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“Evola is one of the most interesting minds of the [world]
war generation. He has a really astounding
knowledge at his disposal.”

Mircea Eliade,
author of The Sacred and the Profane

“A dazzling and interesting, but very dangerous author . . .”

Hermann Hesse,
author of Siddhartha

“It is one of Evola’s greatest merits that he combines a
prodigious wealth of erudite detail with the gift of isolating
from their local conditioning the ideas or
disciplines that are of value to us.”

Marguerite Yourcenar,
author of Memoirs of Hadrian

“Fire in ice and ice in fire . . . the eagle’s cry . . .
the demon of action.”

René Guénon,
author of The Crisis of the Modern World

“But this at least one cannot take away from [Evola]: his
consistency, a universal education, and the courage to
make a daring, sovereign formulation.”

Gerd-Klaus Kaltenbrunner,
in Die Welt

“One of the most difficult and ambiguous figures
in modern esotericism . . .”

Richard Smoley,
in Parabola

[image: image]



EDITOR’S NOTE
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For the present English edition, we have endeavored to convey precisely Evola’s own system of terminology. Thus the reader will note the capitalization of words like Tradition (when used by Evola to denote a transcendent spiritual tradition), Idea, Land, Leader, Mothers (Evola utilizes this term in a sense inspired by J. J. Bachofen), Orders (referring to Knightly Orders, Männerbünde, etc.), and the State. We have attempted to follow the precedent of the Italian edition (Rome: Volpe, 1972) as closely as possible in this respect. In addition, we have followed the now common scholarly practice of capitalizing the terms Fascism and Fascist only when they refer specifically to aspects of the historical Italian Fascism of the Mussolini regime. The terms are set in lower case when they refer to “generic” or less specific conceptions. The footnotes to the text are all from Evola, with the exception of occasional clarifications by the Editor, which are noted as such. We have also made a concerted effort to provide the bibliographical details of English translations (when these exist) for books cited by Evola.
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FOREWORD
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Joscelyn Godwin

Now that we have passed the end of Evola’s century, his voice is being heard more widely than it ever was in his lifetime. This is the ninth of his books to appear in English translation; many more have appeared in French and German, while in Italy even his innumerable journalistic writings are seeing the light again, and several periodicals are dedicated solely to his ideas.

This revival of an obscure Italian thinker is a remarkable phenomenon. At the present rate, it will not be long before Evola begins to receive the tribute of doctoral dissertations, scholarly articles, and academic conferences, prior to being established in whatever place is eventually accorded to him in the history of ideas. But two things will always act like gravel in the cogs of the academic machine, which is usually able to reduce any historical subject to a pure and emotionally anodyne state. The present publication is an attempt to deal with, though not to remove, one of these obstacles.

Evola is a rare example of universality in an age of specialization. He was universal not only in the horizontal domain, as philosopher, engineering student, artillery officer, Dadaist poet and painter, journalist, alpinist, scholar, linguist, Orientalist, and political commentator—not a bad record of achievement before his fiftieth year—but in the vertical dimension as well.

It is this vertical dimension that constitutes one of the obstacles to the 
modern, agnostic approach, but which from Evola’s own standpoint gave sense and 
value to what otherwise might appear as the thinly spread talents of a “renaissance man” or dilettante. One might call it a spiritual dimension, if that adjective were not so exhausted and if it did not carry connotations of a religiosity that Evola despised. His was not the spirituality of piety and mysticism, but the aspiration to what he understood to be the highest calling of man: the identity of Self and Absolute. His route to it led initially not through religion (he soon discarded his strict Catholic upbringing), but through philosophy, not just book-learned but also lived with a white-hot intensity comparable to that which left Nietzsche a burnt-out wreck. Soon after this, Evola plunged into a particularly esoteric form of occultism, again not of the literary or armchair type, but one that entailed trials, asceticisms, and a mastery of terrors that most of us can barely imagine. As a consequence, his character and ideals were fully formed before he was out of his twenties, and he remained true to them for the rest of his life. All that changed was a gradual refinement and a tireless filling-in of the steps on the ladder, from the heights of the Absolute (so beautifully expressed in The Doctrine of Awakening, Evola’s book on Buddhism) down through the mysterious intermediate realms treated in his essays “Magic as a Science of the Self,” to the dirty world of politics, where Evola the journalist, as a fearless critic of the Fascist regime, seemed to lead a charmed life.

This brings us to the second and far more serious obstacle to the appreciation of Evola’s 
thought in a social-democratic society: his extreme right-wing views. One might 
argue that his reputation would be best served by suppressing them, and especially by not publishing the present work in which they are given such blatant form. Men among the Ruins is, by any standard, far from being Evola’s best work, and it should never be the gateway to his thought: that function belongs to his masterwork, Revolt Against the Modern World. However, if Evola is to be studied and understood even by those—and this is increasingly the case in the United States—who cannot read him in the original language, it is academically dishonest to suppress anything.

The virtue of the academic approach resembles that of a bomb-disposal unit. That is to say, it can handle explosive materials at arm’s length, without harming either itself or others. It does this with the tools of rationality and scholarship, unsullied by emotionality or subjective references. At least, that is how it is supposed to work, and why there is such a concept as “academic freedom”—that is, the freedom to work on controversial topics and to come to one’s own conclusions without political interference.

The bomb-disposal unit in the present publication consists of the exhaustive introductory study of Evola’s politics by Dr. H. T. Hansen. This first appeared as a preface to the German language edition (Menschen inmitten von Ruinen, Tübingen, Zurich, Paris: Hohenrain-Verlag, 1991). It provides the factual and intellectual-historical basis that is essential for anyone who sets out in a serious spirit to criticize Evola’s political ideas, because it will disabuse them of hearsay and prejudgments, and allow for the informed and open debate that such matters deserve—one can scarcely call them controversial, since there is virtually no controversy to be had about them. Those who react to Evola’s text only on an emotional level are, unfortunately, beyond such assistance; it would be better for them to save their blood pressure by not reading him at all.

The value of such reading and debate lies, naturally, in their educative function, but also, in the present case, in the self-knowledge that one gains from the dispassionate handling of explosive material. Evola is a great teacher in this regard. If he were a mere right-wing fanatic, he would be as tiresome as any other person enslaved to an ideology. The difference between him and the fanatics, intelligence aside, is that he writes always with the vertical dimension in mind. Those who do not know his writings on esotericism must take this on trust until they have discovered them. They will then find in works such as The Hermetic Tradition and The Yoga of Power one of the keenest minds in the field, whose personal experience—and there is no other explanation for it—gave him the key to the mysteries of self-transformation and self-realization. The challenge to esotericists is that when Evola came down to earth, he was so “incorrect”—by the received standards of our society. He was no fool; and he cannot possibly have been right . . . so what is one to make of it? If one can cross the pons asinorum represented by these questions, then one has passed the first initiation, and can begin to learn the serious business that Evola has to teach.



PREFACE TO THE AMERICAN EDITION*1
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Dr. H. T. Hansen

More than ten years have passed since I wrote my introduction about Evola’s political endeavors for the German edition of Men among the Ruins. In the meantime numerous books on Evola have appeared, along with an even greater number of essays and specialized studies. In addition, several anthologies have been published that make his extremely extensive production of newspaper and journal articles more readily accessible.1 Probably because of the centenary of his birth in 1998, it became apparent that the public consideration of Evola is no longer taboo, especially in Italy. This is evident not only from the more or less objective reports in the popular print media, but also by the increasingly frequent scholarly writings on this Roman cultural philosopher, esotericist, and political thinker.

Nothing fundamentally new in regard to my overall assessment of Evola has ensued out of this, but particular aspects of his work can now be better explicated, and some things must also be revised in light of the documents that have surfaced in recent years. Above all, this concerns Evola’s presumed relationship to Mussolini, and by no means should it be kept from English-speaking readers.

However, the introduction of new material into an old text is always difficult, because changes made to one part more often than not necessitate changes to other parts in order to round out the overall picture—thus entailing a complete revision of the text. Neither the time nor the inclination for this is at my disposal. This is the reason for my provisional solution, which may not be entirely adequate, of pointing out the passages that require corrections and explaining the new facts, but leaving any conclusions to the reader.

Before I move on to concrete matters, I would like to draw attention to a book that takes a comprehensive look at the philosophical foundations of Evola’s political views. This was also the starting point of my original introduction. Piero di Vona, a philosophy professor from Naples, has dealt with the subject very knowledgeably in his recent volume Metafisica e politica in Julius Evola (Metaphysics and Politics in Julius Evola).2 Unlike the usual strictly political analyses, he does not treat the realms of metaphysics and politics as being separate, but instead views them in Evola’s case as inevitably linked.

What follows are some new assessments and concrete additions to my original introduction.

Page 50: Here I have addressed the question of the forged passport, which Evola supposedly made use of in the 1940s in Vienna. Through research in the Roman official archives, the American scholar Dana Lloyd Thomas has discovered that in 1942 Evola in fact had his passport withdrawn by the Italian foreign ministry.3 This was done to pressure Evola to return to Italy. The Department of Foreign Affairs was specifically alarmed over Evola’s lectures in Germany and Austria, in which he had declared the concept of “Latinity”—a term highly upheld by fascist officials—to be unsuitable for the Italian people as a whole. Evola differentiated instead between a “Nordic” component of the people, classified as a higher element, and the “Mediterranean” component, which was deemed as lower. The Department of Foreign Affairs feared that this would drive a wedge between ethnic groups, undermining the unity of the Italian nation in the middle of the war. At a lecture in Vienna in 1941, Evola had even gone so far as to deny the Italians the right to their own nation, as he argued for the merging of his country in a “Holy Roman Empire of the German Nation.” This led to an aggressive intervention on the part of the Italian general consul in Rome and, ultimately, to the withdrawal of Evola’s passport. Evola was incensed and protested vehemently. Mussolini had to personally intervene and countermand the measure, but due to resistance on the part of the Roman bureaucracy, this took a protracted time to take effect.

This episode also shows that, as has been mentioned, the relationship between Evola and Mussolini was indeed different from the one I outlined in 1991. Just as I completed my introduction in 1990, the book Taccuini Mussoliniani (Mussolinian Diaries)4 by Yvon de Begnac appeared, but I was no longer able to make use of it. This work comprises notes that Yvon de Begnac, who intended to write a comprehensive biography of Mussolini, took down between the years 1934 and 1943 during many long discussions with Il Duce. It was not until 1990 that the material was published, after having been edited by Francesco Perfetti and graced with a positive foreword by Renzo de Felice, the renowned scholar of Mussolini’s life. According to these notes, Evola must have already come into contact with Mussolini in 1922, through the Futurist Filippo Tommaso Marinetti. Incidentally, at that time Evola was apparently so enthused with Sigmund Freud that he said, “The world of Freud must become the true world of thought.” According to statements by Mussolini, this was even how he himself first became acquainted with Freud’s ideas.5 De Begnac also reports that a meeting took place between Spengler and Evola. Because there is no further corroborating evidence for all this, however, certain doubts persist concerning the notes of de Begnac.

The direct intervention of Mussolini in the passport affair nevertheless seems to indicate that Evola was not just an ordinary Italian traveling lecturer, but was instead probably engaged in a more or less delicate mission on behalf of Mussolini to build a bridge of understanding between Italy and Germany. But as Dana Lloyd Thomas has expressed, if Mussolini’s intentions were strategic, Evola’s were eschatological. It is therefore likely that from a certain point on, Evola was deemed “politically unsuited” for missions of this sort because of his metaphysical dogmatism. Evola himself, however, never commented on anything in regard to this sphere of questions.

Thomas’s research has also uncovered documents which show that in 1939 Evola submitted an application to become a member of the Partito Nazionale Fascista (the Italian Fascist Party).6 Apparently he did so in order to be able to enlist as a volunteer in the war that was then breaking out. Evola wanted to serve as an officer, as he had in World War I, and this was possible only if he became a party member. His application was denied, however, for two reasons: first, in light of his numerous journalistic attacks against Fascism it was not believed that Evola, now at forty-two years of age, really wished to follow the party line; and second, because he had received a military demotion in 1934. The grounds for this lay in Evola’s refusal to engage in a duel with a reporter whom he had sharply attacked in his journal La Torre. Apparently this did not have to do so much with an actual confrontation (which, incidentally, is forbidden by Italian law), but rather with the protocol over how two former officers should settle a conflict according to military rules of honor. But Evola appears to have been against the duel because he did not want to place himself at the same level with this man whom he later described, along with other journalists, as an “authentic gangster.” The proceedings over this were finally brought before a military court, which ruled against Evola and demoted him.

Page 57ff: “Evola and National Socialism.” Here, too, my fundamental assessment has not changed, although it appears now that Evola was more critical of National Socialism—above all in the character of its unofficial “ideologue” Alfred Rosenberg—than I had originally assumed. A book precisely on this theme has just appeared that analyzes the various essays from an antifascist position and on a broader textual basis.7 Recent research has also addressed the connections between Evola and Edgar Julius Jung, the private secretary and speechwriter of Franz von Papen, chancellor of the German Reich, and these reveal the closeness and friendship between Evola and Jung.8 Jung was an adherent of the concept of the Ordensstaat9 and apparently wanted to build, together with Evola, a “Ghibelline Front” against the excesses of National Socialism. We know from the traditional philosopher Leopold Ziegler, who was very closely allied with him, that Jung had even formulated a plan to shoot Hitler.10 By 1934, however, Jung had been murdered by the National Socialists.

The relationship between Evola and Raphael Spann, which is evident through correspondence, further indicates the existence of a loose, primarily Catholic, resistance movement against so-called “biological racism,” to which Evola also belonged.11 Thus, Evola’s efforts to arrive at a racial theory of his own can be seen in another light, as can the later plans for his Italian-German journal of racial studies, Sangue e Spirito–Blut und Geist (Blood and Spirit), which at a certain point—despite previous approval—were suspended for no apparent reason. It is possible that there was something of a revolutionary conservative front against the racist beliefs of National Socialism, which were then provoking worldwide protest, and against Alfred Rosenberg, who was regarded as the movement’s “spiritual representative.” Rosenberg’s book, Der Mythus des 20. Jahrhunderts (The Myth of the Twentieth Century), was referred to as “nonsense” in the intellectual circle around Spann.12

In regard to Evola’s close connection to Edgar Jung and to the Spann circle—all of whom were definitely prepared to take covert or overt action against the National Socialist system—it is conceivable that he had an infiltration strategy in mind, such as the brothers Raphael and Adalbert Spann also wanted to put into practice. This is all the more likely considering that Evola, as the citizen of a nation allied with Germany, was allowed a much greater degree of political freedom than was accessible to the Germans themselves.13

There is no convincing proof, however, for such a conjecture, nor did Evola himself ever explicitly assert anything in this regard, although we do find a sentence in his autobiography that can be interpreted along these lines: “A secret front of the Right intended increasingly to orientate itself back to the original idea [i.e., the ‘conservative revolution’ in the sense of Moeller van den Bruck], and my contribution could have been useful, in a doctrinal sense, toward this purpose.” 
14

In connection with this, the opinion of Christoph Boutin, who has written the most extensive work to date on Evola’s political conceptions, should not go unmentioned.15 Boutin thinks it can be discerned from the various remarks made by Evola that he was active as an agent for the German Sicherheitsdienst (Security Service, abbreviated SD) and procured political information.

Philippe Baillet, the great authority and outstanding French translator of Evola, disputes this, but due to the lack of available documents is also unable to clarify the situation.16 However, he does point out a few sentences in Evola’s later book on Fascism and National Socialism that offer one possible explanation.17 There it says that “the SS strove to be a ‘weltanschauliche StoÃŸtruppe’ (ideological storm troop).18 The SD, which had at that time already set itself up within the SS, originally also was to carry out cultural activities and cultural supervision (according to Himmler’s declaration of 1937). Even though the SD later developed in other directions—including counterespionage—its Office VII nevertheless did retain this former character, and serious researchers and professors were also members of the organization.” Evola writes there also of the “honor service” of the SS, to which culture-creating personalities who made relevant contributions were appointed, and as examples he mentions Professor Franz Altheim and Professor O. Menghin from the University of Vienna.

Philippe Baillet has also drawn attention to one point in particular that further explains the fascination which the Roman cultural philosopher had for National Socialism.19 Besides its voluntaristic aspect, Baillet points namely to the aesthetic components of National Socialism (the orchestrated and almost choreographed military deployments, Speer’s “Cathedral of Light” displays, and so on), which in the case of the SS—with their uniforms and long, black coats, as well as their death’s head insignia—were endowed with a character that was especially cold, impersonal, and reminiscent of glacial regions. The fact that Evola responded to aesthetic stimuli is evident in any case from his own personal style, with his monocle and impeccable suits. In Baillet’s view, this also allowed Evola to overlook the “mythological patchwork” of National Socialism, where a sparkling outer appearance covered up the inadequate contents.

As for the National Socialist–era documents that speak against Evola’s cooperation with the SD, I have already addressed these in my introduction.

Page 85, concerning Giovanni Preziosi: In my original introduction I portrayed this Catholic conspiracy theorist and friend of Evola’s in too positive a light. His anti-Semitism actually appears to have been pathological and he apparently suffered from paranoia. As a result, in the final phase of his life he denounced one and all, so to speak.20

Page 89: In the meantime it has become evident that Evola’s book Cavalcare la tigre (Riding the Tiger) had already been written before Men among the Ruins.21

There may certainly be other aspects to improve upon in my original introduction, but at the same time this new preface should not become overly long and detailed.



Introduction

JULIUS EVOLA’S POLITICAL ENDEAVORS*2
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Dr. H. T. Hansen

This essay can be traced back to the fact that as Julius Evola’s works have achieved wider recognition, his relations to Fascism and National Socialism have prompted many to dismiss his body of ideas as a whole and without further inquiry. This has also affected his purely esoteric writings, which have nothing to do with political questions. Nevertheless, a portrayal of Evola’s political activities unearths new, often unsuspected aspects that can contribute to a greater and better understanding of the complete oeuvre of this cultural philosopher.

In order to facilitate the reader’s independent judgment of Evola’s political work, it seems most fitting to let Evola speak for himself as much as possible and to be cautious with value judgments and interpretations. In doing this, we have placed special value on documents of the different epochs and the various creative phases. It was also our intention to include extensive quotations from the thinkers who most influenced Evola. However, this method unfortunately leads to a mounting number of references and bibliographical notes that can tire the reader. This road has already been traveled by Philippe Baillet on the occasion of the colloquium on René Guénon and Julius Evola at the Section of Religious Sciences at the Sorbonne in 1986 (see Actes du IIème colloque de Politica Hermetica: “Métaphysique et Politique: René Guénon – Julius Evola,” Paris, 1987).

Above all, the purpose of our study is to show how Evola arrived at his frequently “scandalous”-seeming statements; what part of them can be attributed to the prevalent Zeitgeist; where the parallels to other thinkers can be found; and what part can be traced back to his own “personal equation” (one of Evola’s favorite expressions for someone’s nature and personality). Therefore, this study aims to hand an additional interpretive tool to the reader of Evola’s writings to facilitate a clear judgment.

But from the beginning we want to emphasize a single point: to Evola, the center of all things is not man but rather the Transcendent. Regardless of the question that concerns him, he is always searching for the direct relationship to the Absolute—that is, that domain which lies beyond the merely human, because human affairs are one way today but tomorrow may be quite different. According to the view of Tradition, on the contrary, the principles that form the foundation of our world remain forever the same. He is not interested in what is bound to time, but instead in that which is above time, the “eternal.” Therefore, one cannot expect from Evola the now prevalent Western “humanist” values, but must reckon with a total inversion of the standpoints that one is used to. The question of whether such an altered viewpoint can serve to solve today’s countless problems cannot be debated in this context. We are exclusively concerned here with the examination of Evolian lines of thought. (This absolute stress on the spiritual realm can also be found in other intellectuals of this time—for example, in Martin Heidegger.)

We will show, in the process, that even Evola, although very seldom found in the “lowly regions” of everyday politics, was subject to a development of his political views that related to different stages of his life, even though his underlying principles always remained the same. The leap made from his 1928 book Imperialismo pagano (Pagan Imperialism; German edition: Heidnischer Imperialismus, Leipzig, 1933), written in youthful exuberance, to the “apoliteia,” an attitude totally removed from politics that he preached in his old age, is certainly immense.

The immediate occasion that inspired the present essay was the first German edition of Evola’s only manual of political doctrine, Men among the Ruins, as well as the new edition of Revolt Against the Modern World (English edition: Rochester, Vt., 1995), and the anticipated reactions to them. The German reader has already been introduced to Evola’s relationship to Fascism and National Socialism through various newspaper and magazine articles, by my earlier introduction to Revolt Against the Modern World, and by Eduard Gugenberger’s and Roman Schweidlenka’s book Mutter Erde, Magie und Politik (Vienna, 1987). The latter two authors devote an entire and generally fair chapter to Evola, although their many quotes from him could be misunderstood without their larger context. However, Umberto Eco has also taken aim at Evola several times, as he did at the Frankfurt Book Fair, and in a surprisingly spiteful manner that would not normally be expected of such an intelligent and humorous author. Does an author who feels the calling to “enlighten” have to resort to slander in order to elevate his own standpoint as the right one?

Every reader will have to judge for himself the amount of distance he wishes to keep from Evola after working through the materials offered here. We will add some comments on the structure of this study. A lot of space has been given to the influences of Evola’s youth, because the intellectual foundations of his later far-reaching teachings (twenty-five books, around three hundred long essays, and well over one thousand newspaper and magazine articles) were already in place by the time he was twenty-five. When selecting quotes from his “teachers,” we have consulted only those works of which we know, via his own statements, that he did indeed work through them in his youth. The identical tone of these quotes and Evola’s core statements (especially in Men among the Ruins) will then be obvious to all his readers. This should not cast any doubts regarding Evola’s uniqueness, but instead seeks to document a relatively recent intellectual climate that seems to belong to a whole other world in its incisive questioning of what we regard today see as self-evident “humanism”: a different world, whose utterances seem barely publishable today. The difficulties that apparently obstructed the uncensored edition of Nietzsche’s Collected Works by Colli and Montinari in recent years can be traced to exactly that. Next follows the treatment of the main theme: Evola and Fascism, as well as National Socialism, and then his views on racism and the Jews. Notes about Evola’s effect on Italian neofascism as well as a short treatment of the “moral” question will conclude this study.


Decisive Influences on Evola’s Thought

Although hesitant to repeat what we have already written in the introduction to the recent English edition of Revolt Against the Modern World, we will recapitulate briefly the most important dates of Evola’s life.

Giulio Cesare Evola was born into a family of the Sicilian landed gentry in Rome on 19 May 1898, and was raised strictly Catholic. Given his rebellious spirit, this had the effect that Evola soon encountered the then ultraprogressive circles of poets around Filippo Tommaso Marinetti and Giovanni Papini, who, as founders of Futurism, demanded a total break with conventional forms of thought and style. Instead, Futurism wanted modern life to be understood as movement, dynamism, and ever-present speed that supersedes the categories of space and time. Also, Marinetti’s famous exclamation of “war, the world’s only hygiene” had its effect on Evola, since it was the time of World War I and Evola had enlisted as an artillery officer.

Evola himself writes about Papini in his autobiography Il cammino del cinabro (The Path of Cinnabar, named after a symbol in Chinese alchemy; Milan, 1972, p. 15f.): “Of course, that nihilism which preserves only the naked individual, that individual who despises any support and takes a stand against any evasions and subterfuge, has to make an impression upon youth.” This passage already shows one of Evola’s most important character traits, one that continues through his whole work: his unconditional and militant antipathy toward everything bourgeois. The fact that Evola never married, never wanted children, never had a middle-class job, and broke off his engineering studies before the last exam, in spite of his excellent record (so that he wouldn’t be, as he writes, a “Doctor” or a “Professor” like the others) can be traced back to this sentiment. Thus, Evola is not even a “dropout,” since he never dropped in to begin with. This is perhaps a symptom of his upbringing, about which next to nothing is known, as Evola himself hardly ever mentioned his personal life—not even in his autobiography, which is solely concerned with the development of his ideas. Only the “inner” life counts for him.

Futurism’s lack of a truly inward-looking nature and its “loud, ostentatious” side were also the reasons that Evola turned away from the movement. But Papini had left a lasting impression, not only because of his fight against intellectual groveling, so ardently shared by Evola, but especially because he introduced him to many non-Italian streams of thought. Two of these must be emphasized: first Eastern religions, then Western mysticism, specifically Meister Eckhart and Jan van Ruysbroeck. These discoveries laid the groundwork for Evola’s lifelong demand for crystalline clarity in all religious and esoteric questions, and for his simultaneous aversion to all sentimentalism and ecstatic fanaticism in this area.

However, before we treat esoteric influences, we should describe Evola’s worldly philosophical foundation. Three thinkers exercised a special fascination on him in his youthful years, because he could also totally identify with them, being in the same age group. In addition, all three died at a very young age—two by suicide and one (Otto Braun) perished in World War I. Evola’s own inclination toward suicide and toward death in general, which he called cupio dissolvi—the desire for self-disintegration—was mirrored in them. He himself evaded suicide only by reading a section from the Buddhist Pali Canon (see the introduction to Revolt Against the Modern World, p. xv).

First we look at Carlo Michelstaedter (1887–1910), whose influence Evola denoted as more positive and more important than Nietzsche’s, that transvaluator of all values whose sharp polemics added so much to Evola’s style. Michelstaedter came from a Jewish family in Görz, a town on the Isonzo in northern Italy. Initially he had studied mathematics in Vienna (see below as to the significance of Vienna in this context), but later delved into painting and Greek philosophy. After he had finished writing his work La persuasione e la rettorica (Conviction and Rhetoric; the edition used here: Milan, 1982) one evening, he shot himself the next day. His opinion that he had nothing of value to add to this work surely influenced his decision. Evola was an intimate friend of one of Michelstaedter’s cousins and thus lived through these events at close range. Soon after, this cousin likewise ended his young life by committing suicide.

The fundamental point of Michelstaedter’s book is the demand for persuasione—that is, conviction. By conviction, Michelstaedter means much more; he sees it as an absolute sufficiency of the Self, which he holds to be the only real principle in the individual. As long as the Self does not exist in itself, but only in the “other” that conditions its life through things and relationships, and thus retains elements of dependence and need, there is no conviction but rather a lack, which is the true death of value. “Value is found only in that which exists for itself, which demands the principle of inner life from nothing and nobody—autarchy.” Thus Evola describes the essence of Michelstaedter’s philosophy (in Saggi sull’Idealismo Magico [Essays on Magical Idealism], Todi, Rome, 1925, p. 136 ff.).

Let us hear Michelstaedter himself in Persuasione e rettorica: “Fear, which most people believe to be restricted to a certain danger, is in truth the terrible horror in the face of the infinite darkness of him who feels unconscious and powerless in a specific case because he has been carried beyond the realm of his power” (p. 60). “He who fears death is already dead. He who wants for a moment that his life should be his alone, who wants for a moment to be convinced of what he does, must seize the present; he must see everything in the present as final, as if death is certain to follow: and he must create life out of himself in the darkness. Death can’t take anything from him who has his life in the present; because nothing in this man demands continued existence, nothing in him comes from the fear of death. . . . And death only takes away that which is born. It only takes away that which it already seized on the day one was born, which lives from fear of death for the very fact that it was born” (p. 69). “Because in this final present he must possess everything and give up everything, be convinced and convince, possess himself by possessing the world—and be one, he and the world” (p. 82; emphasis original).

“The path of conviction is not taken by ‘omnibus’ (all). This path has no road-signs or directions that one can share, study, or repeat. But everyone senses the need to find this path, and the measure of this need is one’s own pain; everyone must open this path anew for themselves, because everyone is alone and can expect support only from oneself. There is only one suggestion for this Path of Conviction: do not surrender to contentment with what has been given to you (by others)” (p. 104).

The principle of autarchy, which Evola already knew from mystical and esoteric sources, found its philosophical justification here, and led to the authoritative self of his philosophical period.

As the second thinker should be mentioned Otto Braun, who had already tried to analyze Nietzsche’s Zarathustra at the age of thirteen, and who said something that Evola himself could have uttered: “It is very curious that Nietzsche never conveyed to me the principle of enjoying life to the full, but only that of the greatest fulfillment of duty, however, not in the bourgeois sense of the phrase.” (Otto Braun, Aus den Nachgelassenen Schriften eines Frühvollendeten, Berlin, 1921, p. 21, from his diary entry of September 14, 1910; English edition: The Diary of Otto Braun, with Selections from His Letters and Poems, London, 1924.)

Evola himself quotes the following verbatim in his Saggi (p. 144): “But I will endeavor to recreate everything that comes my way to suit my goal; for me, that is free will” (Otto Braun, p. 148).

Further passages likewise reveal the resonance between Evola’s and Braun’s thought. From a letter to his parents in October 1915 (Braun, p. 150): “Composure, here characterized as well-formed spiritual attitude, glowing inwardly with passion, but outwardly hard as hammered steel, gloriously concealing the measureless, seems necessary to me. When I look at my state, that symbol of infinity and all that is finite, but to me an especially visible symbol for others, which I always carry in my heart, as the saints carry the name of Christ, then it appears completely strong and great and perfectly formed, yet teeming within with a multitude of movements and the colorful play of forces.”

One should keep these words in mind when we deal later with Evola’s views of the State. This passage likewise is quoted in Saggi (p. 143ff.).

Evola’s abhorrence of Bolshevism and Americanism was influenced by his reading of Count Hermann von Keyserling, as well as the following passage from Braun (p. 151): “Should Germany perish, and the world be divided between America and Russia (which would mean the death of everything that we called our Gods), I believe that . . . all of us . . . who still love the Gods would do better to leave a world that would be so unsuited to us, as Cato did. This time and its events are so terrible in their scope and power that all thought must indeed despair, and only a deed of salvation can rescue us. I still believe that the ocean is again pregnant, as when they cut off Uranus’s member with a scythe and threw it into Poseidon’s lap, wherefrom sprang Zeus [sic] in waves and foam. Perhaps today, we should again wait for a God to arise in this way.”

The following passage is a very clear expression of Evola’s yearning and striving, and certainly an essential emotional key toward the understanding of what it was that Evola, in spite of his reservations, wanted to see in rising Fascism (Braun, p. 156): “The coming age must be one of unconditional synthesis, positive and constructive in its whole character, creating new forms and continuing to mold old forms in an organic manner. In this nothing is a greater danger and should be avoided more than the comfortable retreat into old existent patterns. The incredible will, the grand impetuosity of this rich, dynamic, urgent age . . . would be annihilated. I am deeply convinced that the womb of the coming years will give birth to fabulous things; it would be highly ruinous if we were to be robbed of receptiveness to these newly gestating forces through insipid talk, like that of reawakening religiosity. I hold the assumption to be sacrilegious, even devilish, that a time . . . of these immense economic, political, and cultural upheavals . . . could ever return to the placid waters of a Christianity consolidated by the state. I am as decidedly non-Christian as ever.”

Now to the third of these thinkers who, together with Nietzsche, Evola calls the “holy damned ones,” because none of them was equal to the strength of his thoughts. The spiritual current they bore within annihilated them, because they lacked a supra-normal self-realization centered on transcendence, at least in Evola’s opinion. The third was Otto Weininger (1880–1903), who lived in Vienna, was of Jewish ancestry, and influenced Evola the most out of those we have spoken of so far. The culture of the fin-de-siècle—and not just in the German-speaking realm—bore the imprint of his influence. As early as 1912, the first Italian translation of his main work, Sex and Character, appeared and caused a furor, especially in Papini’s circles. Papini himself had issued excerpts of the book, and spoke out vehemently against Jewry in his own work Gog, following Weininger’s line of thought, which could not have failed to have had an effect on Evola. In 1956 Evola was commissioned by a major Italian publisher to make a new translation of Sex and Character, in order to correct the mistakes of the old edition and to add to Weininger’s critical and bibliographical material. Detailed notes on this can be found in Alberto Cavaglion’s interesting book Otto Weininger in Italia (Rome, 1982).

Weininger’s influence on Evola ranges from ethics to the attitude toward women, and from his thoughts on statehood to the attitude toward Judaism and racial questions. Evola’s late work The Metaphysics of Sex (first Italian edition published 1958; later released in the United States as Eros and the Mysteries of Love, Rochester, Vt., 1983) was originally planned as an introduction to, and correction of, Sex and Character, but subsequently grew to such a length that it became a book in its own right.

Here are some passages from Weininger’s main work; we quote from the Viennese edition of 1904.

Truth, purity, loyalty, uprightness toward oneself: these are the only imaginable Ethics. (p. 206)

This could be a quote from Evola himself. Add Hebbel’s epigram that Weininger quotes (Otto Braun also studied Hebbel intensively):

Which do you pay for more dearly, the lie or the truth?

The first you pay with your Self, the second, at worst, with your happiness.

Further:

Man is alone in the cosmos, in eternal, immense loneliness. He has no purpose except himself, nothing else he lives for—he is far beyond wanting-to-be-slave, ability-to-be-slave, having-to-be-slave: far below him human society has disappeared, social ethics have fallen away; he is alone, ALONE.

But only now is he one and all; and that is why he has a law within himself, that is why he is all law, and not arbitrary desire. And he demands from himself that he follow this law within himself. . . . Nothing stands above him, the alone, the all-one. But he must comply with the pitiless categorical imperative within, which tolerates no negotiations with itself. He calls for Salvation . . . (p. 210)

We also present a paragraph from the chapter entitled “The Problem of Self and Genius.” It deals with a passage from Schelling, which Weininger quotes verbatim. Evola studied German Romanticism especially thoroughly, and Schelling in particular. His definition of Tradition also shows the influence of Schelling, in addition to Guénon (see my introduction to The Hermetic Tradition, Rochester, Vt., 1995, p. xii).

We all possess a secret, wonderful ability to retreat from the vicissitudes of time into our innermost self, stripped of all outside influences, and there, in the shape of immutability, to contemplate the eternal in ourselves. This contemplation is the innermost and most unique experience, on which all and everything that we know and believe about a supernatural world depends. Only this contemplation persuades us that something IS, while everything else to which we apply that term only APPEARS to be. It is different from all other sensual contemplation in that it can only be produced by freedom and is alien and foreign to all those whose freedom, overwhelmed by the thronging power of objects, barely suffices to bring forth consciousness. . . . In this moment of contemplation, time and duration melts away for us: WE are not in time, but rather time, or better yet, pure absolute eternity, is WITHIN US.

Another passage in the same chapter is as follows: “However, the Self-event is the root of all worldviews” (p. 217).

Or: “Moral action can therefore only consist in acting according to an idea” (p. 228, Weininger’s emphasis). “The idea is our fatherland,” says Evola, to the chagrin of many nationalist circles, as we will see below. Another quote from this chapter: “A man becomes a genius through a supreme act of will, after affirming the whole universe within himself” (p. 236).

The constant recurrence of manliness, as opposed to mere masculinity, as a category in Evola’s thought can certainly also be attributed to Weininger. Adriano Romualdi, in his Julius Evola: L’uomo e l’opera ( Julius Evola: The Man and His Work, Rome, 1979), even called Weininger the “originator of the idea of manliness as a metaphysical essence” (p. 17). It is almost superfluous in this context to mention how closely Evola’s attitude toward woman—as a metaphysical opposite of man and in the political sense—is based on Weininger, because this is more than obvious. But Evola was not the only one who thought of Sex and Character as an epochal work. For example, August Strindberg wrote the following words to Weininger on July 1, 1903: “To finally see the problem of woman solved (!) is a relief for me. . . . ” In another letter, to Arthur Gerber, he says: “What Weininger has written are not opinions, they are discoveries! Weininger was a discoverer!” (quoted in the preface to the second edition of Sex and Character, p. vi).

Among the other personalities influenced by Weininger are Alfred Kubin, Ludwig Wittgenstein, Franz Kafka, Robert Musil, Georg Trakl, Arnold Schönberg, and Thomas Bernhard.

It would be just as hard to understand Evola’s attitudes toward Jews (to be treated in detail later) without Weininger. Two definitive passages from Sex and Character, whose essence time and again forms the foundation for Evola’s own pronouncements, will illustrate this. However, these do not concern themselves with the centuries-old prejudices, which both Weininger—despite his ancestry—and Evola fall prey to, but instead deal with “metaphysical categories.”

But first I want to define exactly what I mean by Jewishness. One is not dealing with a race or a people, and even less with a legally acknowledged profession. One can only define it as a spiritual attitude, a psychic constitution, which offers an OPPORTUNITY for ALL men and which merely found its most grandiose REALIZATION in historical Jewry. Nothing proves the veracity of this statement more than anti-Semitism. The truest, most Aryan of Aryans, certain of their Aryanness, are no anti-Semites; they cannot even fathom hostile anti-Semitism; . . . on the other hand, one can always detect certain Jewish traits in the aggressive anti-Semites . . .

It would be impossible for this to be any other way. As one LOVES only those traits in the other which one would wholeheartedly embrace oneself, yet can never fully attain, so one HATES in the other only that which one never wants to be, yet which one partially retains. One does not hate something with which one has nothing in common . . . (p. 413f.) And then: 
Indeed, when I speak of a Jew, I never mean the individual or the whole group, but man in general, as far as he shares the PLATONIC idea of Jewishness. It is my sole intention to define the meaning of this 
idea. (p. 415; emphasis by Weininger himself)

Evola’s racial thought is decisively marked by these views; hence his disapproving attitude toward Vacher de Lapouge, Gobineau, and Chamberlain, the men who are otherwise known as the fathers of modern racism.

The apparently negative characterization in Evola’s Men among the Ruins of the leader who identifies with his people and who, spurred on by them, strides toward “great” deeds (like Napoleon, but of course also Mussolini and Hitler) must also be traced back to Weininger. Weininger compares these popular leaders and popular tribunes with his classification of the prostitute. A quote from Sex and Character will illustrate this:

For the great politician is not only a speculator and millionaire, but also a pop singer; he is not only a great chess player, but also a great actor; he is not only a despot, but also a toady; he not only prostitutes others, but is himself a great prostitute. The politician, the warleader who never “lowered himself ” does not exist. After all, his descents are famous; they are his sexual acts. The proper tribune also belongs in the gutter. The complementary relationship with the mob is a downright part of a politician’s constitution. In fact, he can only use the rabble; with the others, the individuals, he makes a quick end, if he is unwise; or, if he is as smart as Napoleon, he pretends to value them, so as to render them harmless.

One feels these sentences slamming down like hammer blows, in a dogmatic manner of which virtually only youth is capable (Weininger wrote this when he was barely twenty years old), and they must have fascinated Evola in his quest for the Absolute.

One element that is finally decisive for Evola’s hostile attitude toward Jews (in the ideal sense mentioned above) is the identification of modernity with the Jewish spirit by Weininger and himself (and certainly also by his followers). Weininger writes (p. 451f.): “The spirit of the modern age is Jewish wherever it is found” (emphasis by Weininger). Then he adds:

Our age, which is not only the most Jewish, but also the most effeminate of all ages; the age in which the arts are only a rag for wiping its moods, and which attributes the artistic urge to animal games [Weininger is a opponent of Darwin’s theory of evolution, like Evola and Spengler]; the age of the most gullible anarchism; the age without a sense for the state and justice; the age of sexual ethics; the age of the most shallow of all historical methods (historical materialism); the age of capitalism and Marxism; the age in which history, life, and science are reduced to economics and technology.

It is this modernity that Evola assaulted from his youth onward, and which he even metaphorically equated with metaphysical “evil.” Himself influenced by the incisive critical method of modernity, he nevertheless fought against it (and the corresponding trait of his own character), and saw in this the justification for his anti-Jewish attitude.

We conclude this section on Weininger with a remark by the great sexologist Wilhelm Stekel. In the magazine Waage (1904, 44–45), he writes about Weininger: “Thus one should not pass judgment on genius, even when it shows pathological traits, because we have to prefer morbid genius to healthy inactivity” (quoted in Emil Lucka, Otto Weininger: Sein Werk und seine Persönlichkeit, Vienna, 1905).

The influences that originated from Fichte (Evola repeatedly quotes his Sittenlehre), Oscar Wilde, and Gabriele d’Annunzio can be mentioned only in passing. Those of Plato, Nietzsche, Spengler, and Gustave Le Bon must be looked at more closely.

First let us turn to Plato, whom Evola mentions in his philosophical works as well as in his “Self-Defense.” Plato’s dialogue The Republic must be counted among the politically most important books of the West. One should note what Plato says there about freedom, education, equality (VIII, 557–565) or about those (IX, 586) who “look down always with their heads bent to the ground like cattle; at the banquet tables they feed, fatten, and fornicate. To get their fill of such things they kick and butt each other with iron horns and hoofs and kill each other. They are insatiable as they do not fill the real and continent part of themselves with true realities” (trans. Grube). The antidemocratic tradition, to which Evola professes to belong, would be unthinkable without Plato (see Karl R. Popper, The Open Society and Its Enemies, London, 1957).

Next we turn to Nietzsche, that “earthquake of an era,” as Gottfried Benn calls him. Evola’s affinity to this thinker cannot be overlooked even in a cursory examination. The fight against Christianity, the bourgeoisie, and the prevalent moral prejudices on the one hand, and on the other the predilection for the grandiose, for that which exceeds man, the pitilessness, without caring about himself, and the caustic language without any concessions are clear signs of this. Again we provide some excerpts to illustrate this, the first being from Beyond Good and Evil (part 9: “What Is Noble?” aphorism 257, trans. R. J. Hollingdale, London, 1990):

Every elevation of the type “man” has hitherto been the work of an aristocratic society—and so it will always be: a society which believes in a long scale of orders of rank and differences of worth between man and man. . . . Without the pathos of distance such as develops from the incarnate differences of classes, from the ruling caste’s constant looking out and looking down on subjects and instruments . . . that other, more mysterious pathos could not have developed either, that longing for an ever-increasing widening of distance within the soul itself, the formation of ever higher, rarer, more remote, tenser, more comprehensive states; in short precisely the elevation of the type “man,” the continual “self-overcoming of man,” to use a moral formula in a supra-moral sense . . .

The essential thing in a good and healthy aristocracy is, however, that it does not feel itself to be a function (of the monarchy or of the commonwealth), but as their meaning and supreme justification—that it therefore accepts with a good conscience the sacrifice of innumerable men who for its sake have to be suppressed and reduced to imperfect men, to slaves and instruments. Its fundamental faith must be that society should not exist for the sake of society but only as foundation and scaffolding upon which a select species of being is able to raise itself to its higher task and in general to a higher existence. (aphorism 258)

“In a tour of the many finer and coarser moralities which have ruled or still rule on earth I found certain traits regularly recurring together and bound up with one another: until at length two basic types were revealed and a basic distinction emerged. There is master morality and slave morality—I add at once that in all higher and mixed cultures attempts at mediation between the two are apparent and more frequently confusion and mutual misunderstanding between them, indeed sometimes their harsh juxtaposition—even within the same man, within one soul . . . [W]hen it is the rulers who determine the concept “good,” it is the exalted, calm states of soul which are considered distinguishing and determine the order of rank. The noble human being separates from himself those natures in which the opposite of such exalted proud states find expression: he despises them. It should be noted at once that in this first type of morality the antithesis “good” and “bad” means the same thing as “noble” and “despicable”—the antithesis “good” and “evil” originates elsewhere. The cowardly, the timid, the petty, and those who think only of narrow utility are despised; as are the mistrustful with their constricted glance, those who abase themselves, the dog-like man who lets himself be mistreated, the fawning flatterer, above all the liar—it is a fundamental belief of all aristocrats that the common people are liars. “We who are truthful”—thus did the nobility of ancient Greece designate themselves. . . . The noble type of man feels himself to be the determiner of values, he does not need to be approved of . . . such a morality is self-glorification. In the foreground stands the feeling of plenitude, of power which seeks to overflow, the happiness of high tension, the consciousness of a wealth which would like to give away and bestow—the noble human being also aids the unfortunate but not, or almost not, from pity, but more from an urge begotten by the superfluity of power. The noble human being honors in himself the man of power, also the man who has power over himself, who understands how to speak and how to keep silent, who enjoys practicing severity and harshness upon himself and feels reverence for all that is severe and harsh . . . belief in oneself, pride in oneself, a fundamental hostility and irony toward “selflessness” belong just as definitely to noble morality as does a mild contempt for and caution against sympathy and the “warm heart.”—It is the powerful who understand how to honor, that is their art, their realm of invention. Deep reverence for age and the traditional . . . belief and prejudice in favor of ancestors and against descendants, is typical of the morality of the powerful; and when, conversely, men of “modern ideas” believe almost instinctively in “progress” and “the future” and show an increasing lack of respect for age, this reveals clearly enough the ignoble origin of these “ideas.” (aphorism 260)

We, who have a different faith—we, to whom the democratic movement is not merely a form assumed by political organization in decay but also a form assumed by man in decay, that is to say in diminishment, in process of becoming mediocre and losing his value: whither must we direct our hopes?—Toward new philosophers, we have no other choice; toward spirits strong and original enough to make a start on antithetical evaluations and to revalue and reverse “eternal values” . . . so as to make an end to that gruesome dominion of chance and nonsense that has hitherto been called “history”—the nonsense of the “greatest number” is only its latest form—: for that a new kind of philosopher and commander will some time be needed, in the face of whom whatever has existed on earth of hidden, dreadful, and benevolent spirits may well look pale and dwarfed. It is the image of such leaders which hovers before our eyes. (Part 5: “On the Natural History of Morals,” aphorism 203)

From Human, All Too Human (book I, aphorism 451, “Justice as a Party Lure,” trans. Gary Handwerk, Stanford, 1995):

The demand for equality of rights made by socialists of the subjected caste never flows from a sense of justice, but instead from greed.—If someone holds bloody chunks of meat near an animal and then yanks them away until finally it roars: do you think that this roaring signifies justice?

Concerning Evola’s disdain of “equal rights for all”:

The inequality of rights is the precondition for the existence of any rights at all. . . . There is nothing wrong with unequal rights; only in the claim to equal rights . . .What is evil? . . . Everything arising in weakness, envy, and revenge. (The Antichrist, aphorism 57, trans. P. R. Stephensen, London, 1929)

Concerning his passionate arguments against Christianity:

There is every reason for comparing the Christian and the anarchist because the impulse of both is toward destruction. . . . The Christian and anarchist are both decadents, both are only able to act for the purpose of disintegrating, poisoning, degrading, and blood-sucking. They both have the impulse of mortal hatred toward anything that stands up, and is great, and is lasting and shows promise for the future . . . Christianity was the vampire of the Imperium Romanum . . . (aphorism 58)

These few passages should give us enough insight. Of course, it must be emphasized that Evola, as much as he valued Nietzsche, always cautioned against his hubris of the “worldview” in the purely natural sense (see the introduction to Revolt, pp. 14–17). Nietzsche’s influence was strong but should not be overrated, because he never even mentions the “transcendence” that was so important for Evola.

With that we turn to Oswald Spengler and his work that was so important for cultural history, The Decline of the West, which Evola later translated into Italian and for which he wrote a critical introduction. Concerning Evola’s criticism of Spengler, especially his bondage to the natural and his lack of transcendent principles, see Evola’s essay “Spengler e il Tramonto dell’Occidente” (Spengler and the Decline of the West, Fondazione Julius Evola, Rome, 1981, Quaderni di Testi Evoliani, no. 14). The fundamentally pessimistic outlook, which we have already encountered in Nietzsche and which figures in most of the “philosophers of crisis” up to Ortega y Gasset, found its most eloquent and pronounced expression in Spengler. After reading him, if not before, Evola was finally convinced that Western civilization was doomed to failure. Very important in this is Spengler’s view that it is a sure sign of decadence when the economy wins the upper hand in a culture.

Evola’s conviction that a new start was necessary—hence his conditional support of Fascism and, later, the transcendence of this world through “Tradition”—was indebted to this philosophy of decline.

But Nietzsche’s ideas also appear in Spengler’s work, as in the following passage, which defines the difference between the “deed” and “work,” which is also decisive for Evola:

And there is the same relation between the ethical passion of the great Baroque masters—Shakespeare, Bach, Kant, Goethe—the manly will to inward mastery of natural things that are felt to be far below oneself, and modern Europe’s will to outwardly clear them out of the way (in the form of state-provisions, humanitarian ideals, world peace, happiness of the majority) because one perceives oneself to be on the same level as they. This also is a manifestation of the will-to-power as opposed to the Classical endurance of the inevitable; it also shows passion and a longing for eternity, but there remains a fundamental difference between the material and metaphysical scale of the achievements. The latter lacks depth, it lacks what men formerly called God. The Faustian universal feeling of the deed, which . . . had been active in every great man, was reduced to a philosophy of work. Whether such a philosophy attacks or defends work does not affect its inward value. The cultural concept of the deed and the civilized concept of work stand in similar relation as Aeschylus’s Prometheus to Diogenes. The one suffers and endures, the other is lazy. Galileo, Kepler, and Newton performed deeds of science; the modern physicist carries out scientific work. And in spite of all the great words from Schopenhauer to Shaw, it is the plebeian morals of everyday life and “sound human reason” that are the basis for all perceptions and discussions of life. (The Decline of the West, New York, 1934, p. 355, translation adapted)

Similarly, concerning the same theme: “What has occurred on the way from Newton to Faraday—or from Berkeley to Mill—is the supplanting of the religious concept of the deed by the irreligious concept of work. In Bruno’s, Newton’s, and Goethe’s view of nature, something divine was active in deeds; in the worldview of modern physics, nature carries out work” (German ed., p. 537).

A few words by Spengler that could also come verbatim from Men among the Ruins: “ The state is the inner form, the shape of a nation” (p. 179). “But that is exactly what turned Faustian man into the slave of his creation. His number and the layout of his standard of living are forced by the machine onto a course of no rest and no return” (vol. II, p. 631).

“But the onslaught of money against this spiritual power has taken the same titanic proportions. Even industry is bound to its place and to its sources of elements, bound to the soil like the peasantry. Only high finance is completely free, completely unsusceptible to attack. Since 1789, the banks and thus the stock exchanges have come into their own as a power, feeding off the credit needs of an industry growing into monstrous proportions. Now they, and money, want to be the sole power in all civilizations” (p. 633). Like Evola, Spengler considers that “Caesarism arises out of democracy” (p. 583). In his other work, The Hour of Decision (original title Jahre der Entscheidung, Munich, 1933; English edition: New York, 1934), for which Evola again authored an introduction to its Italian edition, Spengler speaks of the “utilitarian morality of slave-souls” (p. 95), and further of a “Prussian style” to which Evola gives high marks in Men among the Ruins and which consists of an “aristocratic ordering of life according to the rank of achievement” and of the “preeminence of high politics over the economy and the latter’s disciplining by a strong state” (p. 138).

This brings us to Gustave Le Bon (1841–1931) and his work The Crowd (London, 1896, seventh ed., 1910), which was valued not only by Pareto, Freud, Mussolini, and de Gaulle, but even by Horkheimer and Adorno. Evola’s mistrust of democracy looked for and surely found its final confirmation in Le Bon’s work. Properly, a faith in democracy has to be matched by a radical optimism, a belief in the good in man. Politically, Evola was a pessimist—and not just since reading Spengler—and thus was hard to win over to democratic ideas. He is convinced that the masses are incapable of following higher ideals, because they always follow the leader who is temporarily the strongest, no matter what ideas he preaches. He merely has to be able to fascinate. Evola fears what Le Bon likewise called the “feminine character” of the masses. The rejection of Christianity also shows itself in Le Bon, because at least at the time of its inception it was identifiable with the spirit of the masses.

Once again, some quotes to clarify Le Bon’s influence:

Crowds exhibit a docile respect for force, and are but slightly impressed by kindness, which for them is scarcely more than a form of weakness. Their sympathies have never been bestowed on easy-going masters, but on tyrants who vigorously oppress them. It is to these latter that they always erect the greatest statues. It is true that they willingly trample on the despot whom they have stripped of his power, but this is because, having lost his strength, he has resumed his place among the weak, who are to be despised and not feared. The type of hero dear to crowds will always have the semblance of a Caesar. His insignia attracts them, his authority overawes them, and his sword instills them with fear. . . . Should the strength of an authority be intermittent, the crowd, always obedient to its extreme sentiments, passes alternately from anarchy to servitude, and from servitude to anarchy. (The Crowd, book I, ch. 2, section 4)

Ideas being only accessible to crowds after having assumed a very simple shape must often undergo the most thoroughgoing transformations to become popular. It is especially when we are dealing with somewhat lofty philosophic or scientific ideas that we see how far-reaching are the modifications they require in order to lower them to the level of the intelligence of crowds. (book I, ch. 3, section 1) Still, though the wishes of crowds are frenzied they are not durable. Crowds are as incapable of willing as of thinking for any length of time. . . . Crowds are everywhere distinguished by feminine characteristics, but Latin crowds are the most feminine of all. (book I, ch. 2, section 1)

Le Bon states “On this point, however, as on many others, democratic ideas are in profound disagreement with the results of psychology and experience.” Le Bon then goes on to explain that man cannot be taught by education (book II, ch. 1, section 5). And as a final quote: “In the case of human crowds, the chief . . . plays a considerable part. His will is the nucleus around which the opinions of the crowd are grouped and attain to identity. . . . A crowd is a servile flock that is incapable of ever doing without a master” (book II, ch. 3, section 1).

Another name should be mentioned briefly, even though his influence probably took effect later: that of Johann Jakob Bachofen, who has recently gained renewed respect. He certainly counts as the one who popularized in the scientific world the concept of “gynecocracy,” the rule of women. Precisely through Bachofen’s identification of the age of female rule with the age of earthbound, “chthonic” deities, a model was created that must imply as its opposite pole the solar, the Olympian, and the manly, with which Evola naturally identified. Thus Bachofen can be credited with the creation of that idea of “Olympian manliness” which is one of the foundations of Revolt Against the Modern World. Evola later translated a selection of Bachofen’s work into Italian, adding an introduction and notes. ( Julius Evola, Le Madri e la virilita olimpica [The Mothers and Olympian Manliness], Milan, 1949. Apparently, this translation did not have the same precision as Evola’s translations of Spengler and Weininger.)

With that we have dealt with the most important “profane” philosophers to whom Evola is unmistakably indebted. But there is an essential element that is lacking in all these authors: the Transcendent. Everything that these people said might be apposite, but it amounts to nothing in an Evolian and traditionalist worldview if it is not elevated by and grounded in transcendence. These opinions become valid only when they are seen against the backdrop of a higher, timeless realm.

Papini had already introduced Evola to Meister Eckhart, who was probably the first to reveal this deeper knowledge to Evola. Meister Eckhart and Jan van Ruysbroeck are mentioned as early as Evola’s Arte astratta (Abstract Art, Rome, 1920, p. 14). Concurrently, he was most likely starting to study Buddhism, Taoism, and Hinduism. As already mentioned, it was a passage from the Buddhist Pali Canon that stopped Evola from committing suicide.

We should therefore investigate the extent to which religious and mystical writings complement the thinkers mentioned thus far, or better, place them in a timeless framework so that many passages that smack of the “worldview” will be spiritualized and given a different background as to their meaning.

First, let us deal with Meister Eckhart. Early on, Evola had mastered several foreign languages: Latin, ancient Greek, and above all French (his poetry, which will be mentioned later, was written in this language) and German. Thus he read Meister Eckhart in German. From his notes we even know that he first used the edition by E. Büttner, Schriften und Predigten (Works and Sermons). The important influence of this work cannot be underestimated: he quoted Eckhart with the greatest respect all his life, which is unusual given Evola’s critical mind. Evola’s concept of freedom, his “act, without looking toward success or failure” and his aforementioned aversion to sentimentality can be largely traced to this theologian and mystic. For example, Evola quotes Meister Eckhart in German in his early work Saggi sull’Idealismo Magico (1925, p. 48) as follows: “From this deepest foundation of being [where life exists for its own sake (Evola’s note)], you should do all your works, without asking why. I decisively assert: as long as you do your works for the sake of heaven, God, or your salvation, and hence from the outside, you are really not in the right. If one asks a truthful man, one who acts from his own being: ‘Why do you do your works?’ and he answers honestly, he would also say: ‘I do for the sake of doing!’ ”

The closeness of this thought to Taoism and Zen is self-evident. But more about this later.

Meister Eckhart’s thought also already shows the traits that Evola’s critics, in their thorough misunderstanding, have seen as selfish excess, total overestimation and obsession with the Übermensch: the fact that Evola holds the Self (of course, not the everyday self or “worldly self ” in Graf Dürckheim’s expression) to be absolute. Let us quote Eckhart: “Being is God . . . God and existence are identical. Should I be able to recognize God in an immediate way, then I must become he and he must become I, pure and simple . . . so completely at one, that this he and this I are one and will become and be one, and exist and act eternally in this way and form of being” (Meister Eckhart, Deutsche Predigten und Traktate [German Sermons and Treatises], ed. Josef Quint, Munich, 1978, p. 354). With this and his maxim of “action without questioning why” Eckhart also anticipates Evola’s boundless conception of freedom. For as long as one is acting out of an inner urge, as a reaction to a shortcoming, or because an idea seems attractive, whether it is “material” or “spiritual,” one continues to be bound in “slavery.” The concept of “power” that is so important to Evola also derives from this precept. An absolute Self wields absolute power, even when it does not utilize it. Naturally, the concept of power leads through cross-references to Tantra, which Evola had already encountered very early on (see below as well as his work L’uomo come potenza [Man as Power], Rome, 1926). His main sources for this were the translations by Sir John Woodroffe (Arthur Avalon). Evola also knew Woodroffe personally, and thus certain translations of the latter’s work first appeared in Italian before they were even published in English (one such example is contained in Julius Evola and the UR Group, Introduction to Magic, Rochester, Vt., 2001, p. 64 ff.).

The “arrogance” in spiritual matters that Evola has been accused of again and again also applies to Meister Eckhart—for example, when he writes: “Coarse-natured people must simply believe this, but the enlightened must know it” (Eckhart, p. 267).

Still another quote concerning action without looking for success, approval, or rejection by others: “He is just, who gives everybody what is due to him” (p. 182). And then: “. . . but in a different sense, those are just who take all things from God to be equal, whatever it may be, great or small, dear or not, completely the same, without less or more, the one like the other” (ibid.). Such an outlook presumes a separation from the world and especially from oneself (“All love in this world is built on self-love. If you would only leave that, you would have the whole world left”; p. 185) and must necessarily bring with it a separation from the concept of time and a turning toward the supra-temporal or, in other words, the “eternal.” Eternity in this sense is not limitless time, but instead the atemporal, the realm beyond time, where before and after fuse into an absolute present. This timelessness is also the realm in which Tradition, in the Evolian sense, operates. It is the “most intrinsic of all being, the most real of all reality, the most certain of all certainty,” which even though we cannot understand it intellectually is an area we can be open to.

A poem by Henry Vaughan (quoted by D. T. Suzuki in Mysticism: Christian and Buddhist, New York, 1957, p. 93f.) may open the way on an emotional level:

I saw Eternity the other night,

Like a great ring of pure and endless light,

All calm, as it was bright,

And round beneath it, Time, in hours, days, years

Driven by the spheres,

Like a vast shadow moved, in which the world

And all her train were hurled.

Meister Eckhart writes the following concerning this concept: “For the Now in which God created the first human being, and the Now in which the last human being will perish, and the Now in which I speak, are all identical in God and are nothing but a Now” (Eckhart, p. 162).

Evola’s urge toward transcendence and the higher reaches, which was certainly already preconditioned (see the introduction to Revolt Against the Modern World, which deals with this quest in more detail), found its deeplyfelt confirmation in Meister Eckhart. Other sources, especially Taoism, whose main work (Lao Tse, Tao te Ching) he translated into Italian in two different versions in 1923 and 1959, also strengthened and confirmed his notions. A few excerpts from this work will testify to the extent these esoteric truths additionally influenced and strengthened Evola’s thought, including his political ideas. (All translations based on Lao Tse, Tao Teh King, ed. by K. O. Schmidt, Pfullingen, 1961.)

Tao te Ching (I, ch. 7; Evola mentions this explicitly in Saggi sull’Idealismo Magico, p. 100, as a maxim for right action):

Thus the awakened one,

Because he puts himself behind, he steps in front,

Because he gives away, he gains,

Because he cares not for himself, he is maintained.

That is it:

Because he is selfless,

He achieves self-fullfillment.

Here we have the famous wei wu wei, (subtle) action without acting in the normal sense, which is so prevalent in Taoism. Another quote from I, ch. 10:

To  feed and to preserve, yet not to cling,

To act, yet not to hold back and not to hold forever,

To lead, yet not to lord over,

This is the virtue of a calm spirit.

From I, ch. 13:

Honors and disgraces are equally full of suffering

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Attain glory, and you will fear losing it.

Lose glory, and the shame will terrify you.

Both are accompanied by fear,

Both are sources of suffering.

From I, ch. 26:

Thus the sage is anchored in inner security and safeguards his weight.

He remains calm, also when glory and riches tempt.

For the one who gives up inner security and who sticks to something,

Becomes weightless and insecure.

Weightless he becomes thoughtless and restless,

Insecure he remains defeated and powerless.

From I, ch. 29 (this passage is especially important politically, in order to understand the attitude of the traditional monarch. Evola has admonished Fascism and National Socialism repeatedly for not comprehending this attitude):

To  win the empire through action and to master it,

That is the way that leads to failure.

For the empire is a divine vessel,

Which cannot be seized and acted upon.

One who desires to grasp it, does not understand it.

One who desires to take it, loses it.

He believes he is getting ahead, but falls behind.

He believes he is increasing, but he dwindles away.

He thinks himself strong, and reveals his weakness.

He thinks himself superior, and is defeated.

From I, ch. 33 (central to his concept of power):

One who knows others is clever;

One who knows himself is enlightened.

One who conquers others is strong;

One who conquers himself is power.

From II, ch. 56, about the nobility of the wise:

Since he is all-one, he is touched by neither life nor hate, gain nor loss, exaltation nor humiliation. That is his nobility.

This inner attitude of the enlightened one as goal is found in all of Evola’s creative periods, from the philosophical to the magical, from the political to the cultural-historical. It must be emphasized again and again that Evola’s political writings cannot be understood at all without this reference point and that anybody who reads them with the usual values in mind is doomed to misinterpret them.

Finally, we arrive at Hinduism and one of its main writings, namely the Bhagavad Gita, whose pronouncements strengthened Evola’s existing warrior (Sanskrit: kshatriya) tendencies and provided them with the necessary metaphysical background. Again, we provide selected quotes (the edition we have utilized is The Bhagavad Gita, trans. Winthrop Sargeant, Albany, 1984):

He whose delight is only in the self,

And whose satisfaction is in the self,

And who is content only in the self;

For him the need to act does not exist.

He has no purpose at all in action,

Nor any whatever in non-action,

And he has no need of any purpose whatever

in regard to any being.

(III, 17–18)

In a sense in relation to an object of that sense,

Passion and hatred are seated.

One should not come under the power of these two;

They are indeed one’s two antagonists.

(III, 34)

To  whom honor and dishonor are equal;

Dispassionate toward the side of friend or foe,

Renouncing all undertakings,

He is said to transcend the gunas [attributes].

(XIV, 25)

That action which is controlled and

free from attachment,

Performed without desire or hate,

With no wish to obtain fruit,

Is said to be sattvic [filled with being].

But that action which is performed

with a wish to obtain desires,

With selfishness, or, again,

With much effort,

Is declared to be rajasic [filled with passion].

(XVIII, 23–24)

Fixed in Yoga, perform actions,
Having abandoned attachment, Conqueror of Wealth [Arjuna].
Having become indifferent to success or failure.

It is said that indifference is Yoga [realization].
Action is inferior by far

To  the Yoga of intuition, Conqueror of Wealth.
Seek refuge in intuitive determination!

Despicable are those whose motives

are based on the fruit of action.

He whose intuitive determination is disciplined

Casts off, here in the world, both good and evil actions . . .

(II, 48–50)

By relinquishing egotism, force, arrogance,

Desire, anger and possession of property;

Unselfish, tranquil,

One is fit for oneness with Brahman [the divine].

(XVIII, 53)

And it is hard to escape the greatness and tragedy of the Bhagavad Gita while reading about the warrior Arjuna’s horror, when he stands on the battlefield and realizes that the opposing ranks include friends and relatives whom he has to kill.

My limbs sink down

And my mouth dries up

And my body trembles

And my hair stands on end.

Gandiva (Arjuna’s bow) falls from (my) hand,

And my skin burns,

And I am unable to remain as I am,

And my mind seems to ramble . . .

(I, 29–30)

And he begs Lord Krishna to absolve him from his warrior duties, because he does not want to fight this battle. But what does Krishna answer him?

Thou hast mourned the not-to-be-mourned

And yet thou speakest as if with wisdom;

For the dead and for the not dead

The pandits [wise ones] do not mourn.

(II, 11)

These bodies inhabited by the eternal,

The indestructible, the immeasurable embodied one [i.e., the Brahman],
Are said to come to an end.

Therefore fight heroically, Descendant of Bharata [Arjuna]!

(II, 18)

He whose state of mind is not egoistic,

Whose intelligence is not befouled,

Even though he slays these people,

Does not slay, and is not bound [by his actions].

(XVIII, 17)

And, perceiving just thine own caste duty,

Thou shouldst not tremble.

Indeed, anything superior to righteous battle,

For the kshatriya [man of the warrior caste], does not exist.
And if by good fortune they gain

The open gate of heaven

Happy are the kshatriyas, Sons of Pritha,

When they encounter such a fight.

(II, 31–32)

Given Evola’s predisposition, these words fell on fertile ground—even more so when he realized that the outward battle on the field is used by all wisdom teachings as a symbol for the inner struggle against one’s own negative attributes, and can only be justifiably fought in this way; and that such a struggle through self-mastery can even lead to “liberation.” Corresponding passages in the Koran and even the Bible must have strengthened his notion (see Revolt Against the Modern World, “The Greater and the Lesser Holy War,” p. 116).

Of course, such excerpts raise the question of which code of ethics and morals one should follow. That the thoughts quoted above can be incorporated only with much difficulty into today’s prevalent worldview is self-evident. It is even harder to see them as “religious” commandments. Only a vision directed exclusively at the eternal, to which our human world is irrelevant, makes their affirmation even possible. The unshakable conviction that this world is in reality Maya, a mere illusion, is the prerequisite. In reference to morals and ethics, we include another Taoist saying that Evola often quoted and which we will deal with in more detail further on: “When the Way [the immediate connection to the spiritual] has been lost, virtue [in the sense of manliness and honor] remains. When virtue is lost, ethics remain; when ethics are lost, moralism remains. Moralism is the exteriorization of ethics and defines the principle of decline.”

When speaking of Evola’s spiritual foundation, the drug experiences of his youth (circa 1917–18) cannot be left unmentioned, because to them he owes his practical approach to esotericism, his first personal experience of transcendence. They surely also contributed to the absolute and uncompromising nature of his idea of freedom. Evola never repeated his drug experiences because he had already taken from them all that he could. In describing them, he speaks of a “peremptory, absolute, resounding certainty” (see Iagla, “Experiences: The Law of Beings” in Introduction to Magic, p. 167ff .). Evola defines the expansion of consciousness caused by drugs as follows: “When I compare it to my previous and habitual consciousness, only one image comes to my mind: the most lucid, conscious state of wakefulness in comparison to the deepest, most hypnotic and torpid state of sleep.”

Extensive experiences with mountain climbing also have their place in the formation of Evola’s distinct spiritual worldview, because he preferred to visit the high alpine mountains, the glaciers and impassable regions, where he sensed the force of creation in their solitude and could measure his spirit against this force. It was neither sport nor romanticism for him; he saw mountaineering as a path to his Self. Following ancient traditions, Evola speaks of the mountain as the holy mountain, the seat of the gods, the mediator between heaven and earth (Olympus, Meru, Kailash, etc.). Mountain climbing for him is the symbol for the spiritual ascent toward the divine, the ever purer, clearer, and more crystalline realm. Evola speaks of the “transformation of the experience of the mountain into a way of being.” And further: “This then is the strength of those who may be said to never return from the peaks to the plains. This is the strength of those for whom there is no longer going out or coming back because the mountain is in their spirit, because the symbol has become reality . . . ” And: “The mountain is connected to something that has no beginning and no end and that, having become an inalienable spiritual conquest, has become part of one’s nature, something one carries everywhere that bestows a new meaning to every action, every experience, and every struggle in everyday life” (Meditations on the Peaks, Rochester, Vt., 1998, p. 22). Or: “The mountain teaches silence. . . . It promotes simplification and the turning of one’s attention inward” (p. 33).

Evola completed some difficult climbs—for example, the north wall of the Eastern Lyskam in 1927. He also requested in his will that after his death the urn containing his ashes be deposited in a glacial crevasse on Monte Rosa (see Renato del Ponte’s report in Michel Angebert et al., Julius Evola: le visionnaire foudroyé [Julius Evola: The Devastating Visionary], Paris, 1977, p. 211f.). In Domenico Rudatis—who ranks among the best mountain climbers of this century and who, among other achievements, edited a book (with Reinhold Messner and V. Varale) about the sixth degree of difficulty in mountain climbing—Evola found a fellow traveler to write about the mountains for his later magazines.




The Artistic Experiences

Alongside the philosophical influences (of which the essential ones, such as Seneca, Spinoza, Vico, and the French Personalists, especially Hamelin and Lagneau, cannot be treated here), the artistic influences must be briefly mentioned: briefly, because their influence on Evola’s political views—on which we concentrate here—was only a secondary one, noticeable only through their radical nature. On the other hand, their influence is of particular importance because it took effect in his early youth.

Besides Novalis, from whom he borrowed the name for his philosophical orientation, “Magical Idealism,” Mereschkowski, Mallarmé, and Rimbaud must be mentioned: Rimbaud especially, because he fought against all convention and advocated an uncompromising brand of freedom. We have already discussed Futurism and the reasons for Evola’s departure from its circles. Even more radical, and for Evola more consequential, was Dadaism (“True Dadaism is against Dadaism . . . ”), whose cofounder Tristan Tzara he knew personally. Dadaism embodied a worldview in which the desire for total freedom tore down all logical, ethical, and aesthetic categories. The Dadaists spoke of a “strict necessity, without discipline or morals” and of the “identity of order and disorder, of Self and non-Self, of affirmation and negation.” They said that the pure individuality could be revealed only after a condition of insanity, and that they looked for the “focused energy; pure, naked, single force; and the void.” But on the other hand Tzara said himself: “Dada is not serious. . . .” Everywhere, he strove to introduce “idiocy.” Evola was one of the first in Italy to try to write down these theories in his Arte astratta (Abstract Art, Rome, 1920). “Art is egoism and freedom,” he asserts (p. 8, quoted from the new edition published by the Fondazione Julius Evola) and adds: “I view art as a disinterested creation that originates in the higher consciousness of the individual, and is therefore able to transcend and be independent of the passions and the crystallizations based on common experience.”

We can already discern here Evola’s quest for transcendence, for an inner “superiority,” a breakthrough of levels, and release from the world. Because Dadaism ultimately could not provide him these things, Evola terminated this phase abruptly and radically, despite his recognition by others. He was able to exhibit his paintings, which were perceived as having strong parallels to Giorgio de Chirico’s respected “metaphysical painting,” and his poems were published by the leading modern art magazines such as Dada and Bleu, alongside the writings of André Breton, Aragon, and Cocteau. After 1922, his twenty-fourth year, Evola never again wrote a poem, and painted no more pictures for more than forty years. In this, he wanted to follow Rimbaud’s example (Cammino, p. 23).

At this point we conclude our discussion of the artists and thinkers important to Evola. It becomes immediately apparent that Evola’s spiritual and philosophical line of inheritance takes a very different course from that of most intellectuals today, whose path leads from Descartes to Hegel, Marx, Sartre, and the Frankfurt School. Evola’s course, on the other hand, would be: Plato, Seneca, Spinoza, Vico, German Idealism, de Bonald, de Maistre (who, like Montesquieu, believed that the feudal regime was the most perfect system of rule that had ever existed on earth, and who through his writings convinced not only Evola of this, but Guénon as well), Donoso Cortès, Nietzsche, Weininger, Spengler, and Michelstaedter.

Naturally we are focusing here only on the development of Evola’s political thought; as a result such important thinkers (if not the most important of all in Evola’s life) as Arturo Reghini and René Guénon have hardly been mentioned. The nucleus of Evola’s political views has now been established: the basic attitude toward the leader and the led, toward aristocracy and democracy, toward a spiritually based rule on the one hand and a government geared to general well-being on the other. Out of this, Evola wanted to construct a unified, interrelated, and therefore rigorous worldview that would incorporate all these elements and lead to wholeness. On the grounds of this inner coherence it is hardly possible to remove one element and replace it with a more “agreeable” one. One thing leads logically to the next, forcing one either to accept or to reject this worldview as a whole. It is indivisible.




The Philosophical Period

Evola’s “academic” philosophy traces back in general to German Idealism, and thus further back to Plato. Even if originating from the same root, it goes against the Italian court philosophers of the time, Giovanni Gentile and Benedetto Croce. Despite this, the latter valued Evola’s thought and even published him through his main imprint, Laterza. The strong voluntaristic streak in Evola, which decisively differentiates him from Croce and Gentile, can be traced back on the one hand to Nietzsche and on the other to French Personalism, whose main proponents Secrétan, Lachelier, Hamelin, and Lagneau he studied closely. Also originating from Lagneau is Evola’s motto for his Saggi sull’Idealismo Magico, a work that gives a very good overview of Evola’s thought development around 1923–1925, and already contains a nucleus of all his later views. The motto already indicates that purely academic philosophy would not suffice for him. What concerns him in this, as in his earlier artistic and his later political activity, is the “breakthrough of levels” to a “totally different” plane. The motto is as follows: “Philosophy is the train of thought that finally sees into its own inadequacy and realizes the need for an absolute action that originates from within.”
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