, by several traditionalist
writers: in the first place by René Guénon, then by V. Vezzani and H. Berl,?!
partially even by Spengler himself (whose considerations however were
limited to the developments and individual cycles of civilizations), to say
nothing of the contribution that we ourselves have made to this matter.3? The
subject which we would like to treat in the present chapter is the
phenomenon of the “advent of the Fifth State.” To understand this, we must
first of all give a brief account of the conception just mentioned, which
hinges on the idea of a regression or a descent of political power, of the type
of civilization, and, in general, of the predominant values, along those four
planes which every complete, and, we can even say, “normal” social
organization encompasses in a hierarchical system. At the summit of this



organization stood the masters vested with spiritual authority; then came the
warrior aristocracy; in third place the propertied burghers and whoever
concentrated their interests on the economic plane (the “merchants,” the
Hindu vaigya® caste); and finally came the workers, the “people.”

Now, it is quite clear that in the history known to us this pyramid has
crumbled, and we have seen a descent from one to the next of these four
levels. From a civilization characterized by the sacred, in which the master**
or the ruling class exercised a higher right based predominately on a
spiritual foundation and “divine right,” we passed to societies supported
solely by the warrior aristocracy; a phase which closed with the cycle of the
great European dynasties. With the French Revolution, democracy,
liberalism, and industrialism it was the Third Estate to de facto assume the
power as a capitalistic and plutocratic burgher class, and the effective
masters became now the lords of money, the various “kings” of coal, of
steel, of oil, etc. The socialist and proletariat movements, which ended with
communism and Sovietism, are prelude to the occurrence of the last layer,
the Fourth Estate, which wants to undermine the civilization of the Third
Estate (in principle, it is in this light that one should really understand the
conflict between “Orient” and “Occident,” between the communistic States
and the United States, together with their satellites) and to guarantee itself
world dominion: the Fourth Estate against that which remains in the world
of the Third Estate.

From the point of view of the Right, it is in these terms that the “meaning
of history” presents itself—only, in point of fact, we ought rather to called it
the meaninglessness of history. But does this regressive process stop at the
Fourth Estate? Between the two world wars, a singular little book appeared,
whose author, H. Berl, went a step further. The book was called The Advent
of the Fifth Estate (Die Heraufkunst des Fiinsten Standes). Apart from its
theoretic contents and its interpretation of history in the regressive key, it
was saturate with strong emotional charges. Berl had written it in a
sanatorium, as if in a delirtum (he himself said that “there is fever in every
page”). Leaving this aside together with several of his exaggerations, the
thesis he sustained is not without interest for whomever wishes to come to
terms with certain aspects of our times.

According to Berl, the descent in history will not stop with the Fourth
Estate—that 1s, with the collectivized Marxist and communist world. It will



rather tend to perpetuate itself in the emergence of a Fifth Estate. What
would this Fifth Estate be? Here we must refer above all to the idea that
every organization comprises two principle elements: the forces of order on
one side, the forces of chaos on the other. Organization emerges from a
formative action which binds and restrains the latter forces within
determinate structures (wherein they can manifest themselves creatively, as
dynamic factors). And when a cycle approaches its terminus, this elemental
substratum, the sub-personal background and one could almost say
Goethian “demonic™*® which in the traditional civilizations was brought to
heel, kept in check and elevated by a superior law, and by the natural
prestige which invested the spiritual, heroic, and aristocratic values and
their representatives—this substratum tends to return to its free state, to act
in a destructive way, to gain the upper hand. This is the boundary: it
corresponds to the advent of the Fifth State.

In every “revolutionary” phenomenon as such there is always an
emergence of this amorphous substrate, which is more or less contained in
the successive developments; but in the first phase it is always characterized
by something wild, by the pleasure in destruction and subversion, by a
regression of the individual into the collective, by the “devils of the
collective.” The pages written by Joseph de Maistre’® on the French
Revolution are of perennial value in this respect. On the other hand, the
Fourth Estate can be conceived of generally as the anti-State, if by the State
one speaks in the traditional sense, as a super-elevated reality and as the
incarnation of an idea and a higher ordering power. Berl believed he had
recognized in the modern phenomenon the symptoms of an organized and
endemic delinquency, the prime typical example being American
gangsterism. Its characteristic feature in recent times is therefore precisely
the feature of “organization.” Paradoxically, one could say that here “chaos
organizes.” Indeed, the same forces often hide also in the political systems
created by the Fourth Estate, by communism and Marxism, because by a
natural law of gravitation, a given stage, in the process of falling,
commonly ends up by opening itself to that which belongs to a yet lower
level.

In this context we should consider not only what has relevance to the
political and social plane, but also what regards the very personality, the
destruction of personality. Throughout history there have always been



cruelty and atrocities, but the characteristic element which might be
diagnosed in the latest times are rationally studied, sinister methods of
degradation intended to reduce the beings to whom they are applied to
automated puppets, to degrade them in their own eyes (a number of valid
considerations on this point, albeit with tendentiously one-sided references,
have been carried out by the Catholic existentialist Gabriel Marcel*” ). One
is reminded of certain processes behind the scenes of the Iron Curtain, and
of a certain regime of concentration and “re-education” camps. The attack
1s brought against that “form” in the outstanding sense—‘personality.” The
two planes are naturally different, but the convergence of their direction,
their “signature,” is well recognizable.

From the time that Berl’s book came out, phenomena have been
delineated in the modern world in other fields which could in part be traced
back to the “emergences” he noted. Certain aspects of the so-called
“generation of revolt,” for instance, are worth mentioning. Revolt can be
legitimate when it is brought against a civilization in which almost nothing
has a higher justification any longer, a civilization which has become
hollow and absurd, one which, mechanized and standardized, tends toward
the sub-personal in an amorphous world of quantity. But when one treats of
“rebels without flags™; when revolt is, so to speak, an end in and of itself,
everything else being pretext; when it is accompanied by an unleashing, by
primitivism, by abandonment in what is elementary in an inferior sense
(sex, negro jazz, inebriation, gratuitous and often criminal violence,
complacent exaltation of the vulgar and the anarchic)—then it is not a
stretch to establish a certain connection between these phenomena and
others, which on different planes attest the action of the forces of chaos
emerging from below, following the ever more visible cracks in the extant
order, seizing possession of the storm-tossed and the traumatized among
modern men.

Let us resist ceding to the temptation of indicating other concomitant
phenomena which likewise attest, though from another side, an assault
against the personality. For instance, what else does psychoanalysis
represent if not an opening of that diaphragm which often providentially
closes off a sub-personal subsoil, and one constituted moreover by obscure
forces? What does it represent, if not the inversion through which this
subsoil is presented as the primary element of man, as the true motive force



of the psyche? One easily perceives the similarity between these
phenomena and the rise of whatever in the ideology of the left is presented
as an ascent on the social and historical plane—an ascent into the very
higher political structures which are thereby swept away and divested. This
invites comparison with the assault brought against what ancient thought
called egemonikon,®® that is the sovereign in man, which is today reduced
equally to a mere superstructure.

However, the ideas here briefly explicated might have a greater interest
for us in the properly social and existential aspects of these phenomena
connected to the true “meaning of history,” or else to anticipatory
symptoms pertaining to the logic of this meaning. One must be on guard
against exaggerations and against every “apocalyptic” view of the world;
but many things in this context should force everyone to reflect, even those
who are still sedated by the myths of progressivist democracy—indeed,
even those who reveal themselves incapable of gleaning the rigid nexus of
cause and effect within the present secular course of events. The four-part
descent in level of civilization and of social organizations is a reality;
likewise i1s the emergence, upon the point of reaching the final step, of the
nether forces, the forces of chaos, which in a certain sense cannot be said to
belong to the properly human world, and which can perhaps best be
comprehended by the formula of the advent of the Fifth Estate.



4. The State and Work

No orientation to the Right is conceivable without taking a decided stand
against the myth of “work™ and of the “worker,” and against the aberrant
culmination of this myth in latest times which is constituted by the concept
of the “Workers’ State.”

It is needless to say that by Right we mean, as always, the true Right—
not the economic and capitalistic Right, which are the easy target for
subversive forces, but rather the Right defined by political, hierarchical,
qualitative, aristocratic, and traditional values, custodian of the idea of the
true State.

Someone might object that such a Right does not exist in the game of
extant political forces in Italy, perhaps even in Europe. But even in the
currents that are at least called “national,” the profound degradation
inherent in the myth of the worker ought to be felt and ought to give rise to
a natural reaction. Instead, too often, one indulges an equivocation which
carries one inevitably to acquiescence to the vernacular and the ideology of
the opposing side. But that is how matters stand today. To refrain from
burning incense before the working class, to perceive that the quintessence
of every non-retrograde and non-“reactionary” politics is servitude to that
same working class and slavish obedience to its ever more impertinent
“demands”—this seems indeed to surpass the modicum of physical and
moral courage at the disposal of the better part of those who administer our
politics today.

Moreover, recently indulgence in the aforementioned ideologies appears
even in the margin of nationalistic currents. The concept of the “Workers’
State,” though embellished for the occasion with the added qualification
“nationalist,” was lately proposed for study and discussion by the younger
milieu. On another plane, this was introduced as symbolizing the
“revolutionary” attitude, quite as if the presently reigning Constitution did
not begin with the solemn proclamation that Italy “is a republic founded on
work™?* —for which it is clear that the asserted “revolutionary” demand can
be understood only along the radical lines precisely of Marxism, socialism
and communism (movements in which the myth of work and of the
Workers’ State truly finds itself at home), not through a rejection of the



system now in force, or of a revolution which might be reconstructive and
restorative of the natural hierarchy of values and of dignities.

Frankly speaking, it is almost tedious for us to revisit such matters. Our
own stance dates back to the already distant year of 1934, when the first
edition of our Revolt Against the Modern World*° was issued, and from then
on we have never tired of denouncing ideologies of this kind. It is true that
even in the Fascist Period, in certain syndicalist and “pancorporative”
circles, one glimpsed analogous tendencies, but these remained ever
marginal and inoperative. Mussolini always refused to conceive of the
Fascist State as a mere Workers’ State;*! he affirmed the primacy of the
political, he affirmed values higher than economic ones; he conceived of the
very corporations that organized and disciplined the forces of labor and
production as means, not ends.

Nor did he, near the end of the Fascist Period, follow the distortion
contained in Giovanni Gentile’s formulation of so-called “humanism of
work” with its backdrop of the “meaning of history”—all of which was
interpreted precisely in the manner of leftist ideologies. By this view, after
the emancipation of the human spirit which was “celebrated” in the
Renaissance and in the humanism of that time, the liberal revolution
represented a second conquest in the same direction; but its latest progress
will be the “humanism of work” together with the “ethic of work,” that is,
the recognition of the spirituality and dignity of work, etc. etc. The
convergence of these ideas with the Marxist philosophy of history could not
be clearer, and this Gentilian “humanism” paired off with the “true
humanism” of Marx and Lenin, along with everything that one reads in the
Soviet constitution about work understood not as a duty imposed
sadistically on everyone, but rather as an “honor.”*?

On the other hand, one knows of all the tendencies toward an
“enlightened” and no longer retrograde Catholicism which today hold to a
similar line, by singing the praises of the “ascent of the working class.” The
stages of human progress, according to the Catholic Maritain, are exactly
the same as those conceived by Gentile. The culmination of history, for all
such thinkers, is the “civilization of work™ and the mysticism of the
“worker,” this new subject of history, this new taboo and sacrosanct being,
whom no one must dare to touch.



It is needless to say that from the traditional point of view the stages of
this presumed progress correspond rigorously with those of a gradual
degradation and inversion—one which, moreover, has struck out also
against ideals, values, predominant vocations, and, in general, against
civilization itself. Indeed it is obvious that passing from civilizations that
gravitate toward spiritual and transcendent values to civilizations whose
center is constituted wholly by the values, albeit the worthy values,
belonging to a warrior aristocracy, and, from this, to a capitalistic and
industrial civilization based on economy, material organization, and money
and profit, and, at last, the final shift toward a society having for its center
and its myth pure work and the worker—it is obvious that this process
cannot be conceived otherwise than as a process of regression.

The generalization of the meaning of the word “work” 1s characteristic of
the final phase of this regression. It can signify only one thing: the tendency
to conceive every activity under the sign of those inferior activities to which
alone one can correctly apply the term “work.” It degrades all activities and
brings them back to the same common denominator. This is what happens,
for example, when one begins to speak of “intellectual workers,” of
“workers of muscle and mind,” wherein is concealed the absurdity of a
conception of society and a state based exclusively on “work™ and on
“workers.” Such an abuse must be denounced. It must be affirmed that work
is work, and nothing more. It is nonsense to apply the term “worker”—not
to mention “laborer”’—to the inventor, to the artist-creator, to the thinker, to
the warlord, to the diplomat, to the priest, to the scientist, even to the great
organizer and captain of industry. The activity of all these men cannot be
defined as “work,” nor can they be included in any way in the “working
class.” Indeed, we would not even call “worker” the peasant, at least insofar
as he is not some paid hand, but rather remains faithful to the earth and
farms according to the tradition, and takes an interest in this which does not
exhaust itself in the pure idea of proceeds. (Today such a type of peasant, in
conformity with “social progress,” is on the point of vanishing.)

It cannot be contested, however, that parallel to the above-mentioned
abusive generalization of the word “work,” we have seen in recent times a
degradation which in certain sectors confirms that generalization. Not a few
activities which up until yesterday had quite another character are in fact
now becoming “work.” For instance one could well call “work,” in the



more brutal sense of the term, certain forms of sports and of sportive
training.

Today the Catholics happily forget the fact that according to the Biblical
tradition (to which, on the other hand, they hold so strongly when protesting
against birth control) work was conceived in strict connection with the fall
of man and as a kind of atonement, thus as nothing which one can glorify. It
is known that classical antiquity attributed a negative value to work in its
proper and legitimate, meaning material, sense: /abor* could be equated
almost with suffering and with punishment, and the verb laborare signified
“to suffer”—Ilaborare ex capite in Latin means, for example, to suffer a
headache. Reciprocally, the term otium, in antithesis to labor and negotium,
often was used by the classics to designate, not idleness but time dedicated
to non-material, intellectual activities, to studies, to literature to speculation
and the like; while ofium sacrum figured even in religious and ascetic
terminology, and was associated with contemplative activity. Here we
cannot resist the temptation of citing a Spanish proverb: e/ hombre que
trabaja pierde un tiempo muy precioso, that is “the man who works (in the
proper sense) loses most precious time.” To lose this precious time—
precious because it can be better used—might be a necessity, a sad
necessity. But the fundamental point ought to be the refusal to make such
necessity into a virtue, or to exalt a society in which this has become the
keystone.

In every sane and normal vision of life, work must be considered a
simple means of sustenance in the case of beings who are not qualified to
perform an activity of a higher kind. To work as an end in and of itself, and
beyond that which is required for one’s own sustenance, is an aberration—
and precisely the “worker” ought to understand this: the “work ethic,” the
“humanism of work,” “work as honor” and all the rest of this blathering are
naught but means of mystification, so as to better weld the chains that bind
the “worker” to the mechanism of “production,” which has almost become
an autonomous process. Already on another occasion we have cited this
anecdote: in an Asian country a European entrepreneur, having noted the
scarce diligence of the natives in their work, decided to double their wages.
The consequence was that the natives immediately began to work half as
many hours as before, given that they now thereby earned as much as they
needed. If the climate of “social progress,” of overreaching one’s proper



condition at all costs, of artificially multiplying one’s needs, did not make
such an attitude appear deprecable, precisely the prevalence of this attitude
in normalized inferior social strata (and also in superior ones) would be one
of the most efficacious means to stop the “gigantic unleashing,” that is the
economy, the productive paroxysm which is becoming the destiny of
“civilized” humanity.

Returning a moment to classical antiquity, beyond otium in the sense
here clarified, another term was held as antithesis to labor: opus,* “a work.”
Properly speaking, one applied labor to the slave alone, while the free man
accomplished “works,” whence the Latin term opifex which evidently in
this connection cannot be translated by “worker” in the modern sense. Now,
Spengler has indicated a most significant mutation when he observed that
while modern man tends to “labor” even when he “produces a work”—that
is, when he creates, acts, accomplishes—traditional man gave the higher
character of “work” even to that which could be, in a certain sense, a job.
Moreover, this qualitative character was maintained up until yesterday in
the realm of traditional artisanship. The paradox is that in the exaltation of
work and the tendency to reduce the State to a mere Workers’ State, work is
ever more discredited, it has lost and has had to lose in exceedingly wide
sectors its personal and qualitative character as “a work,” so far as to sink
ever lower along the scale of activities worthy of a free man, which are
exercised not for pure necessity or merely for the prospect of gain.

In correlation to this, we have seen the degradation of the type of the
“worker” who becomes a “conscientious member” of the “working class,” a
“seller of work” organized in the trade unions, who thinks solely in terms of
“salary,” of “claims” and of “interest” without any regard for the common
good, without obeying any disinterested and noble motive, nor any values
of fidelity, dedication, and intimate adhesion. (It is even difficult to imagine
that this might be yet possible, surrounded, as we are, by a senseless,
mechanical, anodyne system.) It is precisely on account of this base level of
work and of the worker of today that one proclaims the “Workers’ State”
and speaks of the “social nation which is realized in the Workers’ State, that
synthesis of the ideals of the new generation [!!!].”

In terms of its doctrine, it is obvious that the Worker’s State is the pure
and simple negation of the traditional concept of the State. The regressive
character of those developments which Marxist historiography wishes to



present as progress is evident, if one considers the model which bit by bit
has been chosen for the State. When, at the twilight of those civilizations
based on spiritual and aristocratic values, effective power passed into the
hands of the capitalistic and mercantile bourgeois, the foundation of the
state was brought back precisely to the principles of that caste, which is to
say, to the contract (contractualism, the ‘“social contract”)—a concept
which naturally implicates material advantage and excludes every truly
ethical factor and every organic nexus. “Governing” thus has become
synonymous with “managing,” as in a business or a private administration
—and it 1s not in the least surprising that in the United States one speaks,
not of “government,” but of ‘“administration” (the Eisenhower
administration, the Kennedy administration). Then we descended lower yet:
the model is no longer that of the company or the society created by
contract, but rather even that of the socialized and rationalized factory. This
is the level to which the concept of the “Workers’ State” ideally belongs.

A sure guide for judging political forms is given by the conception of the
hierarchy of various faculties in any man worthy of this name—by the
natural analogy existing between individual being and that grand organism
which is the State. The entire extension, the quantitative development
which material activities, “work,” production, economy might have in a
certain type of civilization, should not impede the clear, constant
recognition of their hierarchical place, corresponding precisely to that of the
material functions of an individual organism, remaining ever at the service
of a higher life. Only under this condition can a normal order exist. The true
State incarnates those principles, those powers, those functions that in man
correspond to the central and sovereign element, destined to give a higher
meaning to life, to direct the purely naturalistic and physical sphere toward
transcendant ends, experiences, and tensions. If one denies to the State the
autonomy proper to a super-elevated power and authority, one negates its
very essence, and nothing will remain of it but a caricature, something
mechanistic, disanimate, opaque, superimposed on a collective existence
which is itself no less empty. The primacy given politically to “society” (we
have just indicated the analogy between such a concept and that of
“society” in the commercial and business sense) is the first stage of this
negation. The later phase is certainly that characterized by the “Workers’
State,” with the individual thought of merely as the “worker citizen.” As we



said, it takes as its model the factory under a socialized and collectivized
regime.

It is not necessary to say that the addition of the word
“national”—"“national Workers’ State”—is but pure mendacious tinsel.
“Work” in the modern sense has nothing of “national” character, it has no
fatherland; stripped of its qualitative and technified particularities, it is
everywhere the same, and peoples, races, and even genders bring about no
true differences in it. But if with the epithet “national” one wished to
indicate the nation as a super-ordered end, it is evident that one would have
to commence by restoring a higher meaning to the concept of nation, one
inseparable from the ideal of the true State: a meaning which naturally
cannot come to the nation from the world of work, such a world being
merely a means. For which the use of that hybrid formula—*"“national
Workers’ State”—betrays unambiguously the incapacity to think in a clear
manner, an incapacity which, moreover, succumbs—consciously or
unconsciously—to the influence and the ideologies of the left and of the
“working class.”

As one sees, there is in any case an equivocation which leaves the door
open to the adversary. One should finally have the courage to think all these
problems through to the depths, without confusion, calling things by their
right name. Let us therefore repeat that work is work, and nothing more.
The working class is only an inferior part of the whole (today, qualitatively,
more than ever—for the reasons we have indicated). The incomparable
proliferation which this idea has had in the world of today, given the present
material type of our civilization, and the possibility of exercising subversive
and often openly extortionary pressures, does not in any way change the
subordinate meaning proper to it in a normal hierarchy. Neither “work™ nor
“workers” can have any place in the higher and most essential degrees of
this hierarchy. If we wish to provide indications for useful reflection and
discussion amongst that still-healthy part of today’s youth, it is on the basis
of this view that we must provide them. There are already enough
“openings to the left” elsewhere; one does not need to set oneself to
competing also on the “national” front—even if one’s intent remains merely
“prophylactic,” as is the asserted pretext in the unhappy adventure of the



current “center-left.”* The appeal to intellectual courage and to a true
revolutionary spirit (more precisely: counter-revolutionary, because the true
revolution today can only be a revolt against the political and ideological
system ruled by the ideas here stigmatized)—such an appeal today is truly a
categorical need.



S. Biological Youth and Political
Youth

One of the questions which is often resubmitted to the milieu of the Right,
is the relation of the new generation with the previous—the “revolutionary”
youth in its relations with the men and with the ideas of the Fascist Period.
In point of fact there are some who believe they here recognize a
phenomenon ascertainable also more generally: the new generation no
longer understands the previous; the accelerated rhythm of events has
interposed between the one and the other an ideological distance much
greater than that which in other times normally separated them.

Nevertheless one detects in this formulation a certain superficiality and
bias. And indeed, are these concepts of “youth,” of the new generation of
the “revolutionary vocation,” really bereft of ambiguity?

We must commence from a specification of the plane on which these
notions stand: whether one is speaking of the biological plane or rather of a
higher plane, as can well be supposed in our own case. If one wants to
consider these things spiritually, one must take care, because there are
situations in which these values might be inverted, as for instance in what
concerns the “new,” the young, that which has come latest. Thus if we
generally consider the generations that succeed each other within a given
cycle of civilizations, we can even enunciate a paradox in the cases
mentioned, because that which stands at the origins should be called truly
young, while the latest generations, the chronologically younger, would be
the older, the senescent, the crepuscular, even if their mere infantility and
prurience can sometimes be erroneously taken as signs of youth. To cite an
example, the so-called “youth” of the North-American races, with their
“new world” and their primitivism, reveals precisely the infantility proper
not to “young” generations but to the last generations, to those that one
finds retrogressively toward the end of a cycle—the cycle of Western
civilization in general.

We mention this because something analogous applies also to a more
concrete sphere. Looking inward for a moment—can we truly call young
(apart from in a biological and censual sense) an unfortunately quite



considerable portion of Italian “youths” today? That indifferent and
agnostic youth, engrossed in materialism and petty hedonism, incapable of
any kind of leap, incapable of holding to any kind of a line, invigorated at
most by a football match or by the Tour of Italy? We would sooner call this
“youth” dead before it has even been born. Whoever today does not let
himself go, whoever lives an idea, whoever knows how to keep himself
upright on his feet, and scorns whatever is feeble, oblique, distorted, vile—
such a one is infinitely “younger,” whatever his age may be, than that
portion of today’s “youth.”

It 1s precisely along these lines that we must understand what is young in
a not merely biological sense, and this must be defined as their common
denominator, in order to overcome artificial antitheses. If we had to indicate
the fundamental character of youth understood in this higher sense, we
would say it is defined by the will for the unconditional. Indeed, the entirety
of idealism 1n a positive sense can be reduced to a similar factor; also every
kind of courage, of leap, of creative initiative, every attitude which brings
one resolutely to new positions, every holding of one’s own person in little
account. In particular true youth has, physically speaking, the almost
paradoxical disposition of a growing life which, rather than being attached
to itself, knows how to squander itself, so that it can hold even its own
death to be of no account.

We should distinguish between the most elementary phase, in which the
qualities here indicated manifest themselves only in spontaneous,
disordered and transitory form, often as a fire in the straw, and the phase in
which they are confirmed and stabilized. The first is frequently the
condition of the true youth who then bit by bit “normalizes,” “gets his head
on straight,” convincing himself that “idealism is one thing, life another,”
abdicating his will for the unconditional. Such a youth thus reveals in the
end its primarily physical basis. The second case occurs instead in that man
who has had to confront trials, hard trials, and has overcome these trials
without succumbing.

All of this holds both in the interior realm as well as in the political. And
with this we can return to the problem from which we commenced. What is
this generation of yesterday which the generation of today can no longer
comprehend? In reality one is but the recurrence*® of the other: even
yesterday (after the First World War) there was a “generation of the front



lines”; even yesterday intolerable political, social, and moral conditions
arose, and the premises of the fascist movement were formed, out of an
impatience, an idealism, and a virilism fused together through a life of peril
and combat. Today things present themselves again in the same terms; only
today there is the circumstance of a still harder trial—a ‘““generation of the
front lines” which has survived not a victory, but a defeat and a
decomposition.

Put in these terms it seems there should be only a fundamental continuity
between these two generations. This continuity of a “youth” which is not
biological but political ceases only when one begins to speak of the men of
yesterday who lost their way when fascism came to power, who were not
any longer capable of maintaining their intransigence, their will for the
unconditional, their radicalism, but who sold their primogeniture for a plate
of lentils, or for this or that semi-bureaucratic appointment in the scene of a
deplorable, cinematic “hierarchy” and a new conformism.

It would however be truly unjust to weave a blackshirt out of every
thread,*” and to fail to recognize that in fascism there were men who kept
their feet, though they were often hindered in every way by this or that
unofficial gang. The reunion of these men with the new wave, with the new
youth and the new “generation of the front lines,” ought to be natural, on
account of their congeniality: even as one and the same stream, in
overcoming some obstruction and blockage, regains its course.*

Let one more point be mentioned. It is not always easy—particularly in
the case of the Italians, the Mediterraneans—to grant oneself an
autonomous value. Many feel the need to agitate in order to feel their
individuality, their own importance; they must counterpoise themselves at
all costs to something or to someone. It is in this light that we must judge
certain aspects of the “revolutionary vocation,” as well as a certain
individualism of the “youth,” when it seeks everywhere to differentiate
itself, and indiscriminately espouses new ideas simply because they are
new. At the bottom of this, there 1s often, however, simply an “inferiority
complex”: just the need to matter in some indirect way, through antithesis
and contrast, since one does not feel confident enough in oneself alone.
This is an attitude that the political youth of today, and not simply the
biological youth, should correct. The highest ambition should not be to
become a revolutionary at all costs, but rather to be the exponent of a



tradition, the bearer of a transmitted strength which must be nourished and
increased in everything which might guarantee it an inflexible direction.
The same holds also in the domain of ideas, and one of the proofs of one’s
interior freshness is understanding that the right ideas stand above every
contingency, and that with them the true personality acquires value: not in a
confused revolutionary impulse, not in a preconceived mistrust of the past,
not in a disorderly dynamism which only betrays the lack of a true internal
form. Without drawing any particular deductions from this—for this is not
the place—we can easily recognize here that feature of the political youth
of today which is drawing up as a general attitude, so that, through a
unification of forces, it can pursue a precise political ideal: the ideal of the
true organic State.



6. The Problem of Decadence

Whoever rejects the myth of progressivism and of evolutionism, which is
nowadays generally taken for granted; whoever, through an interpretation
deriving from higher values of at least the most recent history, comes to
ascertain that regression is the meaning of this history—such a one shall
find himself standing before the “problem of decadence.” If evolution rests
on a logical impossibility—since more cannot derive from less, nor the
superior from the inferior—an analogous difficulty seems to introduce itself
in any attempt to explain this modern regression. How is it possible that the
superior might degenerate, that a given level of spirituality and of
civilization might be lost?

The solution would not be difficult if one could rest content with simple
analogies: the healthy man might grow ill; the virtuous can become vicious;
by a natural law, which arouses surprise in no one, every organism, after its
birth, its development, and the fullness of its life, grows old, grows weak,
dies. But this is an observation, not an explanation—even supposing that
between the two orders there exists a complete analogy, which 1s dubious
enough given that one is dealing here with civilizations and politico-social
organizations, in which human will and human liberty play a very different
role than in the naturalistic phenomena we have mentioned.

However, this objection comes up against the theory of Oswald Spengler,
who employs precisely the analogy offered by these organic facts. He
assumes that, just as each organism, each civilization has its dawn, its phase
of full unfolding, then an autumnal aging, a sclerosis, and, finally, death and
dissolution.

The cycle proceeds from the originating organic, spiritual and heroic
forms of what Spengler calls Kultur, to the materialized, inorganic,
massified and disanimated forms of what he calls Zivilisation. Such a
theory repeats in part another theory of traditional character regarding the
so-called “cyclical laws.” These refer, moreover, to a considerably vaster
realm, one might even say a metaphysical realm, which is capable of
carrying us a little deeper in the analysis of our problem. It offers,
effectively, the beginning of an explanation as to why one must here refer to
the manifestation of a force which little by little exhausts itself—just as the



pumping force of a piston (to use a banal but meet image), which provokes
an expansive movement that gradually slows and recedes unless a new
input arrives (an input which would give rise, in our case, to a new cycle).
We must specify that on the plane of human reality the form in question
should be understood as a superior organizing force which binds the inferior
forces, imprinting them with form. When the originating tension weakens
these lower forces release and gradually gain the upper hand, making way
for phenomena of a disintegrating character.

This view appears to be relevant for that specific framework within
which we would like to limit the problem of decadence. Its point of
departure, similar in part to Spengler’s, is a dualism of the types of
civilization, and consequently also of State. On one hand there are the
traditional civilizations, differing amongst themselves in form and in
everything contingent, but identical in their principle: these are civilizations
in which spiritual and super-individual forces and values constitute the axis
and the supreme point of reference for the general organization, for the
formation and for the justification of every subordinate reality.

On the other hand there is civilization of the modern type, identical to
anti-tradition, built of merely human, terrestrial, individualistic and
collectivistic works and factors; it is the complete development of
everything that a life disassociated from overlife might attain. And
decadence appears as the meaning of history, due to the fact that one
ascertains in this history the failure of civilizations of the traditional kind,
and the ever more precise, general, planetary advent of a new common
civilization of the “modern” kind.

The specific problem, therefore, is how such a thing is possible. Let us
restrict the field of our inquiry yet again; let us consider that which has real
bearing on hierarchical structure and on the principle of authority, since, at
bottom, this constitutes the key to everything else. In the case of traditional
hierarchies and of that formative action which we have just introduced in
reference to cyclical laws, we must contest the idea that the fundamental
and exclusive factor of these hierarchies was a species of imposition, of
direct control and violent dominion, on the part of those who at least
believed themselves superior over that which was inferior. One must grant
an essential weight to spiritual action. Thus traditionally one could speak of
“acting without acting,” one used the symbolism of the “unmoved mover”



(in the Aristotelian sense)* and of the “pole”—the immutable axis around
which every ordering motion of the subject forces is performed. The
“Olympian” attribute of true authority and sovereignty was underlined, its
way of directly affirming itself, not by violence but by presence. At times,
finally, the image of the magnet was used, which, as we shall see, provides
the key to all the problems presently under examination. The conception of
the violent origin of every hierarchical and civil order, which is dear to the
historiography and the ideology of the left, should be rejected, being as it is
primitive, false, or at least incomplete.

In general it is absurd to believe that the representatives of a true spiritual
authority and of the tradition, who had some direct interest in creating and
maintaining those hierarchical relations by virtue of which they could
appear even visibly as the masters, set about running after men to grab them
and to tie each one to his post. Not simply submission, but adhesion and
recognition on the part of the inferior are rather the fundamental basis of
every normal and traditional hierarchy. It is not the superior who has need
of the inferior, but the inferior who has need of the superior; it is not the
master that has need of the minion, it is the minion that has need of a
master.

The essence of hierarchy is to be found in the fact that in certain beings
there lives, in the form of presence and of actuated reality, that which exists
in others only as confused aspiration, as presentiment, as tendency; for this,
the latter are fatally attracted by the former, naturally subordinate
themselves to the former, subordinating themselves less to something
exterior than to their own truest “I.” Here we can find the secret of every
readiness in sacrifice, every lucid heroism, every free virile devotion within
the world of the ancient hierarchies—and, on the other hand, we can find
here also the origin of a prestige, of an authority, of a calm potency and of
an influence, which not even the best-armed tyrant could ever guarantee to
himself.

The recognition of this fact sheds a different light not only on the
problem of decadence but also on the possibility, in general, of every
subversive revolution. Has one not perhaps heard it repeated that, if a
revolution triumphs, it is sign that the ancient masters were enfeebled and
the ancient ruling classes were degenerate? That might be true, but it is ex
parte. One should certainly keep such an idea in mind, for example,



wherever there are wild dogs at the chain which end up biting someone: this
evidently would prove that the hands which hold these animals firm are not,
or are no longer, strong enough. But things stand otherwise if one contests
the exclusively violent origin of the true State, when the point of departure
is that hierarchy whose most essential foundation we have just now
indicated. Such a hierarchy can be overthrown in one case alone: when the
individual degenerates, when he uses his fundamental liberty to deprive his
life of every higher reference and to constitute himself to himself almost as
if he were a lump of flesh. Then the points of contact are fatally interrupted,
the tension slackens which unified the traditional organization and made the
political process into the counterpart of a process of elevation and of
integration of the single individual, of the realization of latent higher
possibilities; then every force vacillates in its orbit, and finally—perhaps
after a vain attempt to substitute the lost tradition with rationalistic or
utilitarian constructs—flies free. The apices might even remain pure and
intact on high, but the rest, which hung before as if suspended from them,
shall now be like an avalanche. With a motion at first imperceptible, then
growing in speed, it loses its stability and precipitates down, to the bottom,
to the leveling of the valleys: liberalism, socialism, collectivism en masse,
communism.

This is the mystery of decadence in the restricted compass to which we
have limited our reflections; this is the mystery of every subversive
revolution. The revolutionary commences by Kkilling the hierarchy in
himself, mutilating in himself those possibilities which correspond to the
interior foundation of order—and he then proceeds to demolish the order
outside himself as well. Without a preliminary interior destruction no
revolution—in the sense of anti-hierarchical and anti-traditional subversion
—can be possible. And since this preliminary phase escapes the notice of
the superficial observer and of the myope who does not know how to see or
evaluate anything but “facts,” so one is accustomed to considering
revolutions as irrational phenomena, or to explaining them exclusively by
material or social considerations, which in any normal civilization have
never been anything but secondary and subordinate.

When the Catholic mythology, speaking of the primordial fall of man and
the very “revolt of the angels,° relates all this to freedom of the will, at
bottom this carries us back to the same explanatory principle. One treats of



the fearful power inherent in man to use his liberty toward spiritual
destruction, toward repulsion of all that which might guarantee him a higher
dignity. This 1s a metaphysical decision; and the current which snakes
throughout history in the various forms of the anti-traditional, revolutionary,
individualistic, humanistic, secularistic, and in the end “modern™ spirit, is
nothing but the manifestation, and so to speak the phenomenology, of this
decision. This decision is the primary effective and determinate cause in the
mystery of decadence and of the destruction of the traditional.

In comprehending this, we are near to penetrating the sense of ancient
traditions, whose nature is sufficiently enigmatic, relative to those masters
who, in a certain sense, still exist, not ever having ceased to be, and who
can be rediscovered (they themselves, or else their “abodes”) by means of
actions described in various ways but always symbolically; the search for
them is equivalent in fact to reintegrating oneself, creating a given attitude,
whose virtue is analogous to those essential qualities by which a given
metal immediately feels (so to speak) the magnet, discovers the magnet and
orients itself and moves irresistibly toward it. We limit ourselves to this
hint, for whomever wishes to develop it.

But looking to our present times a profound pessimism arises in this
connection. Even were such true masters to appear today, they would not be
recognized unless they concealed their quality, and presented themselves
essentially as a species of demagogues and agitators of social myths. It is
for this too that the epoch of the monarchies has closed, when previously,
while order subsisted, even a simple symbol might have sufficed; it was not
necessary that he who incarnated this symbol was always up to its height.



7. The Inversion of Symbols

Contrary to what the disciples of the myth of progress believe, the
revolutionary movements of the modern epoch, far from representing
something positive which has given life to autonomous and original forms,
have essentially agitated for inversion, subversion, usurpation and
degradation of the principles, the forms, and the traditional symbols of the
precedent regimes and civilizations. This could be easily illustrated with
typical examples taken from various spheres, commencing from a
consideration of the “immortal principles” of the French Revolution itself.
But for now we wish only to linger on consideration of certain terms and
certain characteristic symbols.

Before anything, let us take the color red. This color, which has become
the emblem of subversion, previously, as purple, had recurring connection
with the regal and imperial function—connection not unrelated to the
sacred character recognized in it. The tradition can carry us as far back as
classical antiquity, where this color, in its correspondence with fire
conceived as the highest of all the elements (that which, according to the
Ancients, was the substance of the highest heaven, for which this heaven
was called empyrean!), is associated also with triumphal symbolism. In the
Roman rite of “triumph,” whose character was more religious than military,
the emperor, the victor, not only dressed in purple, but originally dyed
himself in the same color, so as to represent Jove, the king of the gods, who
was thought to have acted through the emperor’s person, and thus to be the
true artificer of the victory. It is superfluous to cite examples of successive
traditions which regarded red as the color of regality: in Catholicism itself
the “purple” is sign of the “princes of the Church.”? Here and now we see
this same color degraded in the red Marxist flag and in the red star of the
Soviets.

Or let us take the very word “revolution.” Few are aware of the
perversion of this word’s proper original sense in its modern usage.
Revolution in the primary sense does not mean subversion and revolt, but
really even the opposite—that is, return to a point of departure and ordinary
motion around a center, for which in astronomical language the revolution
of a star is precisely the movement it accomplishes in gravitating around a



center, thus obstructing that centrifugal force by way of which it might lose
itself in infinity.

But this concept plays an important part in the doctrine and in the
symbolism of regality. The symbolism of the pole had a nearly universal
character as applied to the Sovereign, the fixed and stable point around
which the wvarious politico-social activities are ordered. Here is a
characteristic saying of the tradition of the extreme Orient: “He who reigns
by virtue of Heaven (or divine mandate) resembles the polar star: he rests
firm in his place, but all the other stars direct themselves around him.”> In
the near Orient the term Qutb, “pole,” designated not only the sovereign but
more generally him who gives law and is the head of the tradition of a given
historical period.>* It might also be noted that the royal and imperial insignia
of the scepter originally had no other meaning. The scepter incorporates the
concept of “axis,” analogy to the concept of the “pole.” And this is the
essential attribute of regality, the basis of the very idea of “order.” When
this is real, there exists always something stolid in a political organism,
despite every agitation or turmoil owing to historical contingencies: in this
connection one might use the image of the hinges of a door, which rest
immobile and hold the door fast even when it slams shut.

“Revolution” in the modern sense, together with all that it has created, is
rather like the unhinging of the door, the opposite of the traditional meaning
of the term: the social and political forces loosen from their natural orbit,
decline, know no longer nor center nor any order, other than a badly and
temporarily stemmed disorder.

We have made reference to the star of the Soviets, the star with five
points.> Analogous considerations can be made for this star. We will limit
ourselves to recalling that such a sign—the so-called “pentagram”—even
after the Renaissance counted as an esoteric symbol of the “microcosm,”
that is, of man conceived of as the image of the world and of God,
dominator of all the elements thanks to his dignity and his supernatural
destination. So too in the legends and the stories of magic (one recalls
Goethe’s Faust)* this star appears as the consecrated sign which is obeyed
by spirits and elements. And so, through a process of degradation which it
would be interesting to follow in its phases, the pentagram star, from that
symbol of man as spiritually integrated being and supernaturally sovereign,
has come to be the symbol of man terrestrialized and collectivized, of the



world of the proletariat masses aiming at the dominion of the world in the
sign of a messianism which itself is inverted, atheistic, destructive of every
higher value and of every human dignity.

This degradation of symbols is, for every attentive overview, an
extremely significant and eloquent sign of the times.



8. The Tarantula’s Bite>’

Story has it that in the land of an ancient civilization far from Europe, an
American expedition, bemoaning the poor competitivity of the native
inhabitants who had been recruited for work, believed a suitable means
could be found for spurring them on: the Americans doubled the hourly pay.
Failure: following this raise, the better part of the workers came to work
only half the hours of before. Since the natives held that the original reward
was sufficient for the natural needs of their life, they now thought it
altogether absurd that they should have to seek more for themselves than
that which, on the basis of the new criterion, sufficed for the procuring of
those needs.

This 1s the antithesis of what we have recently begun to call
Stakhanovism.>® This anecdote might act as a testing stone for two worlds,
two mindsets, two civilizations, by which one of them might be judged sane
and normal, and the other deviant and psychotic.

In referring to a non-European mentality, let no one adduce any
commonplaces here, regarding the inertia and the indolence of these races,
as compared with the “active” and “dynamic” Western ones. In this, as in
other spheres, such objections have no raison d’étre: it suffices to detach
oneself a moment from “modern” civilization to perceive also in us, in the
West, the same conceptions of life, the same attitude, the same esteem of
lucre and of work.

Before the advent in Europe of what has officially and significantly been
called “mercantile economy” (significantly, because one knows in what
account the traditional social hierarchy held the “merchant” and the lender
of money), out of which modern capitalism would rapidly develop, it was
the fundamental criterion of economy that exterior goods must be subject to
a certain measure, that the pursuit of wealth should be excused and licit
only as it served to guarantee a subsistence corresponding to one’s state.
Subsistence economy counted as the normal economy. This was also the
Thomistic conception and later on even the Lutheran conception.”” It was
essential that the single individual recognized that he belonged to a given
group, that there existed determinate a fixed or limited framework within



which he might develop his possibilities, realize his vocation, tend toward a
partial, specific perfection. The same thing held in the ancient corporative
ethics, wherein the values of personality and quality were emphasized, and
wherein, in any case, the quantity of work was ever a function of a
determinate level of natural needs. In general, the concept of progress in
those times was applied to an essentially interior plane; it did not indicate
leaving one’s station to seek lucre and to multiply the quantity of one’s
work 1n order to reach an exterior economic and social position which did
not belong to one.

All of these, however, were once perfectly Western viewpoints—the
viewpoints of European man, when he was yet sane, not yet bitten by the
tarantula, not yet thrall of the insane agitation and the hypnosis of the
“economy,” which would conduct him into the disorder, the crises and the
paroxysms of the current civilization. And today one trumpets this or that
system, one seeks this or that palliative—but no one brings the question
back to its origin. To recognize that even in economy the primary factors
are spiritual factors, that a change of attitude, a true metanoia,* is the only
efficacious means if one would still conceive of halting the slide—this goes
beyond the intellect of our technicians, who have by now gathered to
proclaim in unison that “economy is destiny.”®!

But we already know where the road shall lead us upon which man
betrays himself, subverts every just hierarchy of values and of interests,
concentrates himself on exteriorities, and the quest for gain, “production,”
and economic factors in general form the predominant motive of his soul.
Perhaps Sombart® better than anyone has analyzed the entire process. It
culminates fatally in those forms of high industrial capitalism in which one
is condemned to run without rest, leading to an unlimited expansion of
production, because every stop would signify immediately retreat, often
being forced out and crushed. Whence comes that chain of economic
processes which seize the great entrepreneur body and soul, shackling him
more totally than the last of his laborers, even as the stream becomes almost
autonomous and drags behind it thousands of beings, finally dictating laws
to entire peoples and governments. Fiat productio, pereat homo—precisely
as Sombart had already written.®

The which reveals, by the way, the backstage work of “liberation” and of
American aid in the world. We stand at the fourth of Truman’s points® —



the same Truman who, brimming over with disinterested love, wishes * the
improvement and growth of underdeveloped areas” of the earth: in other
words: carrying to its term the new barbaric invasions, the brutalization in
economic trivia even of those countries which by a happy confluence of
circumstances are yet preserved from the bite of the tarantula, are yet
preserved in a traditional tenor of life, are yet withheld from that economic
and “productive” exploitation which carries us to the bitter end of every
possibility for man for nature. The system of the Americans, mutatis
mutandis, persists in these commercial companies, which carry cannons
along with them in order to “persuade” whomever has no interest
whatsoever in commerce...

That ethic epitomized in the principle “abstine et substine”® was a
Western one; so was its betrayal in a conception of life which, instead of
maintaining need within natural limits toward the pursuit of that which is
truly worthy of human striving, takes for its ideal instead the growth and the
artificial multiplication of need itself, and also of the means to satisfy this
need, with no regard for the growing slavery this must constitute first for
the single individual and then for the collective, in accordance with an
ineluctable law. No one should marvel that on such a basis there can be no
stability, that everything must crumble and the so-called ‘“social question,”
already prejudged from the start by impossible premises, must intensify to
the very point which is desired by communism and Bolshevism...

Moreover, things have gone so far today that any different viewpoint
appears “anachronistic,” “anti-historical.” Beautiful, priceless words! But if
ever one were to return to normality, it would become clear that, so far as
the individual goes, there is no exterior, “economic” growth worth its price;
there is no growth whose seductions one must not absolutely resist, when
the counterpart of letting oneself be seduced is the essential crippling of
one’s liberty. No price is sufficient to recompense the loss of free space,
free breath, such as permit one to find oneself and the being in oneself, and
to reach what is possible for one to reach, beyond the conditioned sphere of
matter and of the needs of ordinary life.

Nor do matters stand any differently for nations, especially when their
resources are limited. Here “autarchy” is an ethical principle, because that
which has weight on the scale of values must be identical both for a single
individual and for a State. Better to renounce the phantasm of an illusory



betterment of the general conditions and to adopt, wherever it is necessary,
a system of “austerity,”*® which does not yoke itself to the wagon of foreign
interests, which does not let itself become embroiled in the global processes
of a hegemony and an economic productivity cast into the void. For such
processes, in the end, when they find nothing more to grasp on to, will turn
against those same individuals who have woken them to life.

Nothing less than this becomes evident to whomever reflects on the
“moral” implicit in the simple anecdote recounted at the beginning of this
essay. Two worlds, two mindsets, two destinies. Against the “tarantula’s
bite” stand all those who yet remember just activity, right effort, what is
worthy of pursuit, and fidelity to themselves. Only they are the “realizers,”
the beings who truly stand on their feet.



9. Rome and the Sibylline Books

In any consideration of the secret history of Ancient Rome, the examination
of the so-called Sibylline Books®" constitutes a task whose importance
cannot be overstated. To become aware of this, naturally, one requires
adequate principles, and in the first place one must hearken back to the idea
that the constitution of the Roman world was not homogeneous: contrary
forces crossed and collided within it. Though it drew enigmatically from
civilizations and races that were essentially part of the Pelasgian pre-Aryan
Mediterranean cycle,®® Rome came to manifest an opposite principle. In
Rome, the virile, Apollinian and solar element opposed itself, in various
forms, to that of the promiscuous-feminine, telluric, lunar element of the
previous world—an element which, in the end, had succeeded in
overwhelming Olympic and heroic Hellas itself. Only this overview permits
one to comprehend the profound sense of all the most important upheavals
in the ancient life and history of Rome. That which was specifically Roman
in Rome was constituted by an incessant battle of the virile and solar
principle of the Imperium against an obscure substratum of ethnic,
religious, and also mystical elements, wherein the presence of a strong
Semitic-Pelasgian component is incontestable, and in which the telluric-
lunar cult of the great Goddess Mothers of nature played an exceedingly
important part. This battle had alternating epochs. The pre-Roman element,
subjugated at an early time, successively enjoyed a revival in subtler forms,
and in strict dependency with cults and forms of life which were decidedly
Asiatic-Meridional. It is in this ensemble that one must study the essence
and the influence of the Sibylline Books in Ancient Rome: they constitute
an extremely important conduit for the subterranean action of corrosion and
of denaturalization of the Aryan Roman world in its last phase—at that
point, that is, in which the counteroffensive felt itself near to its dreamed
goal.® Not only the generic element of Asiatic-Semitic decomposition there
enters significantly and almost nakedly in play, but also another, properly
and consciously Judaic element.

The tradition refers the origin of the Sibylline Books to a female figure
and to the king of a foreign dynasty: the texts are offered by an old woman
to Tarquinius Superbus,’ that is to the last dominant figure of the Roman



Priscian’ epoch to derive from the pre-Roman and Pelasgian lineage of the
Etruscans. These books were collected in the temple of Capitoline Jove
itself.”? Entrusted to a special college—the duumviri who subsequently
transformed into the quindecimviri sacris faciundis™ —they became a
species of oracle from which the Senate requested counsel. In 83 they were
lost in the fire that destroyed the Campidoglio. Their reconstruction was
attempted through research into the best known sacred places of the
Sibylline religion, and the new text became the object of successive
revisions. Naturally, in this new phase, it must have been rather easy to
infiltrate these texts through the more or less spurious material that was
collected. The texts were kept exceedingly secret. Only the college hitherto
named could see them and directly consult them. As we know from the
horrible death of M. Atilius,”* communicating anything of them to outsiders
was considered a misdeed, and brought an inexorable punishment.

If we leave aside those books commonly called the Hebrew Sibylline
Books™ (Orac. Sibyll., 111, 1V, V), we know nothing specific about the
content of the Sibylline Books: we know only certain effects that they
produced, which however can furnish us the essence of the matter. The
material, “objective” basis of an “oracle,” is in fact that which is least
important to it. This material is indeed nothing but a basis, a support: it is an
instrument which, in special circumstances, permits certain “influences” to
express themselves, even as, on another level, various phenomena are
brought about by the presence of a medium or by a state of trance. Thus,
when considering the first Sibylline Books, it is less interesting to know
what formulae and sayings they might have contained, than that “line of
thought” which betrays itself through a series of responses which issued
from them, often through various case-by-case interpretations of identical
texts. It is this line of thought which permits us to know with exactitude the
true nature of the influence connected to the oracle.

Now, we see that this oracle almost always acted so as to distance Rome
from its traditions, and to introduce exotic and modifying elements, cults
which subversively catered to the plebs above all—that is, to the element
which in Rome was maintained by an unconscious coalescence with the
precedent Italo-Pelasgian civilization, as opposed to its solar and Aryan
core. Used ever to calm the people in moments of danger, of calamity, and
of uncertainty, the Sibylline Books and their responses should have



indicated the aptest means to guarantee the benevolence and complicity of
divine powers from on high. Yet never did the responses have as
consequence the reinforcement of the Roman people in its antique traditions
or in the cults which most characterized its sacral patriciate; they always
ordered the introduction or adaptation of exotic divinities, whose relation to
the cycle of pre- and anti-Roman civilizations of the Mother is, in the vast
majority of cases, exceedingly visible.

The contents of one of the oldest Sibylline responses, which dates to
399,76 on the occasion of a plague, can be considered as an overall symbol
of the sense of the denaturing that gradually began its work. The oracle
wanted the Romans to introduce the lectisternium and the supplicatio”
correlated to this. The supplicatio consisted in kneeling or prostrating
oneself before the divinities, embracing or kissing their knees or their feet.
As much as this rite might seem normal, or at the least only a little
excessive, to whomever is inured to the forms of religion which replaced
ancient paganism, nonetheless this usance was unknown to the ancient
Roman: he knew no Semitic servility before the divine. He prayed, invoked,
and sacrificed manfully, on his feet. This is already an index of a profound
transformation, of the passage from one mentality to another.

In 258, Demeter, Dionysus and Kore” were introduced into Rome by the
Sibylline Books. This is the first great phase of the spiritual offensive: it
conducted the two great terrestrial Goddesses of nature with their orgiastic
companion, symbol of every confusion and anti-virile mysticism, into the
world that Priscian Rome had built through its destruction by arms of races
and power centers which themselves had already incarnated finished,
spiritually-infused forms. In 249, ever through the will of the Sibylline
Books, Dis Pater and Proserpina,” that is precisely the nether-telluric
divinities, the most typical personifications of that which opposes Olympic
and Apollonian ideals, entered Rome. These were followed, in 217, by an
Aphroditic divinity, Venus Erycina,? and finally, in 205, in the most critical
moment of the Punic Wars, we see enter, so to speak, the Matriarch of this
entire cycle, she who could call herself the personification of the entire
Pelasgian-Asiatic and pre-Roman spirit—Cybele, the Magna Mater.?! All
these divinities were entirely unknown to the Romans: and if the plebs,
regalvanized in its most spurious substrate, was seized by an often frantic
enthusiasm for them, the senate and the patriciate in the initial days did not



fail to show their repugnance and their awareness of peril. Whence the
strange incongruity that while Rome with every pomp went to take the
simulacrum of Cybele from Pessinus,®? yet it prohibited the Roman citizens
from taking part in this goddess’ ceremonies and orgiastic festivals, which
were presided over by Frigian eunuch priests. But, naturally, this resistance
was but brief in its duration. It had the same destiny as the prohibition
against Dionysism and Pythagorism. And again in 140 the Sibylline Books
introduced yet another figure from the terrestrial feminine cycle, Venus
Verticordia or Aphrodite Apostrophia.?

The collective transformation leading to all this, had already been noted
by Livy (XXV, 1) who, referring to the period around the year 213, wrote
verbatim, “Religious forms, the better part of them come from abroad, so
agitated the citizenry, that either men or the gods seemed of a sudden
altered. The Roman rites were by then abolished not only in their secret
forms or in the domestic cult, but also in public; and in the Capitoline
Forum there was a crowd of women who neither sacrificed nor prayed any
longer according to the tradition of the fatherland.” So it was that, the more
widely Roman power extended itself, the very forces it conquered abroad
began to wage a second war on an invisible plane, through this work of
corrosion and denaturalization—war in which these forces brought ever
more visible and resounding successes.

We arrive thus at the period of the so-called Hebrew Sibylline Books,
which appear to have been compiled between the first and the third
centuries. A goodly part of their text is known to us. Schiihrer®* uses the
expression “Jewish propaganda under a pagan mask (jiidische Propaganda
unter heidnischer Maske)” with respect to them—opinion which is shared
by a Jewish scholar, Alberto Pincherle,*> who recognized in these texts an
explosion of Jewish hatred against the Italic races and against Rome. A
maneuver of mystification is here repeated in a more tangible and
indisputable form—one that already the ancient oracles had applied insofar
as they sought to justify themselves, through the Sibyls, by means of
Apollo. Through the relations of the Sibylline religion with the Apollonian
cult—relations which are anything but limpid—the oracles, which had been
introduced into Rome by the Etruscan king, snatched up, so to speak, a
higher title of authority, by pampering the Apollonian vocation of the
Roman race. And this until the time of Augustus, who, feeling himself to be



the initiator of a new Apollinian and solar era, ordered the revision of the
Sibylline texts so as to extrapolate from them all spurious passages.
Naturally, matters proceeded quite differently, and the tree made itself
known by its fruit: that oracle introduced precisely the most anti-solar series
of divinities into Rome. The same alibi was attempted by these new
Sibylline Books: here one finds a pure Judaism which dresses its ideas up to
make them seem like the authentic prophecy of an exceedingly ancient
pagan Sibyl, so as to obtain a corresponding credence in Rome. Whereupon
one arrives at the incredible paradox, that many in the Roman milieu took
this very tradition of apocalyptic images as wisdom, when it was
exclusively the expression of Jewish hatred against the Romulean city and
against the Italic peoples.

These oracles can be conceived of as a pendant of the Johannine
Apocalypse.®® But the Apocalypse, in the Christian religion, was interpreted
on a universalistic, symbolic, and teleogical plane, so that the Jewish thesis,
which originally stood at the center, was almost erased. In the Sibylline
Oracles this thesis instead remained in its original state. The prophecy of
the pseudo-Sibyl was turned against the races of the Gentiles: it predicts the
vendetta that Asia will bring against Rome, and the punishment, more sever
than the law of talion,®” which will strike the lordly cities of the world. It is
worth our while to document a few passages which characterize this anti-
Roman hatred: “However many riches Rome has received from tributary
Asia, three times as many will Asia receive from Rome, and it will deduct
from Rome penance for the violence that has been done; and however many
men of Asia become servants in the residences of the Italians, twenty times
as many miserable Italians will work for their wages in Asia, and every one
will be the debtor to dozens” (III, 350).% “O Italy, to you shall come no
foreign Mars [to succor you], but the wretched blood of your own people,
not easily destroyed, shall devastate you who are renowned and brazen.
And you, lying amidst the still hot ashes, unforeseeing in your soul, will
give yourself over to death. You shall be mother of men without goodness,
you shall be the nurturer of brutes” (III, 460-470).%° And here follows an
entire film of disasters and catastrophes, described with sadistic
complacency. The references to Judaism become ever more distinct toward
the end of the third book and the beginning of the fourth. Prophecy
becomes history in IV, 115:° “Also to Jerusalem will come a wicked



tempest of war from Italy which will raze the great temple of God.” But in
catastrophes of every kind the Romans “must recognize the wrath of the
celestial God, for they have destroyed the innocent people of God.” Rome,
also the ancients, were perhaps perfectly aware that it was Babylon’s
yearned-for collapse which was described with Grand-Guignolesque®! hues
similar to those of the Johannine Apocalypse, because it, together with
Italy, had murdered many of the faithful saints and the genuine people (that
is, Israel) amongst the Jews. Lactantius, for example, writes (Div. Inst., VI,
15, 18): Sibyllae tamen aperte interitum esse Romam locuntur et quidem
iudicio dei quod nomen eius habuerit inuisum et inimica iustitiae alumnum
ueritatis populum trudidarit.®* In 1V, 167 et seq. the text continues, “Alas, O
wholly impure city of the Latin soil, O Maenad that adores vipers, you will
be sedated as a widow upon your hills, and the river Tiber will weep for
you, her consort, that you possess a homicidal heart and an impure soul.
Know you not of what things God is capable, and what he is preparing for
you? But you say: I alone am, and no one will destroy me. And now instead
the everlasting God will destroy you and all your own, and there will be no
trace of you in that land, even as it was before the great God invented your
glories. You remain alone, O wicked one; immersed in the flaring fire, you
will dwell in the wicked Tartarian region of your Hades.” Against the
condemned Romulean city and the Italian land stands the “divine race of
blessed heavenly Jews” (248).%° Book III (703-5)°* repeats: “But the men of
the great God live all of them around the temple, delighting in those things
that will be given them by the creator, the judge, the only sovereign... and
all the cities will proclaim: how he loves these men, the Immortal God!”
The passages 779 et seq.”” reproduce almost to the letter the noted
prophecies of Isaiah, and the messianic and imperialistic Jewish dream
takes shape, which has as its center the Temple: the “prophets of the Great
God” will take up the sword after the cycle of catastrophes and of
destruction, and they will be the kings and the executioners of all peoples.
These new prophets, all descendants of Israel, are destined to be “the
leaders of life for the entirety of humankind” (580).%

It is a singular contrast to the fact that, while on one hand, as has been
mentioned, the authors of these writings attempt a pagan alibi—meaning
they wish to give to their prophetic expressions the authority proceeding
from the antique Roman Sibylline tradition—nonetheless in the fourth book



(1-10) they completely betray their true positions. In this passage the
Sibylline Books contain indeed a lively polemic against the rival pagan
Sibyls, and she, into whose mouth one had placed the expression of hatred’s
hopes and of the chosen people’s vendetta, suddenly claims to be
prophetess not of “the liar Phoebus,” not of the Apollinian god “that foolish
men called a god and wrongly a prophet, but of the great God”—of the God
who does not tolerate graven images; the which manifestly means Jehovah,
the god of Mosaism.”’

With which—as one might say in Hegelian language—the negation
comes to negate the negation,”® so as to bring to light the essential fact of
this entire “tradition.” The “liar Phoebus” that the God of Israel would
supplant is in realty the false Apollo: for, even if the Sibylline religion
makes reference to Apollo, it does not mean the pure divinity of light, the
symbol of the solar cult of Hyperborean (Nordic-Aryan) origin, but it
means rather the Dionysized Apollo, who is associated with the feminine
element;”” and this element above all uses his revelations as an organ,
exhuming the principle of the ancient Demetric-Pelasgian gynecocracy.
That which remains is therefore the continuity of an anti-Roman influence,
which clarifies itself ever more, and which in the period between the first
and the third century comes incontestably to depend on, or at least to make
common cause with, the Semitic-Jewish element, in relation to which it
assumes the extremest forms and, so to speak, finally reveals the terminus
ad quem,'® the final aim of this entire fount of inspiration: “O wholly
impure city of the Latin soil, Maenad that loves vipers, immersed in the
flaring fire, you will dwell in the wicked Tartarian region of your Hades.”



10. Orientations on Masonry

No one who would gain awareness of the influences to which the modern
epoch owes its forms can neglect the study of Masonry. Up until yesterday,
this study had a particularly topical character for many, and it was common
even to draw practical and political consequences from it. Once the role that
Masonry has played as an historical power has been ascertained, it is
impossible in fact to refrain from taking a stand on it, in a manner
conforming to the principles which one defends. As is known, fascism from
the first took sides against Masonry (and here no one will want to broach
what presumably happened with racism and antisemitism in fascism—
namely, that this taking of sides occurred almost coersively, owing to
external influences).!’! Equally well known is the anti-Masonic campaign
undertaken by official Catholic circles, especially by the Jesuits; and up
until yesterday one could find expressions in various writings, for example
those of Father Gemelli,!?> as for instance “Jewish-Masonic coteries,” used
to indict the forces that in the shadows continued the already secular battle
against the Church and traditional values.

But in general there are no clear and well-founded ideas regarding this
entire subject. The judgements made on Masonry oscillate between the
judgement of those who see in Masonry an occult power, with its secret
masters and wide-ranging plans on the one hand, and on the other a number
of rather superficial estimations of the most recent circumstances by those
who see in Masonry nothing but a gang of individuals sustaining each other
for material and absolutely profane benefits, without any transcendent
purpose, adopting titles and symbolic ceremonies as a mere ostentation. It
will be useful therefore to come to the point in all this for the orientation of
those readers of the Right who are interested in this problem.

Let us mention before all of the effective origins of Masonry. Not only its
enemies, but also many eminent Masons have, in this regard, highly vague
and approximate notions, believing in general that Masonry has always
been what it is today. In particular, they think that the positive origins of
Masonry date from 1717, the year in which the Grand Lodge of London
was founded.!® In reality matters stand quite differently. Masonry antedates
that year, which was not the date of its birth but rather of a profound crisis



and of a species of secularization and inversion of polarities which the
precedent tradition underwent.

That which was thereafter organized and diffused in an ever vaster
manner throughout Europe was in reality so-called speculative Masonry,
which in the modern Masonic circles i1s distinguished from operative
Masonry. It is not easy to speak briefly on the essence of this last, because it
would necessarily take us into a realm which most people would find
unusual. According to the most superficial and profane interpretation,
operative Masonry was formed by corporations of actual masons, to whom
various elements were later added. It was operative, therefore, because
these elements performed a real material activity, as the builders of edifices,
perhaps also cathedrals. Ancient Masonry surely had intimate relations with
certain kinds of corporative traditions, dating from the Medieval Period and
perhaps from yet before. But the fact is that these external traditions
possessed also an internal tradition, based on the symbolic transposition of
principles and of procedures of the art of building onto the spiritual plane of
concepts. Material construction became a simple allegory for a creative and
secret internal work; the exterior temple was symbol for the internal one;
the rough stone to be squared was the common human individuality, which
must be rectified that it might qualify for the opus transformationis,'** that
is for an overcoming of human caducity and for the acquisition of
knowledge and superior liberty. The degrees of this realization
corresponded to those which originated the true hierarchy of “operative,”
not “speculative,” Masonry.

In scattered organizations, where art and “operativeness” had this special
significance, which therefore had nothing to do with the political, social,
and ideological plane, a process of degenerescence must have emerged
between the end of the seventeenth century and the commencement of the
eighteenth century, which process permitted the action of obscure forces
and the infiltration of elements that gradually came to control those
organizations, instilling in them another spirit and carrying their action onto
the ideological and revolutionary plane through the distortion of a number
of fundamental ideas. Though we risk reductionism, we must once more
limit ourselves here to sketching this last point. In the ancient organizations
the central ideal was a higher liberty based on an effective superiority, in the
following terms: all dogma and authority was considered a simple



expedient, legitimated in view of individualism and of the intellectual
limitation of the many. In order that certain truths of transcendent order
might be recognized and protected from every attack or critique, it was
necessary to present them in the form of dogmas and to sustain them by a
categorical authority—formality, however, which is completely useless for
whomever is enlightened, because such a one would be capable of
recognizing these truths directly, without any coercion, sufficiently to
extend himself beyond dogma and beyond any particular extrinsic
traditional obstruction. Moreover, at the level of true knowledge, one
arrives at something universal, anterior and superior to all the particular and
variously conditioned dogmatic forms. And one of the principle distortions
to which we have alluded, was taking that which is proper to this superior,
uncommon, super-personal level of consciousness and conscience, and
relating it to simple human reason—thus making of this human reason the
supreme judge, and transforming the impulse to carry oneself altogether
higher than dogma and any exterior authority into a critical and destructive
attitude with respect to traditional values. This last attitude was dramatically
proposed to an “emancipated” humanity in need of liberation from every
“obscurantism” and every “tyrant.” This shift appears already in the
mutating significance of the term “enlightenment.” In its origins this term
referred to the “Illuminati,”'® a secret group who strove to accomplish the
spiritual and super-rational enlightenment of which we have spoken; but
this soon came to apply itself to the whole orientation of anti-traditional and
rationalistic criticism, negator of every principle of authority. The term
“enlightenment” in its current and historical sense corresponds precisely to
this orientation, referring as it does to the ideological movement which
prepared the French Revolution and, more generally, the revolution of the
Third Estate.

After the construction of the Grand Lodge of London “speculative”
Masonry went on to act ever more in this direction; it abandoned the
spiritual sphere, concentrating itself on the political, social, and ideological,
and, as a tactic, employed cloaked, subtle, and indirect action. This internal
and degenerative transformation appears moreover in the clearest way in
the contradiction existing between the internal and rigorously hierarchical
structure of Masonry with all of its grades and pretentious dignities (though
they be atimes put together in an inorganic and synchretistic way, especially



in the Scottish Rite!® ) and the external egalitarian, democratic, anti-
authoritarian and humanitarian ideology which it professes. The contrast
appears also in certain antique Masonic constitutions which included in
their statutes the duty to fidelity not only toward the sovereigns of the
country but also toward the Catholic Church itself, compared with that
orientation which translates into a number of rituals of the so-called Grades
of Templar in Scottish Masonry, in which the neophyte, to consecrate his
solemn commitment to combat the “double tyranny” (that is the principle of
authority both in the political sphere and in the religious) must take up a
dagger and strike, in symbolic act, the emblems of this dual authority, the
crown and the tiara.

All of this has for some time now been much more than mere theory, for
it has been proven (by the dossiers of the Holy Office,!” moreover) that in a
secret convention of Masons, of Illuminati and pseudo-Rosicrucians, held
near Frankfurt on the vigil of the French Revolution (A. Dumas, himself a
Mason, describes the same event in novelized form in his Joseph
Balsamo'® ), the project was announced to overthrow first the house of
France, in the commencement of a blaze which subsequently would ignite
all of Europe, and then to strike against the Church. Masonry in this sense
has also acted, more or less behind the scenes, in all the revolutionary
movements that continue the French Revolution in Europe (after an
absolutely essential role they played in the constitution of the United States
and its corresponding democracy), especially in the revolutions of 1848-
1849.1° Their aim has been the overthrow of all that which subsisted of
traditional Europe, of the regimes of the First and Second Estates—those
Estates, that is, which stood on an authoritarian, spiritual, dynastic and
aristocratic basis—and the feeding of the revolution of the Third Estate with
liberalism, democracy, laicism, anti-Catholicism, constitutionalism, and
almost even a tending internationalism. From this arises the Church’s stance
and its condemnation of Masonry: condemnation—it is well to underline
this—related to that orientation of the Church that many Catholics of today
do not hesitate to call “anachronistic” or “medievalistic.” The Church in
those days appeared as a “reactionary” power allied to the ancien régime,
and it considered liberalism in the same terms in which the liberals of today
consider for example communism.



In reality, wherever one speaks of “immortal principles,” of “liberty,” of
“democracy,” of egalitarianism based on humanitarianism and
internationalism, and so forth and so on, these are but the many
ramifications of that anti-traditional religion of the Third Estate, for which
Masonry was the principle harbinger. The role that Masonry played even in
the Italian Risorgimento!'?1s well known (especially in its manifestations as
Carboneria) in those aspects of the Risorgimento which were not patriotic
so much as ideological-revolutionary. Less known, but no less real, was the
role it played in the First World War in presenting that conflict as a
democratic crusade against the central Empires, which, apart from Russia
(which was to be equally devastated through a game of concordant action
and reaction) constituted the part of Europe most immune to the revolution
of the Third Estate. It had the same role also in Italy, in the crisis of the
Triplice!!'! and in the same interventionism (here, too, despite all patriotic
varnish, which was used as a means to an end). Even before the war ended,
an international convention of Masons in Paris revealed its true,
unconfessed aims (“to force a new great step forward of the ideas of the
French Revolution”), which were the very same aims of the League of
Nations, whose project it already then began to sketch. In the United States
Masonry and Judaism often found themselves entwined intimately and
tactically, and it is to their influence that we must certainly attribute the
ideological aspect of “crusade” and the radicalism of the American
intervention in Europe, also in the Second World War. Here too is to be
found, more generally, much of that which defines the United States’
pretensions toward being a paladin nation-leader of democracy, of
“progress” and of “civilization.”

Certain circles survived in Masonry in which the tradition of ancient
“operative” Masonry was partially conserved, especially in Germany, in
England, and in the Nordic countries. A typical case is that of Joseph de
Maistre, the greatest Catholic exponent of the principle of pure authority
from the heights and of divine right. Maistre was also a Mason—he
belonged to the lodge “La parfaite sincérité” of Chambery of the Rectified
Scottish Rite, with the name of Eques a floribus.'? Frederick the Great was
also a Mason (so much so that one connects his name, arbitrarily, but not
for this less significantly, to one of the principle Masonic buildings),'’* as
were numerous illustrious Englishmen of high birth; in certain



circumstances the Church accused even a number of personalities very near
to Metternich of Masonry—Metternich, the béte noire of the liberals and
the democrats of that time.!"* But in the unfolding of the great historical
forces and the revolutionary current, all of this weighed nothing whatever,
and nothing issued from it which might modify Masonry’s essential
meaning today. There is no known case of dignitaries, recognized by this
surviving operative Masonry, who have disavowed and condemned the
ideology and the action of speculative Masonry—which in reality is the
only form of Masonry to exercise a perceptible influence in the period
which we here are considering.

In view of such action, it was natural for fascism to take up a position
against Masonry, and to proceed to the suppression of the lodges. It is a fact
that in an early day Masonry (none other than the Scottish Rite) tried to
repeat with newly-born fascism the game of “means to an end” that it has so
often been able to play with “patriotic” movements. It gave aid to fascism
in the insurrectional period while keeping itself invisible, because it counted
on certain revolutionary, secular and republican tendencies, which
Mussolini’s State knew how to immediately overcome. The incompatibility
between fascism and Masonry was declared on the basis of the moderate
thesis proposed by those who noted Masonry’s internationalism: a
sovereign national State cannot permit its members to be tied by an oath of
obedience to a secret or semi-secret international and super-national
organization. The radical thesis of the battle against Masonry—as against
the occult powers which, in strict connection with secularized Judaism and
international finance, control the world—this radical thesis was defended in
fascism only by several groups of scholars, above all the group of writers
headed by Giuseppe Preziosi.!!®> The assassination attempt against Mussolini
which General Capello,!'®a Mason, instigated, together with not a few other
lesser known facts, demonstrate how Masonry sought to strike at fascism,
which had unexpectedly become the principle obstacle to its entire action in
Italy, where it had maintained such a strong position on account of its
Risorgimental precedents.

After this retrospective glimpse at the genesis, the nature and the
direction of the action of modern Masonry, we can touch upon what
Masonry might signify in the game of forces today in motion. In general, it
is safe to say that the hour of Masonry is passed. It has naturally enjoyed a



revival in the new democratic Italy, but its political influence is limited to
minor parties—to the republican, liberal, radical, and social-democratic
parties: thus one cannot say that it has or could have any determining role.
In France its positions are solid to this day, and it seems that one must
attribute to its hidden action the obstruction of the recent national and
military movement of the right. Likewise unchanged are the positions of
American Masonry. But there are certain considerations of a general nature
which make one think that Masonry has no future—considerations
regarding the comprehensive meaning of history. As we have observed on
many occasions, and as even Marxist historiography has foreseen—by
positing as progressive that which is in fact regression and decline—from
civilizations, systems, politics and societies controlled by the First Estate
and based on pure spiritual authority, we have passed on, by a fairly precise,
general, and uniform rhythm, to aristocratic, feudal and monarchical
civilizations and regimes (the Second Estate). With the crisis of this epoch,
it is the Third Estate that has come to power in the cycle of democracies, in
the form of bourgeois society and that capitalism which is its economic
counterpart. But the tendency we have already outlined is toward another
descent of level, toward the revolution of the Fourth Estate under the sign
of Marxism or of communism and, as more attenuated forms of transition,
everything in which the collectivist and “social” element predominates.

In this whole game of forces, the role of Masonry, as we have said, has
been to prepare the revolution of the Third Estate, to contribute actively to
the crisis and to the destruction of the subsisting systems of civilization of
the First and Second Estates, and to develop all the consequences of the
ideology of “immortal principles” in national and international offices. But
in the accomplishment of this work, far from leading, as its utopia proposes,
toward a definitive final stage, Masonry has simply and fatally prepared the
ground for the subsequent wave, for the world of the Fourth Estate. This is
the well recognized dialectic of Marxist historiography, in which the
bourgeois and liberal revolution open the breach for the socialist revolution.
This counts also in part for Judaism in its aspect of international power
strictly connected to capitalism—that is to say, the civilization of the Third
Estate: one cannot any longer count it among the determining powers at the
close of the cycle. We therefore see that Masonry, after having acquitted its
task, has found itself ever more undermined and supplanted in the most



recent times; the forces it has liberated have passed or are passing to other
hands in the battle for the conquest of the world. Apart from the Marxified
and communist areas, where Masonry and Judaism have been banned,
forces have organized even in the “West” which have in large measure
liberated themselves practically from Masonic obedience (this, in case one
believes there is an out-and-out super-ordinate Masonic plan), and for
which the original Enlightenment and democratic ideology is merely an
adornment and an accessory. Thus the true danger here and now is not to be
found any longer where the anti-Masonic (and in part anti-Jewish) polemic
had located it during the period of the crisis of traditional Europe.

There is no reason to speak here of certain sporadic attempts to redirect
Masonry toward its “operative,” that is, spiritual, tradition. Leaving aside
certain groups of scholars, and the appeals that some, taking inspiration
from the ideas of René Guénon, have promoted in this direction, it would
seem that in the great lodges these appeals have had as little echo as they
have had in the high Catholic hierarchies, where men of the right would like
to see Catholicism enter the field resolutely and without compromise
against all the forces of modern subversion. Certain Catholic tendencies
toward “putting oneself in step,” certain gangs of political Catholicism
aligned with Masons, or at least with ideologies whose Masonic and anti-
traditional origin is extremely evident, should be enumerated amongst the
signs, and certainly not the edifying signs, of the times.



11. The Twilight of the Orient

It is no longer doubted by anyone that the prestige and the hegemony of the
white race are now in full crisis. In the first place, the Orient is awakening
and moving to the offensive. The recent revolutions, which above all take
the yellow race as their epicenter, cannot logically be considered as other
than the precursors of a vaster and more general motion, of an unleashing
destined to render our future yet more problematic. It is interesting to
investigate both the origin of all this, as well as its deeper meaning.

In the first place we must recognize that the white races are but
harvesting the fruits of what they have sown. If their hegemony is presently
reducing itself to a myth, if forces are taking shape in the spaces they have
already colonized, forces which now turn against them, one sees in all this
nothing more than the effect of a species of historical Nemesis.'"”



The white races called this upon themselves

Let us return a moment to the origins. The fact that for centuries a certain
group of peoples was able to subject the entire remainder of the world to its
own will is unique in universal history, especially when one keeps in mind
all the cases in which such a hegemony of the whites had nothing like the
counterpart of a true, which is to say spiritual, superiority. A spirit of
adventure might well have acted at the beginning of the conquest, toward
the epoch of the Renaissance—a boldness, a decided will, a hardness of
character, together with gifts of organization; but especially with regard to
the Orient the idea of “superiority of civilization” was a mere presumption
of the white races, as was the conviction that Christianity made the
Occident the bearer of the true faith, authorizing it to a haughty detachment
from the rest of humanity, which it considered “pagan” and barbaric.

But these same heroic-religious factors were rapidly to fail. In the period
of the conquistadores,'® they were supplanted by economic exploitation on
the part of various commercial companies, who came with armed forces to
impose the exchange of merchandise and “free trade” even on those who
did not minimally feel the need of such things. The myth of superiority,
which in the end justified every sort of abuse and oppression, rested on the
progressivist superstition—that is on the idea that science and technological
civilization constitute the last word on the history of the world, and assure
the Europeans of the global right to a general “civilizing” work. As the era
of nationalism, of capitalism and of democracy developed, this system was
to be struck to its very foundations, and the First World War with its
ideology constituted the decisive turning point. One can here touch with
one’s own hand the inner contradictions of this civilization of which many
of our contemporaries are still so proud.

First of all, to disseminate the gospel of “the rights of man,” to proclaim
the dogma of the fundamental equality of every being with a human
appearance, signifies the virtual destruction of the presuppositions for every
hegemony which cannot be reduced to oppression pure and simple. If men
—at least by right—are equal, it i1s “unjust” that one people dominates
another, whatever that other might be, and it is for half-wits to think that the
white color of the epidermis signifies something more than any other color.



Versailles has sown, the Orient has harvested™

Next comes the contribution of the so-called “principle of sovereignty” or
of the “self-determination of peoples.” The Western democracies took this
principle in hand at Versailles to overthrow everything in Europe which yet
took inspiration from an aristocratic and imperial idea; but this same
principle is a demon which has evaded its summoners. One cannot see how
it might be limited in its validity to Western peoples alone, or how every
colonial people should not likewise invoke it. For which reason Westerners,
in a species of masochism, were reduced in the end to preaching anti-
colonialism. Attempting to save something of the past—and attempting also
to save face—they adopted the role of the lackey who has mere “mandates”
over other peoples, who is at their service to “educate them” and “civilize
them,” that is to lead them to the state of consciousness and technological
efficiency that in the end will give them the means to show him the door.

Added to this, as its apex, is the internal contradiction which Leninism
indicted in what it called “moribund capitalism.”!?* This is the capitalism
which, from its own financial blockage, is forced to “industrialize” every
remaining area of the world, thus creating everywhere the new phenomenon
of a local proletariat ready to aggregate with the international front of
communism. One of the fortes of communism, as is known, is precisely in
drawing equivalence between non-European peoples and that oppressed
proletariat exploited by the bourgeois and by imperialism. And the imperial
bourgeois are supposedly represented by those white peoples who are
already the lords of the world.

So much for the causes. In few other cases can one see so clearly the
effect of an immanent justice, of an historical Nemesis. The West has
elected for a materialistic and plebeian civilization which then bears forth
its consequences, as if in ricochet.

Except that we must now emphasize the other point—the significance
which “awakening” has for entire continents, and above all for Asia. Such
significance is clear: it means setting out down the same descending,
spiritually inverted road which we Westerners have taken. The Orient in
particular rises as an antagonist and a danger for the West only when it
assimilates the most perverting Western ideas, defaults in its traditions,



directs outwardly the entire spiritual tension which previously—according
to what is right and fitting to every civilization centered in super-mundane
and metaphysical values—it had gathered above all inwardly and directed
toward the heights. In this way the waking of the Orient is precisely
equivalent to the twilight of the Orient, in the same sense in which Spengler
could already speak of the “twilight of the West.”

No one can grasp the scope and the peril of the unleashing which can be
expected when the Orient, already ascetic and spiritual, hurls itself entirely
in this direction. No one can grasp this, that is, save that man who has a
sense of the whole potential, of the whole expansive, explosive,
overwhelming force, which spiritual intensity makes possible, when it
detaches itself from its natural non-terrene object, and expands outwardly,
as a material, politico-social, and also military force.



Atavistic contest between America and Asia

Already we have seen anticipations of all this. Indeed, we would like to
know where everyone has suddenly gone who used to speak of the
Orientals as listless, passive, contemplative. When the Orientals are
released from their traditions, one sees how they have the capacity to give
lessons even to the Americans, those “activists” par excellence, so soon as
they have been familiarized with technology. And in combat, one witnesses
how these forces form precisely an impetus, a fanaticism, a total contempt
for death, which gives rise to unedifying comparisons with the soldiers of
the Western democracies.

Let us not forget the inestimable factor represented by a traditional vision
of life, such as that predominant in the Orient, which does not consider our
birth on this planet as the beginning, nor our death as the end, but
understands this entire existence rather as a mere episode. Certain it is that
in such a view every tragedy becomes relative, and a disposition emerges
toward a leap or absolute sacrifice, which is careless of life or death.

All of this should be considered as part of that Oriental “potential” which
has been freed—that 1s, which the West has freed—and which the red
subversion 1s now mobilizing and organizing, often bringing about in a
small number of years (as in the case of China) that landslide-movement
from the Empires to Marxism, which in Europe required the course of
centuries.

This might not form the horizon even of the immediate tomorrow. But
what counts is ever the direction. Political and economic solutions here, in
our opinion, are naught but trifles. The unique radical formulation must if
anything rest on those cyclical laws which regulate the unfolding of
civilizations. Pursuant to these, the last forms of every civilization lose their
original spiritual character, they materialize, they thicken and in the end
they dissolve, disorderly and “atavistically,” until a new animating and
organizing principle bursts forth.

The West now finds itself visibly toward the end of a cycle of this kind,
but precisely for this it finds itself also nearer, perhaps, to a new beginning:
nearer to those populations which only now, in adopting the modern
civilization and “liberating themselves,” are setting out down the road



which, beyond the mirages of the technological-social civilization and its
derivatives, will conduct them fatally toward the same crises which have
been active amongst us already for some time. If it may be given to us to
overcome these crises, a position of primacy with respect to them could
newly be guaranteed to us, and in terms much different from those with
which already one wishes to legitimate the supremacy and every violence of
the whites.

Problematic though it be, this, in our opinion, is the only perspective
which remains open, if one has the courage to think these problems through
to their depths.



12. Dionysus and the “Left-Hand
Path”

The conceptions of Dionysus and Apollo, as they are sketched in the
exposition of one of the first and most evocative works of Friedrich
Nietzsche—The Birth of Tragedy'?' —have but scarce correspondence with
the meaning that these entities owned in antiquity, especially in their
esoteric understanding. This notwithstanding, we will take precisely the
Nietzschean treatment as our point of departure, with the aim of defining
fundamental existential orientations.

We commence from the presentation of a myth.!?2

Immersed in the luminosity and the fabulous innocence of Eden, man
was a blessed immortal. In him the Tree of Life flowered, and he himself
was this luminous life. But suddenly there arises a new, unheard-of
vocation: the will for a dominion of life, a will to overcome it, a will for the
power of being and non-being, of Yes and No. The “Tree of Good and Evil”
can be related to this. In the name of this vocation man detaches himself
from the Tree of Life, which entails the collapse of an entire world in a
flash of a value which discloses his reign: the reign of him who is,
according to a hermetic saying, superior to the very gods, insofar as
together with the immortal nature, by which the gods are constrained, he
has in his power also the mortal nature—the infinite together also the finite,
affirmation but also negation (which condition was signified by the
expression “Lord of the Two Natures”).

But man was not sufficient to this act; a terror seized him, by which he
was overwhelmed and broken. As a lamp beneath too intense a splendor—
as 1s said in a Kabbalistic text!** —as a circuit struck by too high a potential,
the essences were damaged. To this we should relate the meaning of the
“fall,” and even of “sin” itself. Then, the spiritual powers that should have
been his servants were unleashed by this terror, and immediately
precipitated and froze in the form of objective, autonomous, fatal
existences. This power, suffered and rendered external and fleeing to itself,
took the species of an objective autonomous existence, and liberty—whose
dizzy apex would have instaurated the glory of a super-divine life—



transformed itself instead into the indomitable contingency of phenomena,
amongst which man strays like a perturbed and wretched shadow of
himself. It could be said that this was the curse flung by the “murdered
God” against him who was unable to assume his heritage.

With Apollo, understood ever in Nietzschean terms, that which derives
from this failure unfolds itself. One must relate to Apollo, in his elementary
function, the will that discharges itself, which does not any longer live itself
as will, but rather as “eye” and as “form”—as vision, representation,
conscience. He is precisely the artificer of the objective world, the
transcendental foundation of the “category of space.” Space, understood as
the means of “being outside,” as that for which things are not lived in
function of will but rather under the species of images and of visuality—
space so understood is the primordial objectivization of fear, of the
disintegration and of the discharge of the will: transcendentally the vision of
a thing i1s the fear and the suffering regarding that thing. And the
“manifold,” the indefinite divisibility precisely of the spacial form,
reconfirms this meaning, reflecting precisely the failure of tension, the
disintegration of the unity of the absolute act.!*

But as the eye has no consciousness of itself if not in function of that
which it sees, so being, rendered objective and exterior to itself by the
“Apollinian” function of space, is essentially dependent, bound: it is a
“being which rests on,” which draws its own awareness from the other. This
need of resting on generates the “categories of limits”: the tangibility and
solidity of material things are its incorporation; they are almost the very
syncope'? of the fear which arrests the insufficient being on the limit of the
“Dionysian” world. For which one might call it the “fact” of this fear, while
space is the “act.” Law is a particular case of this limit. While he who is in
himself does not fear the infinite, chaos, that which the Greeks called the
apeiron,'?° because he rather sees reflected in it his own profoundest nature
of “a being substantiated of liberty,” he who instead defaults
transcendentally has a horror of the infinite, flees from it and seeks in law,
in the constancy of causal sequences, in the predictable and in the ordered, a
surrogate for that certainty and that possession from which he has fallen.
Positive science and every morality could, in a certain sense, be included in
such a movement.



The third creature of “Apollo” is finality. For a god, the ending does not
have any sense, given that he outside of himself has nothing—no good, nor
any true, any rational, pleasant, or just—from which to draw norms or to be
moved; but good, true, rational, pleasant and just are identified with that
which he wants, simply insofar as he wants it. In philosophical terms, one
could say that the “sufficient reasons” of his affirmation is the affirmation
itself.

Beings outside of themselves, on the other hand, have need of a
correlation in order to act, of a motive for action or, better say, semblance of
a motive for action. In fact, in decisive cases, outside of banally empirical
contexts, man does not want a thing because he finds it, for example, just or
rational, but he finds its just or rational simply because he wants it
(psychoanalysis has made, in this connection, a few valid contributions).
But he is afraid to descend into the profundities where want or impulse
nakedly affirm themselves. And here it is that “Apollonian” prudence
preserves one from the vertigo of a thing that might happen without cause
or scope, that is, for itself alone, and by the same movement with which it
frees the will in visibility, it now makes all deep affirmations appear in the
function of ends, of practical utility, of ideal and moral motives which
justify them, and on which they rest. It makes these affirmations appear
through the categories of “causality” and the so-called “sufficient reason.”

So the whole life of the great mass of men has the sense of a flight from
the center, of a will to stupefy themselves and to ignore the fire that burns in
them, which they do not know how to tolerate. Severed from being, they
speak, they stir, they seek, they love and they mate in reciprocal desire for
confirmation. They multiply their illusions and so erect a great pyramid of
idols: the constitution of society, of morality, of ideality, of metaphysical
ends, of the reign of the gods or of a tranquilizing providence—all of this
supplies to existence a central reason, a fundamental meaning. All the
“luminous spots to cure eyes damaged by gruesome night”—to use the
words of Nietzsche.'?’

Now, the “other”—the object, the cause, the reason, etc.—as it does not
exist in itself, being only a symbolic apparition of the deficit of the will to
itself, in reality only confirms the very deficiency of the will in the very act
in which this will asks the other for confirmation.!”® Thus man wanders,
similar to one pursuing his own shadow, eternally parched and eternally



disillusioned, creating and devouring forms that “are and are not”
(Plotinus).'” Thus the “solidity” of things, the Apollonian limit, is
ambiguous; it fades as it is grasped, and postpones desire and need
recurrently to a subsequent point. Whence comes also, beyond that of
space, the category of time as well, and the law of becoming of forms that
rise and dissolve—indefinitely—because for a single moment of rest, for a
single instant in which he does not act, does not speak, does not desire, man
would feel the collapse of everything. So his security amongst things,
forms, and idols is spectral, as much as that of a somnambulist who walks
along the edge of an abyss.!*°

Nevertheless this world might not form the final demand. As it indeed
has no roots in the other, as it is only the / which is responsible, and as this /
keeps within itself the causes, it has as a matter of principle the possibility
of working its resolution. Thus the tradition which has been attested
regarding the “Great Work,” the creation of a “second Tree of Life.” This is
the expression used by Cesare della Riviera in his book The Magic World
and the Heroes (2nd ed. Milan, 1605),"*! wherein this task is associated with
“magic” and in general with the hermetic tradition and the magical. But in
this context it is interesting to consider that which is proper to the so-called
“Left-Hand Path.”!3? This path requires the courage to tear away the veils
and the masks with which “Apollo” hides the originating reality, to
transcend form in order to put oneself in contact with the elementalism of a
world in which good and evil, divine and human, rational and irrational, just
and unjust do not any longer have any sense at all. At the same time, it
requires knowing how to carry to its apex everything wherein the
originating terror is exasperated, everything which our naturalistic and
instinctive being does not want; knowing how to break the limit and dig
ever more deeply, feeding the sensation of a dizzying abyss, and consisting,
maintaining oneself within passing away, wherein others would be broken.
From this arises the possibility of establishing a connection also with
historical Dionysianism—not “mystical” and “Orphic” Dionysianism, but
rather Thracian Dionysianism,'** which had certain frenetic, orgiastic, and
destructive features. And if Dionysus reveals himself in moments of crisis
and collapse of the law, even “guilt” might enter this existential field; in
guilt the Apollonian veil is rent and man, come face to face with the
primordial force, plays the game of his perdition or of his making himself



superior to life and to death. It is interesting that the German term for crime
contains the meaning of a break (ver-brechen).'** An act can be called guilty
insofar as it is an act which one fears, which one does not feel capable of
assuming absolutely, so that one fails at it—an act which we unconsciously
judge to be something too strong for us. But an active, positive guilt has
something transcendent—so Novalis wrote.!*> When man wants to become
God, he sins, almost as if this were the condition for such becoming. In the
Mithraic mysteries'*® the capacity to murder and to impassively watch a
murder (if need be a simulated murder) constituted an initiating trial. One
might refer to this same context certain aspects of sacrificial rites, when the
victim was identified with the divinity itself, and yet the sacrificer had to
kill it, so that, superior to curses and catastrophe, the absolute was liberated
in him—and so was liberated also in the community which magically
converged in him. Such is transcendence in the tragic nature of sacrifice and
guilt.

But the act can also be carried out on oneself in certain varieties of the
“Initiatory death.” That is: to do violence against the life in oneself, in the
evocation of something elementary. Thus the path which in certain forms of
tantric yoga opens the “kundalini’ is called the path in which “the flame of
death flares.”’*” The tragic act of the sacrificer here is interiorized and
becomes the practice with which the very organic life in its roots is
deprived of every support, is suspended and dragged beyond itself along the
“Royal Road” of the so-called sushumna, “devourer of time.”!8

It is known that historically Dionysianism has been associated with
forms of frenetic, destructive, or orgiastic unleashing, as in the classic type
of the bacchants (Dionysus=Bacchus),'?” votaries and priests alike, and of
the Maenads and the Korybantes. But here it is difficult to separate what is
inspired in these experiences on the one hand from phenomena of
possession on the other, especially when one speaks of institutionalized
forms tied to a tradition. In any case it must always be remembered that
here one finds oneself on the “Left-Hand Path” which skirts abysses; and to
proceed on that path, as is said in a number of texts, resembles walking on
the blade of a sword. The presupposition, both in the field of the a-
providential vision of life, as well as these behaviors themselves, is



awareness of the mystery of transformation from venom to medicine, which
constitutes the highest form of alchemy.



13. The Myth of the Future
Regality

In a previous work we have referred to a number of predictions that
philosophers, such as Vico'*’ and Spengler, have formulated on the course
of history. These thinkers have recognized that the most critical point of the
terminus of any historical cycle, might be precisely the same point at which
the principle of authority, and of “monarchy” in the literal sense of
“dominion of one alone,” recovers its vigor. While we indicated the
suspicious side of this view—precisely because such a power would not be
anointed by any higher legitimacy—we noted that those philosophers have
in their way once more taken up a motif of universal character, which is
present in the traditions and the myths of many peoples.'*!

Let us now bring this to our attention—in the name of simple curiosity, if
you please—by selecting out a few points from amongst this extremely vast
material. One might speak of this as an “origin myth.” At the same time it
takes the form of a historical prediction. The basic idea in both cases is the
same: as if in an abrupt volte-face, a new principle manifests itself at the
maximum point of disorder—a principle which sometimes has supernatural
and sacral features, but at other times also heroic and regal ones. An
example of this is the well-known Hindu theory of the avatdra,'*?
“descents” or periodic manifestations of a power from the heights, when the
law in a society has been violated, when the castes no longer exist, and
impiety, disorder, and injustice prevail. Thus in some future period the so-
called Kalki-avatara'® is awaited, who, together with the kings of the “solar
dynasty” and the “lunar dynasty,” will do battle with the forces of chaos.

This bears comparison with the ancient Persian myth of the advent of
Shaoshyant.'* In the eternal battle between the luminous god Ahuramadza
and the anti-god Ahriman, Shaoshyant will appear as a sovereign sent by
the Ahuramadza to instaurate a new, triumphant reign of all those faithful to
the principle of order, of light, and of truth. Now, it is interesting to note
that the Jews drew their idea of the Messiah precisely from this most
ancient Iranian concept. Only in late prophetism did the Messiah acquire
those merely mystic and religious features which anticipated the Christian



theory of the coming of a super-terrestrial kingdom. In the ancient Jewish
conception the Messiah was rather he who, emanating from the “God of
armies,” would secure the ‘“chosen people” power over this world and
dominion over all its enemies.

It is a little known fact that the origin myth had a peculiar strength in the
imperial Roman period. The ascent to the throne of each new Caesar was
nominated adventus.'* If Virgil, already in his well known Eclogue,!#
heralded the end of the iron age at the coming of Augustus and the dawn of
a new golden age, so afterward the mood of a kind of messianic waiting
encircled each new emperor, who was saluted with the liturgical formula,
“Come, you whom we have awaited!” In a very interesting work (Christus
und die Caesaren) Staufer'¥’ brings to light precisely these aspects of the
Roman mysticism of the Regnum,'*® which to a certain extent involuntarily
prepared the ground for the Christian idea.

But perhaps the Medieval period presents the most evocative
formulations on our present theme. The Romano-Germanic and Ghibelline
restauratio imperii'® was associated with a group of legends and myths,
which were enhanced by a higher, transcendental, universal significance.
From this derives first of all the legends of the Grail. As we have
demonstrated in our book on this subject, the core of these legends has little
to do with Wagner’s romantic mystico-Christian digressions. Here we are
dealing essentially with the anticipation of him by whose virtue a fallen
kingdom would rise again in new splendor.

The imperial myth in the Medieval Ghibelline period had many other
variants. The Dantesque theme of the new flourishing of the Tree of Empire
comes from the same source.'*® Yet even more interesting is the motif of the
“last battle.” This is associated with the idea of the interregnum,'' of a
latent regality. A regal or imperial figure—identified in the saga with some
historical personage or other—in truth would never die. He would withdraw
into an inaccessible abode (for example, Frederick Barbarossa in
Kyfthiuser)'>> and he would await his hour to reawaken and remanifest
himself, to wage, alongside all those who remained faithful to him, a
decisive battle against the forces of disorder, of injustice, and of the
darkness.

It is interesting to note that in a variant of this saga, the hour of his return
coincided with the bursting forth of the peoples of Gog and Magog,'™



whose coming Alexander the Great had barred off with a wall of iron.
These demonic peoples might well symbolize the world of the godless
materialized masses in revolt, and it is interesting to note that they would
burst forth at that point where no one but the wind any longer sounds the
trumpets that have been placed at the summit of the wall. That is: so soon as
one realizes that there is no one any longer behind the apparent defenses of
a world in crisis, no one who can grant these defenses solidity and true
legitimacy, in this same moment the unleashing of the lower forces will
come. As usurpation and consequent disorder reach their extreme limit, the
crisis arrives and with it the decisive moment: the last battle, whose
outcome will determine the possibility, or the lack thereof, for initiating a
new positive cycle, a new manifestation of the Regnum.

Enclosed in all these variations of the “origin myth,” there is thus
perhaps an invariable meaning—a meaning to validate, in the truths of a
nigh perennial tradition, the faith of all those today who are not yet broken.



14. Quo Vadis, Ecclesia?'>*

Some years ago, before the war, Julien Benda!>> wrote a book which had
noteworthy resonances as an indictment of a characteristic phenomenon of
the latest times, which he designated with the words trahison des clercs.
Taking the term clerc in its ancient sense,'”® Benda related it essentially to
the type of the intellectual and thinker of ethical orientation, whose function
in other times was the defense and the testimony of values opposed to the
materialism of the masses, opposed to biased passions, opposed to the
interests of mere human existence. Benda observed that the clercs did not
delude themselves that they were able to realize the ideal values that they
defended (and here a certain dualistic and pessimistic orientation
manifested itself, which stopped them from recognizing that in the
civilizations of the past those values stood effectively at the center of
traditional organic institutions); yet still they at least hindered all that which
was material, inferior, and merely human from making itself into a religion,
or usurping and attributing to itself a higher meaning.

Now, the latest times have offered us the spectacle of the desertion and
the betrayal of the clercs. These—as Benda observed—have abandoned
their posts and have gone to put their intellectualism, their thought, and
their very authority at the service of material reality, together with those
processes and forces which are affirming themselves in the modern world.
By such an act the clercs thereby gave these processes and forces a
justification, a right, a value. The which has done nothing but bring an
unprecedented acceleration and strengthening to those forces and to those
processes.

Since the time that Benda wrote his book the phenomenon he indicted
has only broadened. We think it well to note the fact that this phenomenon
seems now to invest the representatives of the very religion which has come
to predominate in the West—that is, Catholicism. Indeed one is no longer
dealing only with so-called “committed” intellectuals, with “progressivists
and “historicists,” one is not dealing with the ideologies at the service of
party interests and of the harbingers of the “new humanism,” but also of the




clercs in the proper sense of the term. A part of the clergy, up to the highest
ranks, seems to incline toward the “betrayal” which Benda has indicted.

In fact, Catholicism has gone so far in adopting such an orientation, that
they who truly defend traditional values, which is to say the values of the
Right, must ask themselves up to what point they can yet count on
Catholicism here—up to what point a new choice of vocations and of
traditions 1s potentially leading the Church in the same direction as the
forces and the subversive ideologies which predominate in the modern
world.

Since the population of Italy is predominantly Catholic, and since
Catholicism is even now rooted in wide strata of this population, it
constitutes also a political force. Thus during the electoral campaigns one
has often attempted to win over a part of the masses by harking back
ostentatiously to Catholicism and to “moral Catholic values,” even when
this is reducible to mere words or even atimes to mendacious hypocrisy. But
today we are arriving at a point in which even this tactical and opportunistic
justification seems to fail, and we must ask ourselves whither the Church is
going and whither it wants to go, so that we may courageously orient
ourselves in consequence.

That Catholicism for some time has set aside the values of true
transcendence, of high ascesis and of contemplation (so much so that all the
truly contemplative Orders live a wretched life and risk extinction), or has
made them tertiary; that it has preoccupied itself, over and above all, with a
parishioner’s moralism, a bourgeois moralism, concentrating itself ever
more on the plane of community—all this is well known. But we can
glimpse in this regression the outline of a successive phase: that of the
politicization and of the growing “progressivism” of Catholicism.

It must be said without mincing words that a not indifferent part of the
disastrous outcome of the latest political elections in Italy,'”” with the
advancement of Marxism and communism, hinges on precisely this new
course of the Church. Its tacit consecration of the Christian Democrats was
not in any way revoked in the platform of the famous center-left, which was
put up by that party. On the contrary: Pope Roncalli’*® did not lose the
chance to profess his “progressivism,” his anxiety for “social progress”
conceived precisely in the material and immanent terms that previously
were proper to secular ideologies. He treated the solemn condemnation of



Marxism on part of his predecessor practically as if it had never been
uttered; instead he advanced the dangerous thesis that it is necessary to
disassociate ideology from its possible practical effects, and that if these
effects are good (according to the metric alluded to), one can compromise
in ideology. Here the reference to Marxism, if not to communism itself, is
sufficiently visible. The fundamental ethical criterion, according to which
what truly counts are not facts and utility but rather intentions and spiritual
foundation, is thus effortlessly tossed aside.

We have spoken, with respect to the contemporary Church, of a new
choice of its traditions which today presents an extreme peril. Indeed in the
history of Christianity there appear forms of a “spirituality” which—one
cannot fail to recognize it—could favor precisely the present subversive
“social” theories. From the sociological point of view original Christianity
was effectively socialism avant la lettre;'> with respect to the classical
world and civilization it represents an egalitarian revolutionary ferment. It
leveraged itself upon the mood and the needs of the masses, of the plebs, of
the disinherited and of the traditionless members of the Empire; its “good
news” was that of the inversion of all established values.

This background of Christianity and its origins was more or less limited
and rectified with the formation of Catholicism—thanks, in grand part, to a
“Roman” influence. This overcoming was manifested also in the
hierarchical structure of the Church; historically it had its apogee in the
Medieval Period, but its orientation did not fail in the period of the Counter-
reformation—nor, finally, in that which was called the “alliance of the
throne with the alter,”'®® Catholicism’s consecration of legitimate authority
from the heights, according to the rigorous doctrine of Joseph de Maistre
and Donoso Cortés,'®" and with the Church’s explicit condemnation of
liberalism, democracy, and socialism—and lately, in our century, in the
period of modernism.

But now this entire valid superstructure of Catholicism seems to crumble
and to bring the emergence precisely of the promiscuous, anti-hierarchical,
“social” and anti-aristocratic substrate of primitive Christianity. The return
to such a substrate is, moreover, the best means for “marching with the
times,” for keeping oneself up-to-date with “progress” and with “modern
civilizations”—while the position that a truly traditional organization ought
to take today should be absolutely the contrary: namely, a triplicated,



inflexible intransigence, which puts in the foreground the true, pure
spiritual values, against this entire world “in progress.”

We have heard Catholics like Maritain and Mounier affirm that the true
Christian spirit today lives in “social” movements and socialistic laborers;
even De Gasperi,'® in an ancient speech which was almost forgotten until
yesterday, had reaffirmed such an idea, quite beyond the absolute
concordance between the Christian spirit and the democratic spirit. With an
authentically progressivist vernacular, high exponents of the Church have
spoken of “Medievalistic vestiges” from which Catholicism must liberate
itself (naturally, one links those values which are truly transcendent,
spiritual, and sacral, to such presumed “vestiges”). If the Church yesterday
exercised itself in more or less artificially building the symbol of “King
Christ,” today it has put up the symbol of “Christ the laborer” (with
reference to the period during which Jesus supposedly worked as a
carpenter for his putative father—almost as of this had any sensible
connection with his salutary mission), in supine adhesion to the dominant
myth (the “laborer” is sacrosanct—woe to whomever touches him!). The
theories of the Jesuit Teilhard de Chardin,'®® who has harmonized
Catholicism with scientism, evolutionism, and the myth of progress,
although his books (as of yet) have no imprimatur,'**have a large following
amongst the Catholics (another significant symptom: for the diffusion of the
thought of this highly “modern” Jesuit, an international committee has been
constituted, under the patronage of Maria Jose, the wife of Umberto II).1%
We have seen Pope Roncalli cordially receive the daughter of
Khrushchev!® in audience with her worthy husband, evidently forgetting the
world of which they are the exponents (even as one whines and “prays” for
the destiny of the “Church of Silence” in the countries under the communist
regime). If to all this, as worthy consummation, we add the encyclical
Pacem in terris'® and the not unconfessed center-leftist tendency of the
major Catholic Italian party, is there any reason to be amazed that many
Catholics have felt liberated from their scruples and, “making alliances,”
have facilitated the advance of the left?

The apotheosis which was made of John XXIII upon his death is
significant; it is deplorable that the press of national and philofascist
orientation has so conformistically associated itself to this. Naturally, we
would not have asked anyone to speak harshly of the dead; but certain



precise reservations ought to have been formulated, to break the uniformity
of the chorus of eulogies—which chorus was not, naturally, without its
influence in the conclave’s decision to elect Cardinal Montini.!*® The good
intentions, the goodness and humanitarianism of the Pope, might have been
recognized, without this impeding an indictment of the almost infantile
ingenuity of a mind drunken with democratic and progressivist ideas (the
deceased Pope in his time was, moreover, a good friend of Ernest
Buonaiuti,'® a defrocked priest of modernist and socialized ideas, and
naturally an antifascist). Thus the dominant motive for his last encyclical
was an optimism which brought the Pope to improbable and exceedingly
dangerous judgements on the positive character of a number of “signs of the
times.” The same thing was also the motive for a number of initiatives,
rectification of whose deleterious effects “will require decades,” according
to one cardinal.

The very interesting proceedings of a recent Council were leaked to the
public. In this Council, a plan of openly conservative character was
presented regarding the Sacred Scriptures and the Tradition; according to
the procedure, a hundred votes were lacking for this plan’s rejection. The
Pope, on his own initiative, rejected it regardless, and forced the elaboration
of a new plan. At the beginning of the Council he had declared himself
“against all these prophets of misfortune who say that everything goes from
bad to worse...as if we were nearing the end of the world.”

We have received a little book from a group of French Catholics who
express their most serious concerns, should the line advocated by Papa
Roncalli in that Council be maintained (the title of the little book is actually
“S.0.S. Council”). This group has been able to procure one of the new
plans regarding the subject of the Council, and it has translated this from
Latin with commentary, to demonstrate the strident contradictions between
many of its expounded ideas on the one hand and the Gospels on the other.
The Gospels, for instance, are explicit with regard to the last times: they
speak of a period of false prophets, of the seduction of the masses, even of
the coming of the Antichrist and the definitive separation between two parts
of humanity. This is exactly the contrary of the progressivist conception of
present-day humanity, which would direct itself continuously toward a
better world. Moreover, apart from the strongly-hued mythologico-
apocalyptic pictures of the Gospels, quite a different interpretation of the



“signs” of the times in the present epoch is common to an entire series of
eagle-eyed writers: for them, we live in a “dark age,” despite all its
splendors. One can start from the Catholic existentialist Gabriel Marcel
(L homme contre [’humain) up to René¢ Guénon (Le regne de la quantite et
les signes des temps).'”° It seems therefore that that greatest light which,
theoretically, should be infused into a pontificate by the Holy Spirit, has in
the present case served little or nothing.

The 1dea that well-being and material and social progress facilitate true
moral and spiritual progress—as is affirmed in that Council’s plan, and as
Pope Roncalli himself has asserted—finds no basis at all in the Gospels,
and the effective spiritual level of “more progressed” peoples (for example,
the United States or Western Germany) confirms one’s doubts. The “sign of
the times” in the ascent of the working class (beyond that of woman)—a
sign deemed to be a positive one—is another pure concession to the
socialist, if not even the proletarian, mentality. These French Catholics in
their critique opportunely recall that, according to the Catholic conception,
work 1s only a species of obscure punishment, a consequence of the “fall,”
and that in the traditional Catholic moral theology, only work corresponding
to a true vocation and to the pure necessities of one’s state is approved—
quiet different than every mania to leave this state at all costs and to
“ascend.” The traditional Catholic conception is precisely contrary to the
current ones.

In the encyclic Pacem in terris, we see the exceedingly grave
consequences of what one must call (in an almost psychoanalytic sense) a
“peace complex”; and precisely the place this complex was accorded by
the Pope Roncalli (“the Pope of Peace”), by his meeting human weakness
halfway, was one of the causes of the great popularity which he enjoyed.
But here one must put things to their proper place. His point of departure is,
naturally, the specter of atomic war and of humanity’s complete self-
destruction. It is obvious that if this specter could be exorcised in a positive
way, this would be comforting (but neither should the possibility of a non-
atomic war be excluded, in the same way that even in the direst straits of
the last World War, not one of the belligerent nations resorted to chemical
warfare). When supreme values are at stake, however, precisely the
representatives of spiritual authority should formulate a non possumus'
even in extreme cases. In fact, so far as peace goes, one must even ask



oneself what ends peace should serve: whether it should be the end of
rendering things easier to millions of collectivized beings who toil in the
terrestrial Marxist-Lenninist paradise or, on the other hand, to millions of
others who think only of nourishing themselves, of drinking, of
proliferating, of accumulating electrical appliances and of brutalizing
themselves in various ways in the climate of “Western” prosperity.!’

In this encyclical we are given to recall the words of Christ: “I leave you
my peace, I give you my peace’—without however placing the same
emphasis to the remainder of the phrase—indeed, rather by silencing it:
“But I do not give it as the world gives it, etc.”!”® The true idea, here, is that
of a peace synonymous with calm and of interior steadfastness, of
maintaining oneself even in the midst of catastrophe.

It is on this that we would have preferred to hear further words, in alto
loco,'™ rather than of the “peace complex” which, in an entirely profane
spirit (the peace that “the world” can give), might bring one to indulge in
compromises, arrangements, transactions and illusory relaxation. Almost as
if the distance which separates the positions of a spiritually-founded
politico-social doctrine which recognizes the true values of the person, from
the positions, for example, of the atheist and anti-religious ideologies of the
“Orient” and of the acolytes of the “Orient”—almost as if this distance were
no greater than that which in other cases and in other times brought the
Church to decide, even at the cost of persecutions, on its non possumus.
Thus let it not be forgotten that it is likewise said of the Christ, that he came
to earth to bring not peace but rather war (“the sword”) and division, even
between those who have the same blood, with reference to precise spiritual
fronts (Matthew 10: 34-35; Luke 12: 48, 52). And the gesture of the Christ
who drives out the merchants from the temple (we ought to add: “and from
around the temple’”) with a whip, would seem more topical than ever today,
with respect to the parties which proclaim themselves Catholic but which
walk arm in arm with the Masons and with radicals, “opening themselves to
the left” and prospering in the climate of unheard-of corruption of the
democratic parliamentary regime of politicizing profiteers.

Apart from certain of his suspect precedents, it is not yet clear what
orientation Cardinal Montini, as Pope, will choose: whether or not he will
follow the footprints of his much acclaimed predecessor.!”> Quo vadis,
ecclesia? The first possibility is precisely to compromise as much as one



can with the “modern world,” by the failure (typical in Pope Roncalli) to
recognize the negative side of those predominant and determinant currents
which do not permit us to indulge in any kind of optimism—mneglecting the
lessons so many times imparted by history, that whoever deceives himself
that he is able to direct the forces of subversion by bending or endorsing
their course, has always ended up being crushed by them. The second
possibility is an energetic reaction, an intransigent stance in the sign of
spiritual, sacral and transcendental values, which could not do other than
lead to a radical revision of the relations with that majority party which in
Italy abuses the qualification “Catholic,” and which is doing everything to
irresponsibly prepare the way for communism. The possibility of a new
concentration of truly anti-communist forces could perhaps follow.

Unfortunately there are not many reasons to be optimistic, not only
regarding a possible positive decision in the face of this alternative—that is
of a courageous change of course on the part of the Church—but also
regarding the will to recognize and to confront the problem decisively,
obeying no mere influence of the times. Things being as they are, we must
believe that the forces of the Right ought to maintain a precise distance
from the Church, as uncomfortable as this might be. Just as we cannot
approve the by now useless tactical appeal to Catholic values in the
electoral campaign, given the plane to which they have descended and the
facility with which the opposing forces have leveraged upon
“progressivist,” democratic and “social” Catholicism—so we would not
know how to approve of certain small groups of “traditionalists” who
persist in faltering valorizations, which are verily voided of all sense when
those invested with authority in Church do not take the initiative with them
in the upper hierarchy.

Whoever knows our work, perforce knows the position which, from the
point of view of doctrine and of philosophy of history, we generally take in
the face of Catholicism. We have even had occasion to write that “whoever
is traditional by being Catholic, is not traditional but halfway.” Nonetheless
in our fairly recent book Men Among the Ruins we have stated, “If today
Catholicism, feeling that the decisive times are nigh, had the force to detach
itself truly from the contingent plane and to follow a course of high ascesis
—if it, precisely on such a basis, almost in a recovery of the spirit of the
best Medieval Crusade, made its faith into the soul of an armed bloc of



forces, compact and irresistible, directed against the currents of chaos, of
yielding, of subversion and of the political materialism of the modern world
—certainly, in such a case there could be no doubts (on our part) as to what
side to choose. But matters unfortunately do not stand in this way.” If
therefore no substantial change takes place, if the convoluted development,
which we have here indicated in some of its aspects, continues apace, it will
be necessary to regulate ourselves in consequence, renouncing one of the
factors that otherwise might have played a not negligible role (given the
traditions subsisting in various strata of the Italian people), and determining
to follow an independent course of action (we refer to the “national” parties
or those of the Right)—a course of action which is certainly more difficult,
but which is at least clear and without compromise.



15. “Love from Afar”

In the sphere of interior relations, and of that which has been called by the
neologism of ethology,'”® one can distinguish two fundamental forms,
countersigned respectively by the formulae “love of the near” and “love of
the far” (the Nietzschean Liebe der Ferne).'”” In the first case one is
attracted by that which is near, in the other that which is far. The first is
relevant to “democracy” in the widest and above all most existential sense
of the word; the second relates to a higher type of human being, and is
attainable predominantly in the world of Tradition.

In the first case, in order that a person, a master, should be followed, he
must be felt to be “one of us.” Thus someone has coined a happy formula,
“oursism.” There is an evident relation between this “oursism” with
“popularity,” with “moving toward the people” or “amongst the people”™—
and indeed, on the other hand, with the intolerance for every qualitative
difference. Everyone knows certain recent aspects of this orientation; here
one can include even the insipid circulating and “traveling” of the Pontiffs
themselves, where it would be instead more natural to nourish a near-
inaccessibility, through which certain sovereigns appear to the people like
the “solitary heights.” We should underline the pathos of the situation here,
because there can be a physical nearness which does not exclude, but even
maintains, the interior distance.

One knows the part this “oursism” has played also in the totalitarian
regimes of yesterday and today. Really pathetic scenes have been portrayed
and disseminated, of dictators who gratify themselves by appearing
amongst “the people.” If the basis of power is more or less demagogic this
is, moreover, almost a necessity. The “Great Comrade” (Stalin) never
ceased to be a comrade. All this corresponds to a specific collective
atmosphere. Already more than a century and a half ago, Donoso Cortés,
philosopher and Spanish statesman, wrote with bitterness that there are no
longer sovereigns who truly know how to present themselves as such; for if
they did so, it might be that no one would follow them. Thus a kind of
prostitution seems to impose itself, emphasized by Weininger,'”® in the
world of politics. We risk nothing by affirming that if today there were
masters in authentic aristocratic sense, they would be constrained to conceal



their nature and to present themselves in the attire of democratic mass
agitators, in order to exercise any influence at all. The army is the unique
sector which in part remains immune to such contamination, even if it is not
always easy to find in it that severe and impersonal style which
characterized for example Prussianism.

An essentially plebeian type of human corresponds to “oursism.” We
might refer to the opposite type with the formula of “love of the far.” Not
“human” nearness but rather distance arouses a sentiment in such a one,
which basically elevates him and, simultaneously, urges him to follow and
to obey, in very different terms than are characteristic of the other kind of
human being. In elder times one could speak of the magic or the fascination
of “Olympian superiority.” In this, quite different chords of the soul
vibrated. Speaking for a moment from a different sphere, we surely cannot
perceive any progress in the passage from the man-god of the classic world
(symbol or ideal though it was) to the god-man of Christianity—the god
who makes himself man and founds a religion which is at bottom human,
with a love which is supposed to associate all men and to draw them near to
one another. Not erroneously did Nietzsche detect in this the contrary of
that which he designated with the word vornehmen, translatable by
“distinct” or “aristocratic.”!”

The nocturnal starry night above exalted Kant for its ineffable distance,'®°
and this sentiment is felt by many non-vulgar beings in a totally natural
way. Here we find ourselves at its limit. However we can extend a
reflection also to planes which are infinitely more conditioned. To
“anagogic” distance (that is, the distance which elevates),'®! one can oppose
that which not rarely hides beneath the garments of a certain humility. It
was Seneca who said that there is no more detestable pride than that of the
humble.!® This saying derives from an acute analysis of the fundament of
the ostentatious humility of persons who, at the end of the day, are proud of
themselves, being intimately intolerant of whomever is superior to them. In
such men, feeling themselves together is natural, and brings them to that
end which we have here indicated.

As in many other cases, the considerations here explicated, which
naturally go against the grain, are meant to establish discriminating criteria
of measure.



Regarding this mania for the popularity of the great, we cannot resist the
temptation of recounting a personal episode. Years ago we tendered one of
our books to a certain sovereign, following the normal rules of etiquette—
that 1s to say, not directly but through an intermediary. Now, we tell the
plain truth if we affirm that we felt almost a shock'®* when we received a
letter of thanks that began with the words “Dear [!] Evola”—though I had
never in person met this personage, nor had ever even spoken to him. This
“democraticality” seems to make for good tone today. Yet it must disgust
anyone who yet has a sensibility for ancient values.

In an exceedingly banal sphere, we might remember, as index of the
same matter, a usance which is extremely common to the United States, the
most plebeian Country of all the world. Especially in the newest generation,
one cannot engage in the smallest of talk with anyone there without him
inviting you to call him by his first name, Al, Joe, etc. Contrariwise, we are
led to remember those children who spoke in terms of respect with their
own parents, and we recall also a certain person, very close to us, who
continues to use the respectful thou form with girls (respectable ones) even
after he has been to bed with them; even while films reflecting customs
from overseas present us with the stereotype of “he” who after a simple,

insipid kiss, immediately begins calling the woman “you.”!%*



16. The Fetish for Magic

This constant talk surrounding “magic” constitutes a phenomenon of our
days worthy of notice. Magic has become almost fashionable, and
references to it are observable not only in literature, but also in other
spheres, cinema not excluded. Books on magic multiply. We leave aside
that part of all this which attracts the masses, the lowest strata of the
population, which is credulous and inclined toward superstition, and which
furnishes the clientele of “wizards,” seers and like salespeople. We would
like to consider rather almost a “cultural” phenomenon, as one would say
today, which merits a certain attention on our part.

For a general interpretation, one can refer in part to the very causes
which have generated neo-spiritualism in its myriad theosophic,
orientalistic, “occultist” varieties. Here one is dealing with an impulse of
man toward escapism in the strange and the unusual, almost of an attitude
which is incapable, for its lack of principles, of distinguishing that which is
positive in this “spiritualism” from that which is negative. The mask of such
“spiritualism” is seemingly luminous, but its true face in many cases is not
so at all. (We have undertaken a close examination of all this in a book
entitled precisely The Masks and the Visage of Contemporary Spiritualism.)
From the start, two fundamental causes have favored the “spiritualist”
phenomenon: on the one hand, the suffocating materialistic and scientistic
conception of the world; on the other hand, the fact that the dominant
religion has demonstrated itself ever less capable of giving something more,
something transcendent, beyond simple dogma, liturgy, devotion, and
confessional practice. Thus one searches for such things elsewhere.

But there is something peculiar in the case of interest in ‘“magic,”
because it has a more active appearance; it makes one think of
supersensible forces which can potentially be used to obtain concrete
results. While the features of a threadbare mystical “spiritualism” are
feminine, those of “magic” are indubitably masculine. This does not
exclude the possibility that various illusions might arise in this connection.

If in the title of the present notes we have spoken of the “fetish” for
magic, we do not wish with this to suggest that magic is a pure superstition.
We might immediately observe that so-called modern “metapsychic”



research has in fact verified, under stringent scientific controls, the
objective reality of a series of paranormal phenomena. This alone would
suffice to ground “magic,” if only the corresponding conditions were
different—which is to say, if only such phenomena were not sporadic and
thus often bound to reduced states of consciousness, like those of the
mediums, but were susceptible to being methodologically reproduced in
perfect mental lucidity. But precisely in view of this essential psychic
displacement there is the danger that with magic one must really speak
practically of a fetish.

The non-specialized reader might be interested in a summary indication
of the presuppositions which are necessary if magic is to have any reality.
These presuppositions have an essentially existential character. We are not
dealing with “arcane mysteries,” nor with special occult operations that can
be performed by just anyone. We are speaking rather of seeing in whom and
in what measure it is possible to revive an interior state, and also relations
between man and world, which belong in large part to the past, to
civilizations and to an environment radically diverse from that of the man
of today.

For the man of today, a barrier stands between the / and reality or nature.
Reality, nature is something which exists in itself, in a spacial exteriority
(just as they are considered, essentially, by positive science). This was not
the case, or was not in equal measure the case, in the world wherein magic
formed an organic part. The barrier in that world was permeable, and this
fact was accompanied by a perception of reality which was not merely
“physical.” A double possibility derived from every potential removal or
attenuation of that barrier. On the one hand, it was possible that invisible
forces of reality might invade man from without, injuring his personality
(whence what Frazer called “the perils of the soul”,!®>in which one finds the
raison d’étre of many rites of protection in ancient civilizations and also
amongst primitive populations). On the other hand, a movement in the
opposite direction was possible: namely that man, having removed the
barrier, might penetrate into nature and act on it precisely in terms of
“magic.” Analogous conditions were necessary also for his action on other
beings.

This is the objective condition by which magic becomes something more
serious than mere superstition or suggestion. If, in referring to current



times, we have spoken of magic as a “fetish,” we have done so because in a
civilized society of the modern kind the existential structure of man and
environment are by now essentially diverse from those just now indicated.
Thus, apart from those populations which are still “primitive” and exotic,
magical possibilities today can be observed, if at all, in our countrysides,
amongst persons whose imagination yet has a particular potency, a
vehemence, which has not been paralyzed by the hypertrophied
intellectualism that characterizes modern civilized man. This last is
especially true of that type of modern man who lives in large complex
urban centers wherein, moreover, as someone has justly observed, a further
species of “petrification” of the exterior aspect of natural reality can be
perceived, rendering him yet more impenetrable.

Leaving aside exceptional cases of persons who should be considered as
the holdovers of that precedent human type, in most cases it would be
necessary to reactivate the non-dual state of which we have spoken. It is
this which magical rituals in less remote times have sought to bring about,
producing forms of exaltation and of ecstasy capable of “opening,” of
reestablishing contacts. Today some risk such adventures, even attempting
blitzes into that territory, possibly including the use of drugs, but rarely
proceeding with precise ideas and precise connections to a tradition. The
clarion path of interior discipline and of mental concentration (in a way
partially similar to that of yoga), which requires particular forms of
preparation, is struck upon much less commonly, and it attracts fewer: for it
is near to a true, uncomfortable ascesis, and moreover leads rarely to the
principle aims of magic.

This is why, speaking realistically, magic today can serve almost
exclusively as a distraction, or else as an ingredient (associated frequently
with sex) for that man who goes on the hunt for experiences which are as
“intense” as they are turbid. These experiences act almost always as a
surrogate to compensate for the absence of a profound and strongly rooted
sense of existence. All of which, moreover, rarely carries one beyond the
merely subjective field, while there is a real danger of ending up in
spiritually regressive forms, or else of opening oneself, sometimes
unintentionally, to the “nether” forces, reintroducing therefore the “perils of
the soul” of other times, almost without even being aware of it.



17. Notes on the Mystery of
Mithras

E. Renan'*®wrote: “If Christianity had been arrested by some mortal illness,
the world would have been Mithraicized”—that is, it would have adopted
the religion of Mithras. In general, it is recognized that Mithraism was
Christanity’s most redoubtable antagonist. After penetrating Rome around
the midpoint of the first century before Christ, it enjoyed its apogee toward
the third century, diffusing itself as far as the most distant provinces of the
Empire, attracting above all the legionaries and colonizing veterans, who
found it congenial for its combative and virile orientation. Emperors, such
as Hadrian, Commodus and Aurelius, made themselves initiates into its
Mysteries.!®” Mithraism was officially recognized toward the end of the
second century as a religion of the Empire, and Mithras was conceived as
its protector and champion. His cult was fused, moreover, with that of the
Sun, Helios, god of divine potency, sovereign and invincible. The date of
one of his most important festivals, on which his rebirth was celebrated
(dies natalis Solis invicti Mithra),'®® was fixed at 25 December (the winter
solstice). In their supplanting work, the Christians appropriated this date for
their Christmas. The story has it that Constantine himself vacillated
between Christianity and Mithraism, and Emperor Julian was certainly an
initiate to its mysteries'® —the same Julian who, as can be read in a
subsequent essay of the present volume, looked to Mithraism in particular,
together with Neoplatonic metaphysics and to the mystery cults, in his
ardent and noble attempt to restore the Roman cults against the flood of
Christian beliefs.

Regarding the thesis that the ancient world might have been Mithracized
rather than Christianized, we should nevertheless make a few reservations.
If it were to advantageously compete with Christanity, Mithraism would
have had to descend to Christianity’s level. Had it maintained its integrity it
could only with difficulty have won over those promiscuous popular
masses, amongst which the religion of Jesus essentially gained its footing
with its doctrine of salvation and its universal sentimental basis. As an
emanation from the ancient Iranian Mazdaism,!”® Mithraism adopted the



central theme of a battle between the powers of light and those of darkness
and of evil. It too had its religious and exoteric forms, but its core was
constituted by its Mysteries—that is, by initiation in the proper sense. This
constituted its limitation, even if it made it into a more complete traditional
form. Subsequently, we witness however an ever more decisive historical
separation between religion and initiation.

We will consider the Mysteries of Mithraism in the present notes by
seeking to indicate their nature according to the testimonies which have
reached us—that is, those testimonies which are consistent on one hand
with the reports of the ancient writers, and on the other with the figurative
monuments discovered in the physical centers of that cult and of those
Mysteries. Beyond the testimonies gathered by Franz Cumont! in his
classic works, we might consider “The Mithraic Ritual of the Great Magical
Papyrus of Paris,” entitled Apathanatismos;'** its text, translated and
annotated, can be found in the first volume of our work Introduction to
Magic.

Before all, for our present purposes, we must consider the myth of
Mithras in its interior sense, as it can be seen through the various episodes
as they are portrayed in a quantity of sculptures and bas-reliefs, some of
magnificent workmanship. Indeed we should remember that myths of this
kind acted as dramatizations of the very experiences that the initiate must
traverse, almost identifying himself with god by repeating his deeds.

In the myth, Mithras is born from a stone (theos ek pétras petrogenos
Mithra), he is generated from a stone (petra genetrix), as a manifestation of
the originating Uranian light. This birth occurs beside a “river”: it is a
miraculous birth witnessed only by several “guardians” hidden atop some
hills. We can refer these last to the “Invisible Masters,” not unrelated to
those beings of the origins who, according to Hesiod,!”® would never die,
but as the “Wakeful Watchers” would continue to live through successive
ages.

The “waters” on one side, the “stone” on the other might allude to the
duality constituted by the flux of becoming and the principle that rules it.
Various interpretations of the “stone” are possible; as is known, it figures in
myriad traditions. There is temptation, moreover, to establish an analogy
between this genesis of Mithras and a theme of the Arthurian cycle, which
features a sword that must be extracted from a stone floating on the



waters.'”* And indeed, as he rises from the stone, Mithras holds in one hand
a sword, in the other a torch, the first a symbol of strength, the other of
light, of an illuminating power.

In the “stone” one can also see a symbol of an indestructibility and an
interior steadfastness, qualities required of the initiate as the fundament of
his rebirth.

In fact, from ancient reports, especially those transmitted to us by
Nonnus the Grammarian,!*> it appears that in the mysteries of Mithra the
neophytes had to brave a number of trials, passing intrepidly across fire and
water, enduring cold, hunger and thirst. According to another report, the
neophyte, to put his impassibility to the trial, was made to take part in the
simulated killing of a man. And the story goes that Emperor Commodus,
who wished to become an initiate, aroused the indignation of his milieu by
taking that simulated killing seriously, thereby causing the death of a man.
It may be that all this—that a qualification of the kind—could have relation
to the symbol of the “generating stone,” that is, to one of the conditions of
the initiatory rebirth.

However, the qualities just mentioned appear to be required for the
successive developments of the myth of Mithras, as Mithras must withstand
a furious wind which immediately assails him and which flagellates his
naked body; but he goes directly toward a tree, he makes a garment of its
leaves and he feeds of its fruits. Given the initiatory meaning of the tree,
here one might think of the tree whereupon Adam wished to put his hand to
become “similar to one of us” (to a god), but from which he is barred by the
Jehovah of the Old Testament.

This meaning might be confirmed in a subsequent episode of the myth,
which seems to relate a confrontation between Mithras and the Sun, the
flaming Aion. This episode concludes however with an alliance between the
one and the other, such as to make Mithras the bearer of the sovereign force
of that divinity. One treats of the hvareno'® of the ancient (Iranian) Mazda
tradition, of “Glory” conceived of as a supernatural fire which is proper
before all to the celestial divinities but which descends also to illuminate
the sovereigns, to consecrate them and to vouch for them through victory.
The sovereign upon whom this “Glory” descended was built up beyond
men and was considered by his subjects as an immortal. And it is for this
reason that, in the assimilation of Mithras with Sol,'”” ever newly victorious



over the darkness, the same Mithras was esteemed as the protector and
champion of the Roman Empire.

But this dignity of Mithras has also another relation with the central
episode of the myth—with the killing of the bull. Mithras spies the bull; so
soon as the bull comes out of his “cavern,” Mithras leaps upon him, he rides
him, gripping onto his horns. The quadruped takes to galloping,
transporting Mithras on a furious race. Mithras does not cease his grip, he
lets himself be transported without letting himself be bucked off until the
animal, exhausted, reenters his cavern from whence he issued. Then
Mithras kills him with his sword.

We see here the confrontation with the elemental “nether” force of life
and of its transformation by the work of him who has recruited it upon its
surfacing (consider the ride) and has also conquered it. In fact, the blood
which gushes from the wound of the bull transforms itself into “ears of
wheat”; falling on the earth, these produce “vegetation.” One has only to
impede foul beasts from rushing to drink of that blood (these are to be seen
in the depictions of the myth)—the which has likewise an esoteric
significance: when the hero or the initiate is not “pure,” that which in him
remains of inferior nature will be strengthened thanks to the liberated
energy, and not only will the transformation not take place, but the result
could be fatal (this is a danger which, using a different symbolism, has
often been also indicated in the texts of alchemical hermeticism!'®® ).
According to a variant of the myth, the blood of the bull transforms into
wine: possible allusion to the effect constituted by a kind of magical
inebriation.

This episode of the myth fulfills such an important role that it gives place
to a specific rite of initiation of the mysteries of Mithras, which consist of a
baptism of blood. The Mithraea, or the places where such Mysteries were
celebrated, were so built as to include a higher and a lower part (they were
almost always subterranean, which had its own significance). The neophyte
who had overcome the preliminary trials was taken to the lower rooms;
naked, he received the blood of a bull which was killed ritually by the
hierophant in the upper part of the sacellum;' this blood was poured on
him. Particular experiences brought about by this whole event were tied to
this baptism of blood, which took the place of the Christian baptism.



In general, the experiences of the Mithraic initiate can be referred in part
to the above-mentioned ritual, Apathanatismos, even if other elements are
to be found intermixed with the Mithraic ones—other elements proper to
gnosticism and to magical traditions. Dieterich,>® who was the first to
publish a translation of this evocative text in 1903, called it a “liturgy.” This
designation is inexact, because one is not dealing with a ceremony with
hymns and such, but rather of a ritual with instructions, magical formulae
and invocations together with signs of the corresponding experiences. The
ritual seems to presuppose a preliminary initiation, inasmuch as the subject
in the first invocation declares that he has been purified by the “sacred
ceremonies” and that he has been uplifted by “the strong force of forces”
and by the “incorruptible Right,” sufficiently to be able to aspire to
“immortal birth,” to subtract himself from the law of necessity which reigns
in the lower world, and to contemplate the gods and Aion,?*! “lord of the
crowns of fire.” There is talk of doors which open, of the “seven” visions,
first in their feminine aspect, then in the masculine aspect as the “Lords of
the Celestial Pole.” The theurgical action carries visibly beyond the Seven,
until, amongst flashes and lightning, a figure appears which is Sol-Mithras
himself; and the initiate must know how to fasten this god to himself and
then, with a command, to prohibit the god from departing from him, so as to
transform himself into this god (to assume the god’s nature) to such an
extent as to “die integrated in palingenisis and, in the integration, to reach
fulfillment.”

The ritual includes many other details upon which we cannot linger here.
The reader is referred to the text which, as noted, has been reproduced,
translated from Greek with commentary, in the first volume of our work
Introduction to Magic.

Here we will only add that Mithraism too knew of the retrograde voyage
across the seven planetary spheres, no longer in the descent in which the
soul is taken bit by bit into the “spheres of the necessary,” subjected to
gradual conditioning up to the state of a mortal man, but rather in a re-
ascension which goes beyond such spheres, in a “denuding,” up to
attainment of the Principle of the Unconditioned.

The “seven” is found also in the number of grades of Mithraic initiation
in its institutionalized form, so to speak. The grades bore these names:



Raven (Corax), Occult (Cryphies), Soldier (Miles), Lion (Leo), Persian
(Perses), Messenger of the Sun (Heliodromos), Father (Pater).

Toward an interpretation of these grades, one might think of a
preliminary “mortification” of the inferior nature (with the which,
moreover, a correspondence is stabilized to the alchemical-hermetic
symbolism of the Raven, frequently used to allude to the nigredo®® phase,
to the “Black Work™). After which the initiate takes on an occult existence
(second grade); in the third grade he becomes a soldier of the ranks of the
Mithraic initiates who, conforming to the warrior spirit of that tradition,
were conceived of as a militia. The subsequent grade represents a
strengthening of this quality, while the “Persian” grade plausibly
established a connection with the original lineage of Mithraism, with that of
the Iranian religion of the Light. Regarding the miles, Tertullian®® relates
that during the act of conferring this grade, a sword and a crown were
granted to the neophyte. The neophyte took the sword but rejected the
crown, saying, “My crown is Mithras.”

As “Messenger of the Sun” (the sixth grade) the initiate reflected the
same quality attributed to Mithras in the myth, after his confrontation with
Helios. Finally the Pater corresponded to the dignity of initiator (initiatory
paternity) and of lord of a Mithraic community (pater sacrorum, pater
patrum).?%

From the which it appears that, had Mithraism ever prevailed over
Christianity while maintaining its central core, the consequences would
have included also the maintenance of a regular initiatory tradition,
constituted by such a core, in the subsequent history of the West; while for
its exterior, religious side, the quality of Soter*® (the Savior, He who gives
health), which is sometimes attributed to Mithras, would have held sway.
More, there was the aspect which made of the “unconquered god”—
Invictus Mithra—the solar patron of the Roman empire: for which one saw
in him the dispenser of the Mazda hvarené which conferred victory, in a
confluence with the ancient Roman tradition of (Fortuna Regina, the Latin
translation of tuke basiléos).?*® This was expressed also in the object of a
cult, that same Victoria®*’ whose statue was erected in the Roman senate.

One sees from this nevertheless that Mithraism constituted a cultural,
sacral and initiatory complex which for its very nature could not avoid
being excised during that retrograde process which has carried the West



away, distancing it ever more from the horizons of glory and of luminous
potency, until, at last, with the exception of an initiation which was no any
longer an integral and central part of a system but only a subterranean vein
with sporadic reemergence despite Christianity, every real contact with the
super-sensible was interrupted.



18. On the “Left-Hand Path”

To form an idea of the nature of Divinity and of its relations with the world
one can follow two paths: the deductive path and the inductive path.

Whoever chooses the first way, commences from a conception a priori of
Divinity deduced from a Revelation or from a dogma, and seeks to perceive
how it might accord with the factuality of mundane reality. The problem
presents various difficulties when Divinity is conceived, as it is in
Christianity, with “moral” attributes, which stand under the species of a
Creator, God of light, of love, and of providence. Indeed there are aspects of
the world and of life that are undeniably dark and problematic, which
therefore cannot definitively be brought into accord with that theological
conception. Theodicy is the part of theistic theology which attempts to get
to the bottom of such antitheses. The best known example of Christian
theodicy is that of Leibniz,*® who wanted to demonstrate through
speculative arguments that ours is “the best of all possible worlds.” Such a
formula, however, is ambiguous, because the “possible” can also be
interpreted as “everything which can be done,” that is, more or less, as “it
couldn’t have been done better.”

This would oblige however a redimensioning of the “moral” conception
of Divinity. In antiquity, such was undertaken in the most drastic way by
Marcion,?” who took the other path, the “inductive” path. It is affirmed—
Marcion says—that God is wise, good, and omnipotent. But these attributes
are irreconcilable with one another because, considering the world as it is,
one must deduce either that God is wise and good but not omnipotent (we
return to the “what it was possible to create”), or else he is good and
omnipotent but not wise, or else he is wise and omnipotent but not good.
The Marquis de Sade,’!® the “divine marquis,” went yet further in this
direction. As Mario Praz?!! has well brought to light, Sade was not an
atheist; he believed in the existence of God, but in a wicked God. For him,
this was demonstrated by the prevalence of evil and of destruction in the
world. Sade drew practical consequences from this idea as the basis of an
upside-down ethics: if evil is the predominant force in the universe and the
expression of the divine nature, evil, vice, and corruption, for their
conformity to the universal law, will be forever happy and prosperous



(consider the title of his novel: Justine ou les prosperités du vice*'?), while
good and virtue will be forever unhappy and unlucky, not to say damned.

These difficulties, this aporia®'® and these antinomies, derive from
keeping to a fairly limited point of view; also from considering rigid moral
categories (as good and evil) rather than ontological categories. The Orient
above all offers vaster and freer horizons.

One can make reference before anything to the doctrine of a Supreme
Principle which encompasses, reunites, and transcends all opposites (this
idea, moreover, has been adumbrated sporadically in the Occident by
several mystics and by a number of metaphysics; cf. the coincidentia
oppositorum, up to William Blake’s “marriage of heaven and hell”.?!
Secondly, and above all, one might recall the Orthodox Hindu doctrine of
the triple aspect of Divinity. This doctrine is apparently obtained by
applying the method here called “inductive,” that is inferring the correct
concept of the Divinity from concrete experience. Factually, one observes
creative processes, subsistent forms, as well as destructive processes in the
world. Correspondingly three faces are attributed to divinity: that of God
who creates, that of God who conserves, and that of God who destroys, the
corresponding religious hypostases being Brahma, Vishnu and Shiva. These
gods have furnished the points of reference for a differentiated cult, but also
for various paths of action—paths which are distinct but, in the last
analysis, equivalent.

It is in this view that the concepts of the Right-Hand Path and the Left-
Hand Path are properly defined. The first path relates to the first aspects of
the Principle (Brahma and Vishnu) and, on the plane of comportment, of
ethics and of cult, it is characterized by affirmation of what exists, by the
sacralisation of what exists, by conformity to law (Dharma) and to the
positive precepts of a given traditional order of earthly life. Meanwhile the
Left-Hand Path—Varnacara—stands essentially under the sign of Shiva (or
of his Sakti’’> —for example Durgd and Kali), that is, of the destructive
aspect of divinity; it entails not only detachment and the release from every
existent order and norm, but an “anomia” (=adharma, having no nomos=a
law). So Shiva was capable of being both the god of ascetics who withdrew
from the bonds of the world, as well as of the outlaw himself.

In this respect however as many misinterpretations can arise (and
effectively have arisen) as deviations. It is in this sphere that the concept of



“destruction” 1s associated with that of “transcendence”: however, not
destruction for destruction’s sake, but destruction for transcendence (the
etymology of the word “transcend” is surpassing by rising). Also, it is
obviously not so much a question of material destruction as, above all, of
destructive experiences, because here one is dealing with the paths to
spiritual realization. The reference here made to “transcendence” is
reductionistic; the orientation toward the heights is the constant and
inescapable presupposition. It distinguishes the world of which we are
speaking unequivocally from the sinister world, mentioned above, of Sade
and the like, despite the obscure ecstasies that this last might provoke.

It is natural that whoever follows the Left-Hand Path makes apologia for
it; so one reads in a certain text that this path is to the Right-Hand Path as
wine in milk, and that they who have a qualification or a vocation for Vira
(=a virile or heroic orientation) are attracted to it. But a positive title for this
claimed preeminence might really exist, which emphasizes precisely the
dimension of “transcendence”: because that which has a character of
transcendence is necessarily destructive (destructive of the finite), and such
a character was attributed, beyond Shiva, to the Supreme Principle itself.
This appears in an orthodox text which has almost the same popularity in
India as the Bible enjoys in the West: namely, the Bhagavad-gita.*'¢ In the
eleventh chapter of this text, a destructive and crushing force is indicated as
a “supreme form” of the divinity, and the warrior Arjuna is exhorted to
become its human incarnation by conquering every agony and every
weakness of soul. This orientation can absolutely be related to the Left-
Hand Path: combat, death, destruction receive a metaphysical anointment if
their foundation is in the impulse toward transcendence, in the adumbration
of an essential divine attribute.

But customarily the Left-Hand Path is not referred to the “Path of the
Warrior” (despite the evident convergences) but rather to particular
experiences in which also figures, as in Occidental Dionysism, the orgiastic
element, which is to say the specifically sexual element.

In such experiences one seeks something destructive in view of its
“deconditionalized” qualities. Thus it would be a grave error to think that,
for example, when sex and woman are used on that path, one aims at
“pleasure” as it is commonly understood: the “voluptuousness” counts
rather as a shattering of the door in the opposite direction. In the Right-



Hand Path sexual unions are ritualized, are made in the image of the ieros
gamos,?'" of the intercourse of a divine couple or a mythological archetype.
Meanwhile in the Left-Hand Path sexual unions must “kill,” by realizing
the ancient formula love=death. It can be observed that Western alchemical
hermetism has enumerated the use of women amongst those means that it,
in its cyphered polivalent jargon, has called “corrosive waters” or the
“philosopher’s venom.”

An eminent Hindu scholar, Das Gupta,218 has indicated connections
between the Left-Hand Path and certain “obscure religious cults.” We have
stated above that very widespread misunderstandings of a moralizing
character exist with respect to the essence of this Path; we must note also a
number of its degraded and degenerate forms. In fact, we stand on rather
treacherous ground here, especially if we proceed to true and proper
“evocations.” There are practices the ultimate meaning of which could be
summarized thus: to activate (or evoke) that which stands beneath form, in
order to carry oneself above form. By “form” here is meant all that which is
variously conditioned and ordered with a certain fixity in the human being
or in a given structure. Every order is defined as a form which yokes and
ties the formless and elementary—the “demonic,” if you please, in the
ancient and non-Christian moral sense of the term. The formless or
elementary is now liberated; by emerging, it cannot help but act
destructively on form. If we stop here, we find ourselves in the field of
obscure rites of witchcraft. Forms of possession (potentially not perceived
as such) might result. If rather the destruction of form carries beyond and
above form, all of this might acquire a kind of positive character. One could
even speak of a “white manipulation of the black magic” (which extends so
far as to include even the so-called “black masses™),”!” and this might form
an aspect of the Left-Hand Path. Whence the references made by Das
Gupta. Everyone perceives the risks that are encountered in such practices.
It is important to observe, on the other hand, that in India the Left-Hand
Path is not taken by isolated individuals who are attracted by one or the
other of its aspects; there, several traditions correspond to it, with several
spiritual masters (guru) and it often even entails initiations. Initiation, in the
aspect which ought to be considered in this context, is taken to arouse in the
single individual a power which, if it does not immunize him completely to



every danger (in such a case he would no longer be a man), it at least helps
him to keep his feet—naturally, if he knows how to look clearly into
himself, if he knows his own possibilities, and if the ultimate aim is kept

constantly present.



19. The Sense and Atmosphere of
Zen

One knows of the interest that so-called Zen Buddhism has aroused, even
outside of specialist spheres, from the time that D.T. Suzuki??® introduced it
in his books Introduction to Zen Buddhism and Essays in Zen Buddhism,
which were subsequently translated also into French. This interest derives
from a kind of paradoxical meeting point. For the West in crisis, Zen
represents indeed something “‘existentialistic” and surrealistic. Even the
conception of Zen as a spiritual realization free from all faiths and all
obligations, together with the mirage of an instantaneous and in a certain
sense gratis “breaking of level”—one which is capable, moreover, of
resolving every agony of existence—this conception could not have done
other than exercise a particular fascination on the many. But to a great
extent all of this regards only the appearances: the “philosophy of crisis” in
the West, which is the consequence of an entire materialistic and nihilistic
development, and Zen, which ever takes as its antecedent the spirituality of
the Buddhist tradition, present very distinct spiritual dimensions, for which
every authentic encounter with Zen presupposes in a Westerner either an
exceptional predisposition, or else the capacity for that metanoia, that inner
revolution, which has less to do with intellectual “attitudes,” than with what
has been conceived in every time and place as something much deeper.

Zen has value as a secret doctrine which was transmitted, outside of the
scriptures, by Buddha himself to his disciple Mahakagyapa. It was
introduced in China around the 6th century by Bodhidharma?! and then
carried on through a succession of Masters and “patriarchs” both in China
and Japan, where it yet lives and has its representatives and its Zendo
(“Meditation Rooms”).

As far as its spirit goes, Zen can be considered as a recovery of original
Buddhism itself. Buddhism was born as an energetic reaction against the
theologizing speculation and empty ritualism into which the ancient Hindu
priestly caste, which already possessed a sacred and living wisdom, had
finally fallen. Buddha made of all this tabula rasa; he posed rather the
practical problem of overcoming what in popular expositions is presented



as “the pain of existence” but which in internal teaching appears to be, more
generally, the state of caducity, of agitation, of “thirst” and oblivion of
common beings. Having himself traversed the path to awakening, to
immortality, without anyone’s aid, he indicated the way to whomever felt
his vocation to lie in it. Buddha, as is known, is not a name, but an attribute,
a title; it signifies “the Awakened One,” “he who has attained awakening”
or “illumination.”??? The Buddha remained silent as to the content of his
experience, so as to prevent his pupils from giving themselves over once
again to speculation and philosophizing, rather than to acting. So he did not
speak, as his predecessors, of Brahman (of the Absolute), nor of Atma (the
transcendental /) but used only the negative term nirvana, even at risk of
furnishing pretexts to those who, in their incomprehension, would see in
nirvana the “nothing,” an ineffable and evanescent transcendence almost at
the limit of the unconscious, a blind non-being.

Now, in the subsequent development of Buddhism precisely the situation
against which Buddha had reacted was repeated, mutatis mutandis;
Buddhism became a religion with its dogmas, with its rituals, with a
scholasticism of its own, with a mythology of its own. It divided into two
schools,??* the one—the Mahayana—richer in metaphysics, gratifying itself
with an abstruse symbolism, the other—the Hinayana—more severe and
naked in its teachings, but too preoccupied with the simple moral discipline
carried out along more or less monastic lines. The essential and originating
core, that 1s the esoteric doctrine of 1llumination, was almost lost.

And it was here that Zen intervened, to make of everything once again
tabula rasa, to declare the uselessness of all these by-products, to proclaim
the doctrine of Satori. Satori is a fundamental interior occurrence, an abrupt
break of existential level, corresponding in essence to that which we have
called “awakening.” Its formulation however was new, original, and arrived
almost as a kind of capsizing. The state of nirvana—the presumed nothing,
extinction, the already distant final term of an effort of liberation, which
according to some could require even more than one existence—is now
indicated as the normal state of man. Every man has the nature of Buddha.
Every man is already “freed,” superior to birth and to death. One must only
become aware of it, realize it, “see it in one’s own nature,” the fundamental
formula of Zen. A wide-opening outside of time—this is Satori. On one
hand, Satori is something improvised and radically different from all the



states to which men are accustomed, like a catastrophic trauma of ordinary
conscience; at the same time it is that which brings one again precisely to
what should, in a higher sense, be considered normal and natural; thus it is
contrary to an ecstasy or a trance. It is a rediscovery and a taking possession
of one’s own nature: illumination, or light, which draws out of ignorance
and out of the subconscious the profound reality of that which one has
always been and never can cease being, no matter one’s condition.

The consequence of the Satori would be a completely new vision of the
world and of life. For whomever has experienced it, everything remains the
same—things, the other beings, one’s own self, “the sky, the rivers, and the
vast earth”—and yet everything is fundamentally different: as if a new
dimension had been added to reality and the meaning and the value of it had
been transformed completely. According to what the masters of Zen say, the
essential trait of the new experience is the overcoming of every dualism:
dualism between inner and outer, between / and not-I, between finite and
infinite, between being and non-being, between appearance and reality,
between “empty” and “full,” between substance and accident—and the
other such indiscernables of every value posited dualistically by the finite
consciousness and obfuscated in the individual, up to certain paradoxical
limits. These are a single thing, the liberated and non-liberated, the
enlightened and the non-enlightened, this world and the other world, fault
and virtue. Zen effectively takes up the paradoxical equation of Mahayana
Buddhism: nirvana=samsara,?** and also that of Taoism:??* “infinitely distant
is the return.” All of this as if to say: the liberation is not to be sought in the
beyond; this very world is the beyond, is liberation; nothing has need of
being liberated. This is the point of view of Satori, of perfect
enlightenment, of “transcendent wisdom” (prajndparamita).

In essence, we are speaking of a displacement of the center of the self. In
any situation and in any occurrence of ordinary life, even in the most banal,
the place of common sense, dualizing and intellectualistic in itself, is
assumed by a being that does not know any longer the contraposition of a
non-I, which transcends and recovers the terms of every antithesis, so as to
enjoy a perfect liberty and incoercibility: even as that of the wind, which
blows wherever it wants, and also of the naked being which, precisely
because it has “slipped the grasp” (another technical expression), because it



has abandoned everything (“poverty”), becomes everything and possesses
everything.

Zen—at least the predominant current of Zen—insists on the
discontinuous, improvised, unpredictable character of the opening of Satori.
With reference to this, Suzuki went beyond the pale in polemicizing against
the techniques in use in the Hindu schools, in the Samkhya and in Yoga,??¢
but contemplated also in certain of the originating texts of Buddhism. The
simile is that of water that at a given moment transmutes to ice. Also given
is the image of an alarm which at a given point, from some particular jolt,
begins to ring. There is no effort, discipline, or technique which in and of
itself conducts to Satori. It is said, rather, that sometimes it intervenes
unexpectedly, when we have exhausted all the resources of our being, above
all of our intellect and our logical capacity of comprehension. Other times
violent sensations, even a physical pain, can bring it about. But the cause
can be also the simple perception of an object, any given fact of ordinary
existence, given a certain disposition latent in the soul.

Here, certain misunderstandings can arise. As Suzuki himself recognizes,
“The satori is not a thing to be gained through the understanding.”??’ He,
however, speaks of the necessity of passing first through a “true baptism of
fire.” For the rest, the necessity of a preliminary preparation, which can
even take the period of many years, is indicated by the very institution of
the so-called “Meditation Rooms” wherein they who wish to reach the
Satori subject themselves to a regime of life analogous, in part, to that of
certain Catholic Orders. The essential thing would seem to consist in a
process of maturation, identical to that of nearing to a state of extreme
existential instability, within which the smallest shock suffices to produce a
change of state, the breaking of level, the opening which leads to the
“dazzling vision of one’s true nature.” The Masters know the moment in
which the mind of the disciple is mature and the opening is on the point of
producing itself; at that point they give, if possible, the decisive push.
Sometimes it can be a simple gesture, an exclamation, something
apparently irrelevant, even illogical, absurd. This suffices to produce the
collapse of the entire false individuality, and, with Satori, the “normal state”
takes over, one assumes one’s “original visage,” “that which one had before
creation.” One is no longer a “hunter of echoes” and “follower of shadows.”
We are brought to think, in certain cases, of the analogous existentialist



motif of “failure” or “shipwreck” (das Scheitern—Kierkegaard, Jaspers??*).
Indeed, as has been noted, often the opening comes precisely when one has
exhausted all the resources of one’s own being and, so to speak, has one’s
back up to the wall. One can see this in relation to several practical methods
of teaching Zen. The most commonly used instruments on the intellectual
plane are the koan and the mondo;**° the disciple is put before certain
sayings or responses of a paradoxical, absurd, sometimes grotesque or
“surrealistic” nature. He must utterly wear out his mind, if necessary for
whole years, unto the extreme limit of every normal faculty of
comprehension. If, then, he dares take yet one more step forward, he might
produce the catastrophe, the upheaval, the metanoia. He has attained Satori.

At the same time, the norm of Zen is that of an absolute autonomy.
Nothing of gods, nothing of cults, nothing of idols. Emptied of everything,
even of God. “If on your way you encounter the Buddha, kill him,” says
one Master.?? It is necessary to abandon everything, to rest on nothing, to
go forward, with one’s essence alone, unto the point of crisis. To say
anything further on Satori, to make a comparison between it and the various
forms of mystic and initiatory experience of the Orient and of the Occident,
is very difficult. Apropos the Zen monasteries, it is worth noting that one
passes only the period of preparation therein. Whoever has attained Satori
leaves the convent and the “Meditation Room,” returns to the world,
choosing the way that most behooves him. One might think that the Satori
is a kind of transcendence which then carries any particular form of life to
immanence, as to a natural state.

The new dimension which is added onto reality following Satori issues in
a certain comportment, for which the maxim of Lao-tzu*! is relevant: “To
be whole in fragments.” In relation to this, one has observed the influence
that Zen has exercised on the life of the Far East. Moreover, Zen has been
called “the philosophy of the Samurai,”?*? and it can be affirmed that “the
life of the Zen is identical to the way of the bow” or “of the sword.” By
which is meant that every activity of life can be permeated by Zen and so
elevated to a higher meaning, to a “whole” and to an “active impersonality.”
There arises a sense of the irrelevancy of the individual, sense which does
not paralyze but assures a calm and a detachment, permitting an absolute
and “pure” engagement in life—in certain cases up to extreme and typical
forms of heroism and sacrifice, which for the greater part of the Occidentals



are almost inconceivable (consider the case of the Kamikaz¢é in the last
World War?3?).

What Jung®*says is a joke—namely that, more than any other current of
the West, psychoanalysis is that which can understand Zen. According to
him, the Satori would result in same wholeness, devoid of complexes and
scissions, at which psychoanalytic treatment presumes to arrive when it
removes the obstructions of the intellect and its pretensions to supremacy,
and reunites the conscious part of the soul with the unconscious and with
“Life.” Jung is unaware that in Zen, both its method and also its
presuppositions stand opposite his own: the “unconscious” does not exist as
an entity in itself, to which the conscious must open itself, but we are
speaking rather of a super-conscious vision (enlightenment, the bodhi or
“awakening”) which carries in its act the luminous “originating nature,” and
with this destroys the unconscious. Nonetheless one can keep to a feeling of
“totality” and liberty of being which manifests itself in every act of
existence. It is important however to specify the level to which one refers.

In point of fact, tendencies have arisen, especially in its exportation
amongst us, to “domesticate” or moralize Zen, veiling in it, even within the
sphere of simple conduct of life, the possible radicalist and “antinomistic”
consequences (=of antithesis to the ruling norms) and insisting instead on
the obligatory ingredients of the “spiritualists,” on love and on service to
one’s neighbor, be they ever so purified in an impersonal or a-sentimental
form. In general, no doubts can arise as to the “practicability” of Zen, in
relation to the fact that the “doctrine of awakening” has an essentially
initiatory character. Thus it cannot ever pertain to anything but a minority,
as opposed to late Buddhism, which took the form of a religion open to
everyone, or else of a code of simple morality. Zen ought to have
constrained itself to esotericism in its reestablishment of the spirit of
originating Buddhism.

In part, it has succeeded in this: it suffices to consider the legend of its
origins. However we see that Suzuki himself was inclined to present things
in a different way, and that he has valorized those aspects of Mahayana
which “democratize” Buddhism (after all, the denomination “Mahéayana”
has been interpreted as the “Great Vehicle” also in the sense that it would be
adapted by wide circles, not by the few). If one is to follow it, certain
perplexities on the nature and the scope of Satori itself would arise; it would



be necessary to ask oneself if such an experience regards simply the
psychological, moral or mental domain, or if it invests also the ontological
domain, as is the case for every authentic initiation. However this last
question car arise only for a very small number.



20. Perspectives on the Beyond

As early as 1927 Oxford University Press published a Tibetan text, the
Bardo Todol, in an English translation edited by W.Y. Evans-Wentz and by
the Lama Kazi Dawa Samdup. This text, to which was given the title The
Tibetan Book of the Dead, immediately attracted the attention not only of
historians of religion, but also of a considerably wider public.

This text was related by many to the Egyptian “Book of the Dead’;**> but,
as we will immediately note, comparisons could also be made with ancient
Occidental wisdom teachings.

Such texts offer somewhat perturbing perspectives to whomever is not a
materialist, but who is yet familiar only with the Christian conceptions of
the afterlife. The Christian conception has indeed a static and stereotypical
character. Before all it postulates as a dogma an immortality attributed to
any and every soul; thus it does not distinguish between a possible simple
and precarious survival on the one hand and a true immortality on the other.
In the second place, Christianity considers the beyond as an almost
automatic process, meaning that the passage into the states called paradise,
inferno and purgatory is determined only by the kind of life the individual
leads on this earth, as judged in terms of religious morality. On the other
hand, the beyond is presented in the texts just now cited in terms which are
considerably more dynamic and dramatic, with myriad alternatives and
destinies which are not entirely predetermined.

Regarding certain of the fundamental themes already known also to pre-
Christian Occidental antiquity, one can refer to what Plutarch relates in his
tract De facie in orbe lunae.”*® He says here that there are two kinds of
deaths. The first is the death which comes on earth and in the reign of
Demeter; it is that in which the body decomposes and returns, as a cadaver,
to Mother Earth, of which Demeter is the goddess. The spiritual-soul
complex however survives such death, where “soul” is understood as the
whole of the psychic, affective, instinctive faculties, with memories,
impulses etc., while “spirit,” on the other hand, is understood as the
supernatural principle of the personality—principle which however so
rarely emerges in ordinary life, that one might say the common man knows



well enough about his “soul,” but remains almost totally ignorant about his
“spirit” in the eminent sense.

Now—continues Plutarch—this same complex dismembers in a phase
subsequent to the death of the physical body, and this is the “second death,”
which does not occur on earth, but, symbolically, on the Moon, and in the
sign of the goddess Proserpina. Then in its turn the soul detaches from the
higher principle of being, and is reabsorbed into the vital cosmic substance,
understood properly as that which is the inexhausted root of repullulating
evanescent existences in the “circle of generation.”

An exact correspondence can be noted here with the ancient traditional
Hindu teaching, which speaks of the “two paths”: two paths, because at this
point an essential alternative presents itself, to which one may relate the
sense both of the blessing, “May you escape from the second death,” as
well as the curse, “May you die from the second death.” The notion of the
“second death” was known also in Ancient Egypt, from which an echo
passed into the Old Testament. For the rest, the Jewish term corresponding
to the Christian “hell,” the “gehenna of fire,”*” also designated the place
where the refuse of a city was destroyed; it includes therefore the
fundamental idea of a destruction (not of a place of punishment) and alludes
moreover to the possible negative outcome of the events of the afterlife—to
that case in which, after an intermediate ephemeral existence, after a more
or less lengthy survival in the after life, nothing would remain of the
personal conscious being upon the dissolution and the re-absorption of the
“soul”: this death would be an effective extinguishing. This—says Plutarch
—is what becomes of those who were completely attached to the Earth,
who 1dentified all their being with materiality, with the life of the
sensations, of the instincts and of the passions, without ever “awakening,”
without ever throwing their glance toward the heights. The classic
conception of Hades, place wherein nothing survives but “shadows,” can be
brought back to an analogous order of ideas.

But for others the “second death” might signify the liberation or the
possibility of liberation. Precisely the detachment of the soul (after the
death of the physical body) becomes the condition for “going beyond,” for
an effective immortalizing transfiguration, for a “rebirth on high” in an
integration of the “spirit.” And Plutarch calls them “victors” to whom it is



given to participate in this destiny; “the crown of the initiated and of the
triumphant” belongs to them.

These perspectives on the beyond grow more complex if one compares
the principle of the present chapter to the Oriental texts cited, and above all
to the “Tibetan Book of the Dead,” because they present yet more
differentiated possibilities, which require for their determination given
attitudes or given actions (or reactions) of the soul. They supersede
everything which in a certain measure is automatic in the processes spoken
of by Plutarch. If the Egyptian “Book of the Dead” keeps itself to an almost
magical plane with the formulae and the incantations it furnished to the
dead, almost as a viaticum,?*® so that they might abscond from the “second
death,” and subsist and reaffirm themselves in the afterlife, in the Tibetan
teachings emphasis is rather given to the capacity to dissolve a
phantasmagoria of apparitions and of visions which are only projections of
the content of the deepest unconscious strata of one’s being, and which are
tied also to one or another cosmic potency. This capacity determines a
variety of destinies. The highest possibility, that of a truly immortalizing
liberation, corresponds to the moment in which the soul reveals itself after
death as “pure Light” in its transcendence; everything depends on its being
able to identify itself actively and intrepidly with that light. In the scheme
related by Plutarch this would be equivalent to an integration of the “spirit”
in its true origin, in the moment in which it is released from the “soul”
complex or, better say, in which this complex abandons it, ceases to offer it
a support, but ceases also to be its final constraint.

It is symptomatic that such a view (merely unusual to most), beyond
eliciting a lively interest today in the field of spiritual studies, has found
some who believe it susceptible also to practical experimental applications.
This is demonstrated by a book which has been issued already in four
editions by the University Press of New York, a book entitled The
Psychadelic Experience and subtitled “A Manual Based on the Tibetan
Book of the Dead.” The authors—T. Leary, R. Metzner and R. Albert—
believe that the interpretation of the Tibetan text as a compendium of
teachings exclusively regarding states and actions of the afterlife, is one-
sided and little “profound.” They believe this text might have value also for
the living, toward the attainment of the same ends. It should be recalled
how from antiquity on the correspondence between the provocative states



of death and those which are traversed through initiation and “initiatory
death” has been recognized. From this issues an ad hoc interpretation of the
Tibetan text, in a framework of “psychadelic” evocations—that is of
projections of one’s deepest being, which can be rendered possible above
all with the aid of drugs. The problematic and adventurous character of such
assumptions is clear. Moreover, it has also been the cause of a mishap for
the first of the three authors of the book just cited, Professor Leary, who has
been ousted from his teaching by the academic authorities for having
encouraged his students in the use of LSD and other drugs, toward the ends

hereabove mentioned.?>?



21. The Twin Face of Epicureanism

The fortune enjoyed by the doctrine and the schools of Epicurus?*’in Rome
is usually interpreted as a proof of the lack of elevation in Roman thought.
Epicureanism is indeed conceived as synonymous with materialism, with
atheism and with the glorification of pleasure. And this is just what was
needed (so it is said) for decadent Rome, for idle patricians or for soldiers
who, shorn of their arms, knew not how to interest themselves in anything
higher. The distinctly anti-metaphysical and anti-speculative tendency of
Ancient Rome is confirmed through Epicurus and his fervent Roman
apostle, Lucretius. This opinion, taken up again in the very texts which
make up the basis of the common education of the young, is in part one-
sided, and in part false. A few brief considerations apropos this question
will not be devoid of interest.

Let us commence by putting the meaning of the doctrine of Epicurus
itself into the right light. This doctrine is composed of a physics and an
ethics, the one in strict dependency with the other. “Physics” for Epicurus
was meant as an introduction and propaedeutic for ethics. That might seem
strange, if one considers that the physics of Epicurus is neatly detached
from previous metaphysical and religious interpretations of nature, while in
its orientation it has diverse traits in common with modern physics. It
wishes to explain both physical phenomena and also psychic phenomena
through pure natural causes. It excludes every supernatural agent, and the
soul itself 1s thus considered even as one considers a thing, with nothing
mystical and romantic. The gods and providence are banished from the
drama of things. The survival of the soul is disputed. One may therefore
ask: how can such a conception have ethical value?

Epicurus responds: by virtue of that interior liberation, that brightening
of vision which Epicureanism produces through its realism. Epicurus
expresses without reticence his intention to destroy all anguish for death
and for the beyond through his physics, to eliminate all the insane pathos of
yearning, of hoping and of imploring which already in Greece corresponded
to a period of decadence and to an alteration of the originating heroic,
Olympian spirituality, and which unfortunately also in Rome would have
the significance of an alteration of the ancient ethics and the ancient



ritualism. The physics of Epicurus aims therefore at bringing man back to
himself, at detaching him from disorderly imaginations, at training him to
realism and at creating in him a calm interior. After which, a discipline of
life might arise, the details of which cannot be examined here, but which in
any case has little to do with the search for “pleasure” as it is today
commonly meant—above all when one applies the epithet “Epicurean” to
someone.

In this respect it would suffice already to note the similarity which the
ethics of Epicurus has with the Stoic ethics**! on many points, even in its
very terminology—for, as one knows, the Stoic ethics is one of the most
severe. As with the Stoics, likewise in Epicurus one of the aims of interior
disciple is “autarchy,” that is self-sufficiency, the dominion of one’s own
soul, the withdrawal of oneself from the contingency of impressions, from
the impulses, from irrational movements. Here Epicurus, as against the
Stoics, speaks of “pleasure.” He does not believe, as the Stoics do, in an
arid “virtue” or in a cold rigidity before the human passions. He holds that
an intimate happiness, an unalterable enjoyment, almost a calm joy-giving
light, inheres in a soul which has arrived at possession of itself, state which
nothing can perturb and before which every vulgar inclination for a fleeting
happiness or voluptuousness reveals itself to be despicable. This is
“positive” pleasure, which Epicurus poses as an end, distinguishing it from
“negative” pleasure, that is, from pleasure which is to be realized by
withdrawing oneself from every cause for agitation or suffering in body and
soul. Epicurus considers this second pleasure only as a means, and only
insofar as it does not obstruct the manifestation of the first. And he adds to
this that whoever realizes the “pleasure” which Epicurus intends shall never
fail in it, not even in front of the most atrocious torments, not even finding
himself in the “Brazen Bull”—that is in the prison of bronze formed as a
bull, within which the condemned man was made to die by slow fire. From
which one sees how little authentic Epicureanism has to do with the vulgar
concept one has made of it. True, Epicurus denies the gods as entities which
intervene arbitrarily in the events of the world, or which are invoked in the
small doings of the human soul, or, also, which serve only as bugbears for
weak spirits—but he admits them in an ethical role, and, verily, precisely
according to the ancient Hellenic Olympian conception: as detached,
perfect, passionless essences, which to the Sage count as supreme ideals.



If Epicureanism incorporates such meanings in its better and essential
aspects, its adoption by the Romans obviously presents itself in a much
different light than that which is usually cast on it. In truth, owing to the
fact that the many have a preconceived and partial idea about the
“spiritual,” they presume to measure everything by this idea, they are
unable to see anything beyond it. Now, it should be kept in mind that if the
Roman was originally anti-speculative and anti-mystical, he was not so on
account of his inferiority, but rather at bottom on account of his superiority.
That 1s, he possessed a congenital style of life which shunned pure
mysticisms and sentimental effusions; he had a super-rational intuition of
the sacred, strictly connected to norms of action, to rites and precise
symbols, to a mos and a fas*** and to a peculiar realism. He knew no
evasions. He did not fear death. He possessed an immanent meaning in
living. He ignored the frights of the afterlife. He conceived only of his
masters and his divinized heroes as survivors of the eternal slumber of
Hades. The subsequent speculative, pseudo-religious or aestheticizing
forms which took hold in Rome through exotic or pre-Roman elements
have, compared to all this, the significance of degeneration. It was for an
instinctive reaction of the ancient Roman soul that Epicureanism was
accepted. Epicureanism contained the seeds of a simplification and a
liberation from the superfluous: physics as a clear and realistic vision of the
world, ethics as an immanent discipline of life, thanks to which the good of
an unalterable and omnipresent happiness emerges from measure, from
autarchy, from tranquility of soul, almost as the anointment of a wholeness
which, according to a saying of Epicurus himself, “renders one similar to
the Olympians.”

The fact that these seeds in part bore fruit and redirected the ancient
Roman soul, in part degenerated on account of soil already adulterated—
this fact is secondary. Here we want only to bring to light, as the true cause
of the success of Epicureanism in Rome, a certain correspondence of
motifs, all related to something which was superior as much to every vulgar
hedonism or materialism, as to every formless, agitated, and meandering
mysticism.



22. Faces and Mush

One of the episodes which most characterize the spirit of Bolshevism?** was
the so-called Vavilov affair.?** Professor Vavilov is a Russian biologist who
wound up in Siberia, together with some colleagues—not for properly
political reasons, but for the simple fact that he is an exponent of “genetic”
theory. Geneticism is that current of biology which admits a preformation in
man—that is, dispositions and characteristics which are congenitally man’s
(based on so-called “genes”), and which do not derive from external things.

This theory has been declared “counter-revolutionary.” Marxism indeed
would like everything in man to be the result of his environment, and, in
particular, of economic-social forces and conditions. It is on the basis of
such a view that communism seriously believes itself capable of giving life
to a new human being, to collective proletarian man, who is freed “from the
individualistic accidents of the bourgeois era.” Such an assumption would
be frustrated however i1f one had to admit that man has an interior form, that
there exist persons®® with a nature proper to them, with their own quality
and, if you please, their own destiny, rather than being the atoms of a mass
ready to undergo an external mechanical action and to produce, in
consequence, any type of collective desired. A timely campaign, conducted
by a biologist of Marxist orientation, Lysenko, therefore brought to light the
dangerous germ of heresy which is contained in the theory of geneticism—
even if it be simply anthropological—and professor Vavilov was forced
down the road to Siberia, the place where one “reeducates” spirits in Russia
today.

“Behaviorism,” together with the views of Dewey, are among the
theories most expressive of the North-American mentality.?*¢ “Behaviorism”
has it that anyone may become whatever he wants, given only a congruous
pedagogical and technical process. If a given person is what he is, if he has
given gifts—if he is, let us say, a thinker, or an artist, or a statesman—this
does not depend on his particular nature, and does not speak to any real
difference. Anyone else can become as /e is, only if such a one wants it and
knows how to “train himself to it.” This is, evidently, the truth of the self-
made man,”*” who from the plane of practical success and of social
climbing, proceeds to extend himself into every domain, thereby



corroborating the egalitarian dogma of democracy. Indeed, if such a theory
is true, one can no longer speak of real differences between human beings,
of diversity of nature and of dignity. Anyone can presume to possess
virtually everything that another 1s; the terms superior and inferior lose their
significance; every sentiment of distance and of respect becomes
unjustified; all roads open to everyone, and we really are in the regime of
“liberty.”

Thus we find ourselves before a fundamental viewpoint in which
Bolshevism and Americanism meet in a significant way. Just as the
Bolshevik-Marxist theory, the American expresses intolerance toward
everything which has a character in man, an internal form, a quality which
is its own and inimitable. A mechanistic conception is likewise
counterposed to an organic conception: for whatever one can build up,
commencing almost from nothing, cannot ever have anything other than a
“constructed” character.

There is surely the appearance of activism and individualism in the
American viewpoint which might lead one astray here. But practically
speaking one sees the meaning of these things in the Americans themselves.
They are the living confutation of the Cartesian axiom, “I think, therefore I
am,” because “they do not think, and yet they are.”**® Infantile, “natural”
even as a vegetable is natural, the American psyche is perhaps yet more
formless than the Slavic; it is open to every form of standardization, from
that of the culture of Readers Digest*® to the varieties connected with
conformism, to manipulated public opinion, to advertising, to the idée fixe
of democratic progress. It is on the basis of this background that the theory
above mentioned must be understood. The counterpart of “I can be that
which anyone is” and of pedagogy in its egalitarian function, is a qualitative
regression: man becomes internally formless.

This formless man, however, is that which both communism and also
Americanism want—Ileaving aside the differences of these two, which do
not touch on the essential. The two views of which we have spoken have
both a symbolic value as well as an aggressive efficacy. They are the
trenchant contradiction of the traditional ideal of the personality, and they
strike at those foundations which the man of today could still use as defense
and reaction against the chaos of his civilization.



In fact, in an epoch wherein not only the idols have collapsed, but also
many ideas and many values have been prejudged by rhetoric and by an
internal insincerity, only a single way remains open: to seek within oneself
that order and that law, which outside oneself have been rendered
problematic. But this means also: to be able to rediscover in oneself a form
and a truth, and to impose it on oneself, to realize it. “Know oneself fo be
oneself”—this was already the watchword of classical civilization.?>* “That
our thoughts and our actions are our own, and that the actions of everyone
belong to him”—so wrote Plotinus, and from the Roman-Germanic world
up to Nietzsche the ideal of an internal form, of fidelity to that which one is,
was maintained, in opposition to every disorderly tendency.

Does all of this fall perhaps only within the domain of individual ethics?
We would not say so. If we search for the prime causes of the present
disorder, departing from those raging in the economic-social field so far as
to preclude almost any possibility of healthy equilibrium, we find these
causes in a mass betrayal of the traditional ideal. One does not know and
one does not want to know any longer what one is; therefore neither the
place which suits one in the whole, the fixed framework within which one
might, without letting oneself be distracted, develop one’s being and one’s
possibilities and realize one’s own perfection, such as to truly confer a sense
and an interiority to one’s own life and to actuate at the same time one’s
corresponding part in a hierarchically ordered world. Is it not perhaps even
along this road that the “economic era” has been determined on the one
hand by the paroxysm of the most unrestrained capitalism, and on the other
hand by a livid hatred for class? Is it not perhaps thus that we have arrived
at a world composed predominately of maniacs and sociopaths, where not
“being,” but arriving at this or that position, is important?

But if matters stand in this way today—and little though one might wish
to reflect on it, one cannot fail to recognize it—is it not then perhaps
deception and self-deception to place one’s hope in the power of some
system or other, before one initiates a detoxification and a rectification of
one’s own internal sphere of attitudes, of interests, and sense of life?

Certainly, this by now cannot be demanded from the many, nor all at
once. Orienting the best, however, is always possible. It is possible to
demonstrate that at that point wherein one no longer has a proper way,
wherein one cedes rather to the fascination of external forms of growth, of



affirmation and of production—at that point one opens oneself to the forces
which make the Marxist and democratic doctrines true, even on the
biological plane. One thus validates the Marxist work of atoms, of mass and
of mush rather than of men and of faces. Everyone must decide this on his
own: whether to arrest himself, to rediscover the basis for a right force in
his proper mode of being and in his proper equilibrium, or else—even
while believing he is doing quite the contrary—to give a new lure to a
collectivizing process which flares up nowadays every which place. But this
decision is also requisite, if one’s ideas and efforts in these political
struggles might acquire a real basis, a form and a prestige—so that the
structures might finally be determined which ought to exist between men
and masters of men.



23. Does the West Have its Own
Idea?

The problem connected with the question, “Does the West have its own
idea?” 1s verily fundamental for our entire civilization. It would be
presumptuous to seek to scrutinize it in depth in a brief essay. Here we will
fix only a number of essential points of reference, and we will do this
through the examination of a writing which bears precisely this title (Hat
der Westen eine Idee?), by the author Walter Heinrich.?!

Heinrich is one of the principle living traditionalist writers, to whom we
owe various works of sociology, history of religions and critique of the
times. His ideas draw on those of the school of the Austrian philosopher
Othmar Spann,?*? known advocate of an organic and anti-individualistic
conception, which he has formulated in myriad fields. What Heinrich says
in his brief but dense work touches the essence of the argument, and goes
beyond the commonplaces and the easy formulae of the better part of those
who write on it.

Heinrich frames the question in the following terms: that world, not yet
well united, which is counterposed to the “Orient” on the plane of political
forces, cannot hope for success if it does not know how to make itself in the
image of its own true and specific idea, if it does not know how to seriously
adopt that idea—and not merely discourse on it—and to follow it faithfully
in the effort of realizing it.

The Western world, whatever possible superiority it might secure,
especially in the technologico-industrial sphere, will not be able to hold its
ground in the face of the Orient without such an idea. To be sure, a principle
of defensive super-statist economico-military organization exists amongst
the Western nations, under the sign of Atlanticism.?* But this incipient
order has a merely exterior and formal character, it lacks the counterpart of
an idea. If one speaks here of order and of liberty, one does not say for what
this order and this liberty in the end ought to serve; and when one speaks of
the value of man, one does not indicate in what not merely material
framework this value should be defined.



Heinrich is associated with another writer, A. von Schelting,>* who,
following the same order of ideas, has concluded by saying that if the world
of the “West” does not know how to regain its historical idea, or what might
be called the eternal spiritual content of Europe—if in the nations of Europe
such an idea does not reawaken sufficiently to unite them under its sign,
without confounding them—then it will not long be able to maintain its due
place in history, or even to defend its own existence.

Another important point has been highlighted by H. Freyer,?>> who notes
that today Europe no longer has to protect itself from foreign invasions, as
it did in the time of the Persians, the Cathaginians, the Saracens and the
Tartars, but against degraded derivations of its own civilization, namely
Russia and America. We find ourselves surrounded by external enemies,
only because there exists a second internal enemy.

The same idea was expressed, already some time ago, by Franscesco
Coppola, on occasion of the Volta Conference,?° when he spoke of the “bad
conscience of Europe”: on the brink of betraying itself, Europe took
responsibility for the creation of those ideologies and those forms of life
which today constitute the gravest of its menaces, insofar as they are
absorbed and developed to the hilt by non-European powers. This menace
is all the greater precisely because Europe continues to import into itself the
germs of the same evil. Heinrich sees these matters no differently. He
observes, however, and rightly, that it is perhaps a good thing that the
internal enemy is, so to speak, objectivized and macroscopized into an
external enemy, because otherwise, there might have been the danger of not
recognizing it internally, of not being able therefore to take a stance in the
face of it.

Once all of this has been clarified, the problem that naturally presents
itself is to identify the point of the fracture—the point, that is, in which the
deviation commenced within Europe itself. This would require an ample
historical examination, of which Heinrich wished to indicate only the most
essential terms.

According to Heinrich, the European idea corresponded to an organic
order, that of a civilization and of a society articulated in particular bodies
or unities which were well differentiated and hierarchical, and to which the
single individual pertained in a living and direct way. The whole maintained
transcendental references, because there was a varied connection between



temporal reality and the spiritual, the sacred, the super-mundane, in the
positive forms of a grand tradition which was singular in essence, but rich
and multicolored in its diverse expressions.

Heinrich holds that the point of crisis of the European idea manifested
itself when this organic order entered into crisis, and the simple individual
was brought ever more to the foreground, divorced from his connections to
the particular and well-differentiated unities in which he carried out his life
and his activities. This is the dissolving principle of individualism in its
broadest sense: individualism which, in the end, would give birth, against
itself, to its opposite. As the regime of particular unities has ceased, a new
power had to take form, the so-called modern State, which knows only the
amorphous and more or less leveled mass of the citizens. It seeks to keep
these together and to control them with a centralized apparatus based on
public powers, on bureaucracy, on the regime of the police and so forth, up
to the ultimate rigid, soulless and hypertrophic forms of statolatry?” and
totalitarianism. The so-called national States—as Heinrich justly observes
—have precisely this historical origin, and arose in the course of the
dissolving process in the previous organic system. And the concept of
nationalistic sovereignty 1s the exact counterpart on the international plane
of the individualistic principle within a State: through it one negates every
higher idea which is apt to bring about a sensible order, an organic unity of
diverse peoples, in what might call itself a European ecumene.?*

Materialism runs parallel to this negation of everything which transcends
the particular—an anti-metaphysical vision of existence, negator of every
higher interest, every spiritual form of authority, every sensibility for what
transcends concrete reality and the reign of material realizations.

Along this road Europe has betrayed itself, and through a specific
dialectic its dismembering individualism has produced precisely those
currents—‘social” in their mitigated form, collectivist and communistic in
their radical forms—which, as we have noted, characterize the world
powers of today. And these are the same powers which on the international
plane most menace Europe and whatever remains in Europe of a healthy
and normal order.

It would be difficult to contest the justice of these ideas. We ourselves
have had many occasions to emphasize such things, observing how nothing
serious can be achieved if we stop ourselves halfway, taking up as remedy



principles and ideologies which present the same evil, only in a more
diluted and less visible form. This is also the illusion of those who let
themselves be seduced by certain feeble ideological appendices of
Atlanticism—that is of those democratic and liberal principles which,
genetically and historically, are derived precisely from individualism, and
which despite all their talk of values of personality and of “humanity” really
take as their unique background a materialistic, empirical and pragmatic
vision of existence.

On this plane, the “West” is effectively devoid of any idea whatsoever
worthy of the name—any idea capable of making appeal to something
super-individual, capable of truly animating and uniting its parts beyond
every petty interest and beyond the simple physical fear of worse things to
come. Heinrich is also right when he, citing Caneval, speaks of the
difference in collective climate between the “Orient” and the “Occident”:
the practical materialism of the “Occident” brings us, he says, to a condition
of inferiority, by way of its individualistic, hedonistic, and bourgeois
aspects. On the other hand, the ideological materialism proper to Marxism
and to communism has the character—even if it be distorted—of an idea or
a super-individual ideal; and Moscow has the sinister power of deploying
fanaticism and dedication for any aim whatever, to a degree which no
democracy of the Occidental, liberal or social type, is capable of attaining.

Having clarified all this, the way toward a theoretical European
reintegration would appear clear enough: in every sphere, including that of
the economy, one must carry oneself beyond the regime both of
individualism, as well as of the amorphous and collectivized mass. So far as
the ideas of Heinrich go, certain reservations should be expressed about one
point in particular: Heinrich, following Spann, proposes the principle that
man can be a person only in function of a given collective or community,
understood as a preexisting reality, anterior and superior to him. This is a
dangerous idea, which might lead the organic conception to end in
naturalism, thereby furnishing a justification for collectivizing forms. The
human persona should be considered as the primary element in being,
formed in itself. That which can carry it beyond itself into a vaster order
and into a unity of action can only be an idea freely chosen, not the binding
obligations of a given community. It is in these terms—that is in the terms
of an essential internal liberty—that we must understand the fundamental



exigencies formulated by Heinrich for a reaction against the current
practical materialism: namely, that the profession makes itself vocation,
economy becomes service, property has that conditioned functionality
which in other times was connected to the idea of the fief.

More, Heinrich proposes four principles as the basis for a “conservative
revolution” in the sign of the European idea. Above all, a non-
individualistic liberty, obedient to an internal law. In the second place, an
organic order with a large margin of decentralization and of partial
autonomy, so as to favor the formation of new intermediate unities capable
of rearticulating whatever has adopted atomistic, leveling and mechanical
characteristics in modern society. In the third place, full reestablishment of
the personality in all its directive functions, with a recovery of the principle
of true authority and of direct responsibility. Finally, and, indeed, as
background to all the rest, an interior steadfastness, an indestructibility, and
the elimination of every fear with regard to the world surrounding—
disposition which can be expected from a reconnection of the person with
the super-mundane reality, and with that which in the most severe, virile
and positive terms might be called spirituality.

It is on this basis that, according to Heinrich, one can speak of an idea of
the “West.” It will be the task of the living European forces to work in such
a direction. There is little to object to in all of this, and one can recognize
the opportunity which such ideas bring into relief. Heinrich has succeeded
in gathering about himself a group of wvalid individuals who keep
themselves to their posts by conducting what is in many respects an
interesting activity. However, so far as the present practical possibilities go,
one should not tarry in optimism.

Since the European collapse which concluded the Second World War, no
important foundation can be found upon which one can leverage any
important modifications of the general situation. Politically, the game of
garrulous democracy continues in Europe, and it is capable only of creating
the unstable forms of a badly organized disorder. And in Italy, this
democracy cedes ever more ground to the pressure of the left, due to the
pusillanimity, the irresponsibility, and the insipidity of the rulers.

What might come from the French experiment is not yet clear. Western
Germany, it is true, has been able to regain its feet economically and
materially, but its fall in tension and spiritual level, its intolerance for any



idea worthy of the name, its indiscriminate flinging of its entire most recent
past into the sea, are worrying symptoms.

From England it is difficult to expect a European conscience today, given
that in all its history it has acted in the opposite direction, in obedience to its
own merest profit. Spain’s sphere of influence is quite limited. In general,
practical Americanization is in full gallop in all the European West, with
deleterious and often irreversible effects, as the counterpart of its not
irrelevant financial and military gravitation around the United States.

In the end the monarchies have passed away, or have lost their prestige,
and even from the predominant religion in the West one can scarcely expect
a decided counter-current stance, as in other times it was able to offer valid
elements to the organic and hierarchical European idea.

Thus one must not fail to recognize the great distance standing between
the exigencies for which Heinrich has acted as spokesman (which it is
difficult not to perceive), and any practical possibility for an efficacious
action, beyond whatever might come from small groups. This is not to deny
that it is good that there exist today some who maintain a precise
consciousness of higher tasks, who do that which is given to them to do,
acting from freedom of spirit and impersonality, and who do not expect
immediate and tangible effects from everything they do.



24. At the “Wall of Time”

Ernst Jiinger’® is considered one of the greatest living German writers, and
in Italy several of his works have already been published by some of what
are considered our foremost editors (On the Marble Cliffs by Mondadori,
Gardens and Streets*' by Bombiani, Radiations*** by Longanesi). He has
elicited interest here, however, above all well-known cliques of literary
critics and dilettante intellectuals, who have in view those aspects of
Jiinger’s works which remain within their horizons and which accord with
their tastes—aspects which for us are rather less relevant.

For some time, it has not been the literary Jiinger to attract our attention
—the essayist, the writer of a refined and exceptionally personal style—but
rather the author of the early works, which reflect directly on the
experiences he lived at the front during the War. Jiinger had just finished
middle school when, for his intolerance of the bourgeois and stagnant
climate of the ambient in which he lived, he fled his paternal home to enter
the Foreign Legion.?®® When the First World War erupted, he voluntarily
enlisted; he was injured various times and earned the highest decorations of
valor. His books of this early period treat of the war. One might call Jiinger
the “anti-Remarque”:?** in contrast to the defeatist and pacifist literature of
the first post-war period, he emphasized the spiritual, nay, the
transcendental dimensions which the war might present to these
technologized modern forms most destructive for a determinate human
type.

After the books of war comes the work which for us remains this
author’s most important, The Worker—His Figure, his Sovereignty.”®> This
work produced a vast echo, and it is really fundamental for the problem of
the vision and the sense of life in the modern epoch. We will give an
overview of its content: only an overview, because we have published a
book on it, to which we will redirect the reader. That work of ours
substitutes a translation of the book (which was for various reasons found to
be impossible).

There is a continuity between Jiinger’s books of war and The Worker, in
the following way: in modern war man must challenge not so much other
men (the enemy) as the unleashing of technology (the “battles of materiel,”



the “mechanized death) and with it the destructive forces of a non-human,
“elemental” character (the “emergence of the elemental,” just as the forces
of nature are “elemental”). Whoever can keep his feet, whoever can survive
not only physically but above all spiritually in these events into which he
has been flung, will be a new human type, one which knows how to leave
behind himself everything tied to his particular person and his own
instincts, his way of thinking and of acting, his “idealisms” and the values
of bourgeois life. He will be a type capable of an absolute and impersonal
effort, of love of action for itself; a type lucid and cold and, at the same
time, ready for an elemental leap—such a one as knows in the end how to
foresee and seize a higher meaning in existence in the marriage between life
and danger, between life and destruction. Jiinger believed he had observed
the incipient appearance of a kind of new humanity, almost a new race,
recognizable even in its very physical traits, in those who were not broken
by the experience of modern war, who were, internally, its conquerors, quite
beyond the opposition of fronts and ideologies, quite beyond the outcome
of the war.

The Worker develops analogous motifs in relation to the general climate
of the latest civilization. The choice of the term “worker” is an unhappy
one. As Jiinger conceives him, the “Worker” does not correspond to a social
class. He is a new human type capable of actively adapting himself to
everything in the modern world which, from the point of view of the
previous civilization, has a destructive character. Not only in war but also in
peace the forces which man has set into motion through technology and
mechanization turn against him. They destroy the ancient orders and the
ancient values, and above all that which the bourgeois epoch had sought to
create through its conception of “society,” with the cult of the individual, of
reason, of “humanity.” All of this has entered into crisis due to the
appearance, here too, of “elemental” forces in mechanical forms, in general
objective processes, in a “total mobilization” of existence. Just as in war, it
is not given to modern man to withdraw from modernity. The same
alternative is posed to him: to be destroyed—not physically but internally
(modern nihilism, “the death of God,” materialization, leveling, regime of
the masses)—or else to