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A Short Introduction to Julius Evola

H. T. Hansen1

Julius Evola (1898–1974) is 
still relatively unknown to the English-speaking world, even in the traditional 
circles surrounding René Guénon, of whom he was his leading Italian 
representative. The major reason for this is that until recently little of 
Evola's work had been translated into English. This situation is being remedied 
by Ehud Sperling, president of Inner Traditions International. In addition to
Eros and the Mysteries of Love: The Metaphysics of Sex published in 1983, 
Inner Traditions has also brought out two of Evola's most important books, 
The Yoga of Power, on Tantrism, and The Hermetic Tradition, 
on alchemy. Following Revolt Against the Modern World, Inner 
Traditions will also republish Evola's masterful work on Buddhist asceticism, 
The Doctrine of Awakening.2

Evola received some recent attention in
Gnosis magazine, where Robin Waterfield attempted to present a 
well-balanced view of him, which drew immediate protest.3 
Evola's known sympathies for Italian Fascism and National Socialism, to which we 
will return in this article, were recalled. There is also Richard H. Drake's 
essay "Julius Evola and the Ideological Origins of the Radical Right in 
Contemporary Italy," which contributed a great deal to Evola's negative image in 
the English-speaking world, and Thomas Sheehan's "Myth and Violence: The Fascism 
of Julius Evola and Alain de Benoist."4 
That Evola, on the other hand, had been from his youth in constant personal 
contact and correspondence with Mircea Eliade and the famous Tibetologist 
Giuseppe Tucci, is less well known.

But who actually was Julius Evola? His career was many-sided: As a 
philosopher he belongs among the leading representatives of Italian Idealism; as 
a painter and poet he is counted as one of the founders of Italian Dadaism; as a 
cultural historian and critic of our times, in addition to his 
Revolt Against the Modern World, he also translated Oswald Spengler's
Decline of the West, as well as Bachofen, Weininger, and Gabriel Marcel; 
as a patron of literature he was the publisher and translator of Ernst Jünger 
and Gustav Meyrink, whom he introduced into Italy; to some he might appear as an 
éminence grise in politics, for Mussolini apparently wanted to implement 
some of Evola's ideas to create more freedom from the restrictions of National 
Socialism, and today, as then, right- and even some left-wing groups adopt him 
against his intentions; his important activities in the UR Group and many of his 
books testify to his understanding of alchemy and magic, and it is reported that 
Mussolini stood in considerable awe of Evola's "magical powers."

Ultimately, no definite answer to the question of who he was can readily be 
given, for Evola was apparently (to others) all of these things and yet (to 
himself) none of them. He saw himself as a member of the 
kṣatriya or "warrior" class, who goes his way heedless of the praise or 
blame of others while simply wanting to do "what must be done, without thinking 
of success or failure." Only one thing was of primary importance: the "Above." 
For him transcendence was the be-all and end-all. From above derived all reasons 
for what happens below, and everything below must in turn be aligned to the 
above. Every thought and thing had to be judged as to whether it led upward. 
Only this resolute striving for the true foundation of all things can explain 
Evola's many nearly incomprehensible judgments and outlooks. His first aim was 
to turn toward transcendence and be liberated from Earth. Hence his constant 
attacks on "chthonic" religions, because they are terrestrial cults and not 
celestial religions. In these terrestrial cults, the Earth is the 
"Great Mother" and she alone has priority since she gives protection and help. 
Heaven, which in practically all cultures is regarded as male because it makes 
the womb of the earth fertile through the sun and rain, is therefore in those 
cults nearly insignificant beside her. And if one worships the earth, striving 
upward for heavenly transcendence is of no avail. Evola's path, however, is 
neither a search for consolation nor an abandonment of the self to the mother 
goddess with its consequent loss of the self. For Evola the earthly is not the 
path that leads to active liberation, to "awakening." On the contrary, it 
strengthens the "sleep" in which one gropes to return to the mother's womb. 
Evola values only the continuum of consciousness, the enduring presence, and the 
awakening of the thousand eyes as the essentials for achieving liberation.

What Joscelyn Godwin wrote about René Guénon is also true of Evola's esoteric 
work:

Mystical experience and religious devotion are certainly 
intrinsic elements of the spiritual path, but as Guénon never tired of 
emphasizing, the ultimate realization of a human being is through knowledge.

Some may find this whole approach too intellectual, but 
they cannot deny that the Traditionalist's discipline of metaphysics cuts like a 
razor through the sloppy thinking and sentimentality prevalent among "New Age" 
types. It sets standards of integrity against which other spiritual teachings 
either stand or fall. It assumes from the outset that the absolute truth has 
always been there for the finding, so it has no time for the fumblings of 
Western philosophy, so-called, nor for a science whose basic dogma is that man 
is still searching for the truth. And it incidentally forces a revaluation of 
all the modern ideals that most North Americans take for granted, such as 
individualism, equality, evolution and progress. One looks at the world with new 
eyes once one has passed through a Traditionalist re-education.5

Since the chthonic or "Earth" religions go hand in hand with 
mother cults and their feminine leadership, Evola saw every matriarchal culture 
as further evidence of "deterioration." It was neither misogyny nor 
"patriarchism" that led him to this, but simply an intense striving for 
liberation from earthly bondage. In his eyes this liberation is all that 
matters; everything else is meaningless alongside it. To achieve this goal, no 
sacrifice is too great for him. Even one's own death becomes a "triumphal 
death," insofar as one is aware of it as a sacrifice undergone for this 
liberation. Who perishes in battle in this spirit is "godly," because for him 
the outer struggle is merely a symbol for the inner struggle against enslavement 
to earth. It is only from such a viewpoint that today we can grasp Evola's 
acceptance of the Hindu practice of 
satī. He sees it as the highest of devotions, precisely because it places 
perfect purity of purpose ahead of mere greed for life.

So asceticism is for Evola not a woeful and painful stifling of unlived 
passion, but simply a "technique" for setting the self free, a conscious step 
undertaken because one is aware of the Higher. He does not trust in grace and 
waiting, but wants to liberate himself through his own power. Consciousness 
therefore precedes unconsciousness, and to avoid any misunderstanding, Evola 
sharply differentiates the idea of higher consciousness from lower 
consciousness. A crystal-clear wakefulness characterizes the first, and 
surrender and self-sacrifice the latter. This is why Evola so often warns us 
about spiritualism and the usual "occult streams." These, he maintains, quoting 
Guénon, are even more dangerous than materialism. "Because of its primitivity 
and intellectual short-sightedness," materialism protected men from their own 
unconsciousness. In this regard, Guénon pointed out that rationalism, 
materialism, and positivism at first blocked the way for men to what lay 
above them, whereupon the occult streams now open them to what lies 
below them. And of course, this is why Evola also fights against the 
psychoanalysis of Freud and Jung, both of whom demand that one open oneself to 
the unconscious, allowing it to act, so as to receive clues for the meaning of 
unconscious phenomena. Here we must emphasize that Evola's path is not intended 
to be psychotherapeutic. On the contrary, his path demands the absolute mental 
health of a person who has already reached "individuation." He puts it in these 
words: "In most cases today the personality is an exercise, something not yet in 
existence, which one must first strive to acquire." If we cannot overcome the 
problems of this life, how can we hope to be ready for the much greater problems 
of Life and what lies beyond it?

Such emphasis on the "above" and on "reaching upward" helps to explain 
Evola's constant reference to "high" and" low," "pure" and "impure." Higher is 
simply that which bears "more transcendence" in itself or strives toward it. 
This is the only thing that justifies his positive evaluation of authority and 
the original priest-kings. Since they stood in immediate touch with the 
"overworld," it was only natural that they should command others who were more 
earth-arrested. According to Evola the entire Indian caste system, from 
brāhmaṇa to 
śūdra, was based in ancient times on this hierarchy of participation in the 
Absolute. And in aristocratic Rome, the patricians, who were in charge of the 
rites pertaining to the overworld, therefore ruled the plebeians, who worshiped 
earthly gods and mother goddesses.

That ideas of "high" and "low" are relative and ultimately invalid is clear 
enough. Nor does Evola endorse dualism. Such "hierarchical" evaluations may be 
necessary in our world, which demands clear-cut ideas if we wish to express 
ourselves clearly, but for Evola the key to Life beyond life, to initiation—that 
is, to the beginning, to the origin—is precisely the ultimate oneness of above 
and below, spirit and matter (as well as spiritual and worldly power), subject 
and object, myth and history, inner and outer, and thereby also word and deed. 
According to Evola this unity that does not recognize "other" was the sign of 
the original, the "godly" man. For this man, looking inward was the same as 
looking outward, and every "word" through the "magic imagination" was 
simultaneously the fulfillment of the imagined. As it was said of the ancients: 
they still knew the "true names" of things. Thought was visually perfect and 
hence one with the will.

Let us turn to another aspect of Evola's weltanschauung with which we are 
already acquainted from Hinduism, namely, the idea of involution as opposed to 
evolution. Not upward development but downward disintegration characterizes 
Evola's picture of history. We are engaged not in climbing but in sliding. For 
most of us this thought is so strange that an immediate "instinctual" negative 
reaction is rather natural. We might reject the idea of involution in the same 
way that Darwin's theory of evolution, which originated the belief in progress 
in the first place, was "instinctively" rejected in the last century. Evola took 
these thoughts of involution from Guénon's traditional worldview. The 
fundamental key to understanding this view is quite clear, for here again Evola 
sees the struggle as being between "above" and "below," between "higher" or 
"Uranian" (Uranus in Greek mythology is the personification of heaven, the 
principle of divine origination) and "lower" or "chthonic" peoples, whereby in 
the course of time the matter-bound "sons of the earth" became stronger and 
stronger and the "portion of transcendence" became ever more trivialized. So it 
is only a question then of choosing from which "ideological" standpoint one is 
to consider history, whether to regard it as Evola does—as involution—or as 
evolution along with the moderns, for whom scholarly and material achievements 
are more important than spiritual liberation.

For this reason Evola's thinking goes very much against the spirit of the 
times, which sees his position as a challenge and naturally declares war on it. 
Are not many of our most cherished beliefs and universally unquestioned opinions 
about democracy, monarchy, the caste system, slavery, and the emancipation of 
women unequivocally attacked by it? Before countering that attack, however, we 
should remember to cast an eye over exactly the same attitudes that have 
prevailed for millennia in many societies (in Japan up to 1945). Even Dante's 
De monarchia breathes this spirit.

Evola's rebukes spare no one—not even those who would be his bravest 
disciples. Since he does not regard himself as master, he can recognize no 
student. His thinking cannot be considered a teaching because he did not invent 
it; no one invented it; the Tradition has a transcendental origin. Evola wants 
only to lay down a "testimony" written for those who are "different"—l'uomo 
differenziato—those who are of the type that does not belong to this time.

Evola especially rejects "intellectuals" who, to be sure, frequently treasure 
his work, but for the wrong reason: their interest is purely of the intellect 
and therefore superficial. The understanding that Evola wants requires a 
fundamental inner change before anything else. Only then will it become an inner 
experience and bring with it knowledge and power simultaneously. He was well 
acquainted with the dangers of intellectualism, for he himself had been an 
engineering student, acquitting himself with the highest grades. He broke off 
his studies just before his doctorate, however, because he "did not wish to be 
bourgeois, like his fellow students." He said again and again that he valued 
qualities of character that were much higher than abstract intellect or "empty," 
that is, nontranscendental, artistic creativity. Both are but pretexts to 
entrench the ego in its own devices.

Nor was it of great importance for Evola whether the perfect world that he 
described had ever existed or would exist. The idea behind it, the principle for 
which the traditional world is always striving, was enough for him. That in 
practice this principle was fulfilled only in form, or not even that, was 
immaterial, for as long as the principle remained recognizable, at least the 
possibility of self-transcendence for men continued to present itself. In this 
sense one can speak of a "utopia," in which the idea is worth more than its 
puritanical realization. And this argument is valid not only for the traditional 
world but also for the modern. For religion, neighborly love, and democracy are 
likewise utopias in this sense. Nor has "utopia" here any negative overtones, 
for without its incredibly strong suggestive power no one would strive for a 
hyperbiological goal.

Later on Evola also rejected the idea of involving himself in recreating this 
traditional world today. He wanted, as we have said, only to transmit a 
"testimony," so that some, who "stand outside this world," could have a fixed 
point.

Nor can we reproach him for not mourning the past. Past and future are much 
the same to him; only the traditional principles are important, and these stand 
clearly outside time and space. That these were lasting principles he never 
doubted in the least. Therefore; in 
Cavalcare la tigre (Ride the Tiger), his main book for the "others," for 
those "who are different," he stressed that this "different" person should 
not turn his back on the world. On the contrary, he should seat himself 
on the very back of this ferocious, predatory world and rush forward with him. 
For as long as one keeps sitting on top of the running beast, one need not fear 
its claws and teeth. When the beast then becomes tired and weak from its wild 
running and lies down, one can then overcome it. "Manage so that what you can do 
nothing against, also can do nothing against you," and "you can do anything as 
long as you are sure that you can do without it," were his expressions.

We can correctly ascribe one danger to Evola's work that is not necessarily 
his fault. Since he is always talking about the grandiose, that which is 
stirring and noble, and never of the bondings of compassion and love, he could 
easily be mistaken for a seeker of the superman and the Titans. But that is 
exactly what Evola wants to avoid. He distinguishes quite carefully between the 
path of the hero and the path of the Titan. It is not the thought of power 
derived from the strengthening of the ego that Evola preaches, but on the 
contrary, the transcendence of the ego. Ordinary individuality must be 
dissolved. That is what is necessary in the struggle for freedom from bondage 
and the overcoming of passion. As long as one continues to strive for (true and 
unusurped) power (śakti), one neither has it nor can use it. In order to 
acquire it, one must be able to put oneself beyond it, to be free of it. As 
Evola says in the introduction to his three-volume work on magic (Introduzione 
alla magia), power is feminine. She comes to the strongest. Just as the 
waters around the bridge piles thrust and accumulate, so power collects around 
those who stand independently and are unconcerned about it. The power-greedy ego 
must be conquered and turned to something infinitely greater than itself.

Evola was born on May 19, 1898, the son of a noble Sicilian 
family, and had a strong, dogmatically Catholic upbringing. When he was still 
very young he joined the circle of rebellious poets around Marinetti (founder of 
Futurism) and Papini, who fascinated him with their iconoclastic, revolutionary 
outlook. Papini brought him into contact with all the new directions of art and 
streams of fashion, but also with Oriental wisdom and especially with Meister 
Eckhart. After voluntary war service as an officer candidate in the artillery, 
which left him untouched because of lack of any significant military action, 
Evola began to occupy himself with occult teachings. Drug experiences (to which 
he never returned) certainly gave him new ideas, but they also intensified an 
already present crisis so that he voluntarily planned to end his life.

His urge for the Absolute had crossed over to an urge for disintegration. In 
this he seems to have been influenced by his greatest models, namely Otto 
Weininger and Carlo Michelstaedter, for both had committed suicide early in 
their lives. Michelstaedter, in particular, had demonstrated both the 
insignificance and illusion of this world and this life with its continual 
longing for something that can never be satisfied. Here also is the origin of 
Evola's striving for self-sufficiency, independence from everything, and 
self-liberation. But a passage from the Buddhist Pali canon saved him from the 
catastrophe. This passage in the 
Majjhima Nikāya (1.1) says that whoever believes that extinction is 
extinction, understands extinction as extinction, thinks of extinction, truly 
believes extinction to be extinction and rejoices in extinction, that person 
does not know extinction.

Evola's involvement with Dadaism goes back to his relationship with its 
founder Tristan Tzara, who wanted to establish a new vision of the world rather 
than merely an avant-garde art movement. His aim was absolute liberation through 
the complete turning around of all logical, ethical, and aesthetic categories. 
He sought the union of order and disorder, of ego and non-ego, of yea- and 
nay-saying. Evola saw Dadaism therefore as the self-liberation through art into 
a higher freedom.

A "philosophical" period followed, which lasted until 1927. It led to the 
writing of three main books. These works follow the track laid down by the 
strong influence of Nietzsche and Stirner and were mainly directed against the 
then fascist "court philosophers" such as Giovanni Gentile.

But contacts with Theosophy, which he soon sharply condemned, and especially 
John Woodroffe (Arthur Avalon) also fall in this period.6 
An especially profound influence on him was Arturo Reghini, who was in fact the 
one who introduced him to the Western tradition. This led to the famous UR 
Group, with its "magic as science of the ego." "Magic" was understood to be the 
active taking up of a traditional initiation practice, and profound studies of 
alchemy, Buddhism, and Taoism complemented his practical experiences in the UR 
Group.

But along with these interests Evola was also looking for "an arena open to 
more opportunities," namely, politics. He wanted to create a spiritual 
foundation in the prevailing climate of the New Order, Fascism, and to 
strengthen what in his eyes were the positive possibilities in bringing back the 
idea of the ancient Roman Empire while avoiding its negative traits 
(totalitarianism, the emphasis on the masses). He set about doing this by first 
creating the periodical 
La Torre, which after ten issues had to be put on the shelf. By order of 
Mussolini no print shop was allowed to print it any longer. Evola's criticism 
therein had been belligerent. After being reminded that Mussolini thought 
otherwise about something he wrote, 
"Tanto peggio per Mussolini" (Too bad for Mussolini). At this time, 
therefore, in spite of his sympathies for Fascism, he was obliged to move about 
Rome with bodyguards.

Here we find ourselves in the middle of the key question as to why Evola 
suffers from a negative image—not only in the English-speaking world—despite 
many of his opponents' appreciation for his esoteric works. For starters, there 
is his undoubted sympathy for Fascism, National Socialism and racism, but let us 
also make some distinctions. First, there is the spirit of the times to take 
into consideration, under whose spell authors more famous than Evola, such as 
Ezra Pound and Knut Hamsun, also fell. In his defense, on no account must we 
forget Evola's numerous critical newspaper articles written during the entire 
Fascist epoch, inclusive of wartime, an accomplishment that under a totalitarian 
regime demanded personal courage by anyone's standards. Of course a 
comprehensive study of this question is not possible here. But a couple of 
original quotations from those times should suffice to indicate the direction of 
Evola's criticism. (A study conducted to that end is the lengthy introduction to 
the German edition of Evola's major political work:  
	Uomini e rovine (Men Amidst Ruins). Evola's criticism naturally 
consisted mainly of the fact that he failed to see in Fascism any spiritual root 
or direction toward the transcendent: the "plebeian," the "bourgeois," the 
"bureaucratic" elements were simply too strong.

As early as 1925 (Fascism in Italy was by then already in power), Evola had 
written in the antifascist magazine  
	Lo Stato Democratico (no. 17) in reference to Fascism: "if one 
considers the type of (our actual) ruler and state that should truly embody the 
principle of freedom, then they present themselves as mere caricatures and 
grotesque parodies." And he makes his attitude clear in the very first issue of  
	La Torre under the title "Identity Card":

Our magazine was not created to "whisper" something to Fascism 
or into the ear of M. P. Mussolini, for neither Fascism nor Mussolini would know 
what to do with it. Rather, our publication was created for the purpose of 
defending  
	principles, which for us will always be the same absolutely, 
independently, whether we are in a communistic, anarchistic, or republican 
regime.

Then Evola discusses the principles of hierarchy, of the need to 
anchor everything in the transcendental, and of spiritual imperial thought. He 
goes further—highlighting in italics:  
	"To the extent that Fascism follows these principles and defends them, to 
exactly that same extent can we consider ourselves to be fascist. And that is 
all."

We have failed to mention that Evola was never a member of the Fascist Party. 
But exactly because he did not see his ideas fulfilled in Fascism, he turned to 
National Socialism, which in his opinion seemed of much more consequence, as it 
continued to speak, rhetorically at least, of its own spiritual roots, of holy 
runes, and so on. But here as well, Evola failed to find what he sought, for it 
was precisely the masses that stood as a point of reference at the center of 
Nazism and  
	not the transcendent state or empire. A quote from "Orizzonte 
Austriaco" in the Fascist newspaper  
	Lo Stato (January 1935) states this unequivocally:

Nationalistic Socialism has clearly renounced the ancient, 
aristocratic tradition of the state. It is nothing more than a semi-collective 
nationalism that levels everything flat in its centralism, and it has not 
hesitated to destroy the traditional division of Germany into principalities, 
lands and cities, which have all enjoyed a relative autonomy. (22–29)

At the time Evola was repeatedly on lecture tours in Germany, 
and he was observed by the SS, who kept a dossier on him in the Correspondence 
Administration Department of Himmler's personal staff. In this dossier document 
number AR-126 says of him:

The ultimate and secret goal of Evola's theories and projects 
is most likely an 
insurrection of the old aristocracy against the modern world, which is 
foreign to the idea of nobility. Thus the first German impression, that he was a 
"reactionary Roman," was correct: His overall character is marked by the feudal 
aristocracy of old. His learnedness tends toward the dilettante and 
pseudoscientific.

Hence it follows that National Socialism sees nothing to be 
gained by putting itself at the disposal of Baron Evola. His political plans for 
a Roman-Germanic Imperium are utopian in character and moreover likely to give 
rise to ideological entanglements. As Evola has also only been tolerated and 
hardly supported by Fascism, there is not even a tactical need to assist him 
from our side. It is therefore suggested:


	Not to give any concrete support of Evola's present efforts to 
	establish a secret international order and a special publication intended 
	for that purpose.

	To stop his public effectiveness in Germany, after this lecture series, 
	without deploying any special measures.

	To prevent him from advancing to leading departments in party and state.

	To have his propagandistic activity in neighboring countries carefully 
	observed.



In response to this report, a short letter of August 11, 1938 
(letter no. AR-83), puts it laconically: "Reichsführer SS Heinrich Himmler has 
taken note of the opinions expressed in the report on Baron Evola's lectures and 
strongly agrees with the ideas and proposals set forth in the final paragraph."

To put a period to the question of Evola and Fascism there is an important 
impartial voice. Renzo de Felice, an authority on Fascism and Mussolini, writes 
in 
Der Faschismus: Ein Interview (Stuttgart, 1977): "Who is Evola? It was no 
accident that he was an outsider during the entire era of Fascism, that he never 
held a position in the Fascist Party . . . and the Fascists themselves, at least 
many of them, criticized and mistrusted him."

In Evola's comments on the racial question we must also make distinctions. In 
particular, he introduces a new three-part classification of race that 
distinguishes between race of body (which is the usual bare-bones notion of 
race), race of soul (the character, style of living, emotional attitude toward 
the environment and society), and race of spirit (type of religious experience 
and attitude toward "traditional" values). Therefore, as Mussolini expressed it 
on the occasion of an encounter with Evola, this classification was comparable 
to Plato's division of the population into three groups: the broad masses, the 
warriors, and the wise men.7

Because the race of the spirit is the one that is most difficult to 
understand and even Evola himself did not always define it the same way, we will 
quote from his article "L'equivoco del razzismo scientifico" (The 
Misunderstanding of Scientific Racism):

We would like to make it clear that to us spirit means neither 
frivolous philosophy nor "Theosophy," nor mystical, devotional withdrawal from 
the world, but is simply what in better times the wellborn have always said were 
the marks of 
race: namely, straightforwardness, inner unity, character, courage, 
virtue, immediate and instant sensitivity for all values, which are present in 
every great human being and which, since they stand well beyond all 
chance-subjected reality, they also dominate. The current meaning of race, 
however, which differs from the above by being a construction of "science" and a 
piece out of the anthropological museum, we leave to the pseudointellectual 
bourgeoisie, which continues to indulge in the idols of nineteenth-century 
Positivism.8

Evola's views on race made him well known in Italy for the first 
time, but they also brought him into opposition with the government. No less 
than Guido Landra, the powerful leader of the race studies section of the Folk 
Culture Ministry, copublisher of the official newspaper La difesa della razza 
(The Defense of Race), and coauthor of the official Fascist "race manifesto" of 
1938, criticized Evola sharply:

And that is the weakest point in Evola's teaching: that an 
Aryan can have the soul of a Jew or vice-versa. And that therefore unfair 
measures could be taken against a Jew, even though he might possess the soul of 
an Aryan—this seems to us theoretically untenable. The practical acceptance of 
such a principle would have terrible consequences for racism, and certainly be 
of exclusive benefit to the Jew.9

As the leading theoretician of race, Landra roundly condemned 
Evola's views in the government paper: "[and] that article 'Misunderstanding of 
Scientific Racism' by Evola, is the outstanding document of and monument to the 
present campaign, which has been unleashed against racism in Italy."10

Evola's position on the merely biological understanding of race is evident in 
this quote from 1931:

The error of certain extreme "racists" who believe that the 
return of a race to its ethnic purity 
ipso facto also means rebirth for a people, rests exactly on this: they 
deal with men as if they were dealing with the racially pure or pure-blood caste 
of a cat or a horse or a dog. The preservation or restoration of the racial 
unity (taking its narrowest meaning) can mean everything when you deal with an 
animal. But with men it is not so . . . it would be far too easy if the simple 
fact of belonging to one race that has been kept pure, already conferred, 
without being or doing anything else, some "quality" in the higher sense.11

Let us examine Evola and Judaism. On the one hand, there are 
really incriminating statements of Evola's concerning individual Jews and he 
even, among other things, republished the infamous 
Protocols of the Elders of Zion, whose spurious character he must have 
known. In this regard he is quite in step with the style of the times. Evola was 
judging thereby not the Jewish people as such, whose spiritual attainments, such 
as the Kabbalah, he esteemed highly, but only "Judaism" as a "spiritual 
direction" when he alleged that it was from that we had been led to the despised 
modern times.

But even here Evola does not go blindly ahead; rather, he makes a 
distinction. For example, in his booklet 
Tre aspetti del problema ebraico (Three Aspects of the Jewish Problem) he 
writes:

. . . in the concrete course of development of modern 
civilization the Jew can be seen as a power, who collectively with others has 
worked to create our "civilized," rationalistic, scientistic, and mechanistic 
modern decadence, but on no account can he be marked as its single, far-reaching 
cause. To believe such a thing would be very stupid. The actual truth is that 
one would rather fight against personified powers than against abstract 
principles or universal phenomena, because you can also fight them practically. 
So the world had turned en masse against the Jew, as he seemed to show in his 
being a typical form that one finds, however, in much wider regions and even in 
nations that are practically untouched by Jewish immigration.12

And in his introduction to the 
Protocols of the Elders of Zion he says (p. xix): "We must say at once 
that in this matter we personally cannot follow a certain fanatical 
anti-Semitism, especially that which sees the Jews everywhere as 
deus ex machina and by which one finally leads oneself into a kind of 
trap."

And in 1942 he wrote in his abovementioned article "L'equivoco del razzismo 
scientifico":

For it is useless to try to conceal it from ourselves: this 
very day, people are asking themselves if, in the end, the Jew is not being 
presented as a kind of scapegoat, because there are so often cases, in which the 
qualities that our doctrine ascribes to the Jew, also impertinently pop up in 
100% "aryan" stock-market speculators, profiteers, price-hikers, parvenus 
and—why not—even journalists, who do not hesitate to use the most twisted and 
treacherous means purely for polemics.

And there is also the impartial keynote of the historian of 
Fascism Renzo de Felice, who confirms the above:

We see ourselves compelled to state in the cultural sector, as 
well as in the political, that from a certain point of view, the most worthy of 
respect were those who were confirmed racists. Thereby, however, we do not 
mean—let this be clearly understood—a Landra or a Cogni, those pallid and 
obsequious vestals of Nazi racism, but an Evola, an Acerbo, each of whom had his 
own way that he followed to the very end, in dignity and even in earnestness. 
And that, contrary to the many who chose the way of the lie, abusing and 
smoke-screening each and every cultural and moral value. . . . Evola for his 
part also completely refused any racial theorizing of a purely biological kind, 
which went so far as to draw to himself the attacks and sarcasms of a Landra, 
for example. This does not mean that the "spiritual" theory of race is 
acceptable, but it had at least the merit of not totally failing to see certain 
values, to refuse the German aberrations and the ones modeled after them and to 
try to keep racism on a plane of cultural problems worthy of the name.13

These few quotations should suffice to shed some light on 
Evola's outlook.

In 1945, while Evola was living in Vienna and working through the 
SS­confiscated archives and documents of Freemasonry and various magical groups, 
he was so severely wounded in a Russian bombing attack that he remained 
paralyzed to the end of his life. During air attacks, Evola had the habit of not 
going to the bomb shelters, but instead working in his office or walking about 
the streets of Vienna. He wanted, as he said, "calmly to question his fate."

After several years' hospital stay in Austria and then in Italy (the war had 
ended in the meantime) Evola returned to his native city, Rome. Apparently he 
left his dwelling only once and was promptly arrested by the police on charges 
of "glorification of Fascism" and "intellectually inciting secret combat troops" 
in 1951. After several months of examination, however, the trial ended with a 
complete acquittal. In his famous self-defense (published by the Fondazione 
Julius Evola in Rome, undated) he indicated that the same incriminating 
statements could also be found in Aristotle, Plato, and Dante, and that they 
would also have to be charged.

Nevertheless, he still continued to be visited by right-wing young people and 
addressed as "maestro." But Evola always declined to occupy himself with 
everyday politics and concerned himself only with fundamental principles. His 
late work, 
Cavalcare la tigre (Rome and Milan, 1961), even calls for an 
apoliteia—for an attitude that goes against politics by placing itself 
spiritually above the political. Evola's later books include his work on 
original Buddhism, 
The Doctrine of Awakening (1943; first English edition, London, 1951), a 
strongly ascetic work written amid the chaos of World War II that speaks for his 
withdrawal from the politics of that time. His 
Metaphysics of Sex appeared in Rome in 1958. A critical analysis of 
Fascism and Nazism from the point of view of the right, 
Il Fascismo (Rome, 1964), a book on the German poet Ernst Jünger, some 
collections of essays, and finally his autobiography, 
Il cammino del cinabro (Milan, 1963), mark the limit of his work.

In this introduction, although we have been able to provide only 
a few details, it can be seen than an evaluation of Evola, who published in all 
twenty-five books, approximately three hundred longer essays, and more than one 
thousand newspaper and magazine articles, is not an easy task. Lately it has 
been pointed out, for example by Giano Accame in 
Il Fascismo immenso e rosso (Rome, 1990), that Evola's thinking 
bears a strong resemblance to the fundamental observations of Herbert Marcuse 
(Evola was much earlier, however), which may explain the new interest in Evola 
in leftist circles. In recent times a number of dissertations in various 
universities in Italy and France have also been written about him.

The Austrian poet Joseph Roth described Franz Grillparzer as "an anarchistic 
individualistic reactionary." By way of conclusion, I would like to suggest the 
same as a description that is also quite fitting for Evola.

Translated from the German by E. E. Rehmus
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Translator's Preface

Rivolta contro il mondo 
moderno was first published in 1934, and followed by later editions in 1951 
and in 1970. Two works with similar themes that influenced Evola were Oswald 
Spengler's
Decline of the West (1918) and René Guénon's The Crisis of the Modern 
World (1927), both of which Evola translated into Italian.

Evola agreed with Spengler's criticism of the progressive and evolutionist 
myth and with his rejection of the modern "linear" understanding of history. 
Spengler argued that there is no such thing as one global civilization, but 
rather a plurality of civilizations, following one another according to the 
cyclical pattern of birth-growth-decline. Spengler often spoke of the aging of 
cultures in terms of the succession of the four seasons; the winter of our 
contemporary Western world is characterized by "pure intellectuality," by the 
advent of machinery, the power of money, the government of the masses, growing 
skepticism and materialism. Evola, who had adopted the cyclical view of history 
proper to Tradition, agreed with Spengler's assessment of our times but 
criticized him for failing to recognize the metaphysical nature of the cyclical 
laws and for lacking, like Nietzsche, any transcendent and traditional reference 
points. Evola also did not deem satisfactory Spengler's distinction between 
culture and civilization, the former being the early stage, the latter being the 
crepuscular phase of a historical cycle; in 
Revolt Against the Modern World Evola emphasized the irreconciliable 
antithesis, or rather the dualism between the two terms.

René Guénon's 
The Crisis of the Modern World was a very important influence on Evola's 
Revolt. In his work, Guénon discussed the relationship between action and 
contemplation, criticized democracy and individualism, and argued that we are 
living in the "Dark Age" (Kali Yuga). Evola picked up these themes and developed 
them further, supplying several historical examples to back up his thesis. While 
Evola is undoubtedly indebted to Guénon for several seminal ideas, it would be 
wrong to assume that he is just the Italian epigone of Guénon, with whom he 
disagreed on matters such as the correct relationship between action and 
contemplation, the role of Catholicism as a future catalyst of traditionalist 
forces, and the hierarchical relationship between priesthood and regality in 
traditional civilizations.

In 
Revolt Against the Modern World Evola intended to offer some guidelines1 
for a morphology of civilizations and for a philosophy of history, as well as to 
advocate a psychologically and intellectually detached stance toward the modern 
world, which he regarded as decadent. In 
Revolt the reader will find strong criticism of the notions of equality 
and democracy, which in turn led Evola to praise the role that the caste system, 
feudalism, monarchy, and aristocracy have played in history. Regardless of 
whether one agrees with these views or not, the fact remains that a mere 
sociopolitical assessment of 
Revolt 
would totally miss the essence and the scope of Evola's thought.

The content of this text, as well as the rest of Evola's work, have been 
reviewed mainly from a political perspective.2 
Unfortunately, as I have said elsewhere,3 
the spiritual and metaphysical foundations of Evola's thought still need to be 
subjected to a thorough review. Evola is not first and foremost a right-wing, 
reactionary political thinker, but rather a leading representative of that 
Esoteric Spirituality that has always existed in many forms in or alongside 
every civilization, age and religious tradition; therefore, when Evola deals 
with socio-political issues, he is just following the premises of his 
metaphysical and religious convictions, and not the other way around. This is 
why in order to understand Evola fully it is first necessary to confront his 
suggestive religious thought. It has rightly been said:

Esotericism is present today more than ever. In the modern 
era, its tenacious permanence appears as a counterpart to our scientific and 
secularized vision of the world, but it would be simplistic and mistaken to 
explain its longevity by a need to react against the reigning episteme. More 
than a reaction, it is perhaps one of the possible forms assumed by one of the 
two poles of the human spirit in order to actualize itself, namely mythic 
thought, the other pole being what is called rational thought, which in the West 
is modeled on a logic of the Aristotelian type.4

The reader will notice that spiritual and religious themes are 
found throughout the book, such as a critique of theism and of Christianity, 
which Evola had formulated a few years earlier in a harsher tone in his  
	Imperialismo Pagano (1927); the endorsement of the cyclical view of 
time and the rejection of the Judeo-Christian linear view5; 
the relationship between action and contemplation; views on the afterlife,6 
initiation, and asceticism; the clash between the spiritual and religious 
beliefs of various civilizations (it does not take long to find out where 
Evola's sympathy lies); transcendence; and Tradition.

Evola's negative assessment of empirical reality and his intense dislike of 
common man (the charges of "misogyny,'.'"misanthropy," and "solipsism,"7 
are just labels behind which is usually found a psychological attitude rather 
than an articulated metaphysical weltanschauung such as Evola's, as his readers 
themselves will see) and of ordinary, everyday life, led him to espouse what 
Italo Mancini rebuffed as "ontological classism" and  
	contemptus mundi,8 
which explains why his political view are so unpopular and controversial. 
According to Evola, human beings are fundamentally and inherently unequal; they 
do not have, nor should they enjoy the same dignity and rights and, therefore, a 
sociopolitical hierarchy is best suited to express the differentiation between 
human beings. Much could and ought to be said against this view.9 
In fact, many people will undoubtedly frown upon what they regard as 
authoritarian, fascist, and reactionary views. But when Evola writes: "there is 
a mortal nature and an immortal one; there is the superior realm of 'being' and 
the inferior realm of 'becoming,"'10 
and when he talks about "absolute" values, he is upholding the primacy of Being, 
just as the pre-Socratic school of the Eleatics, Plato, Plotinus, and medieval 
Jewish, Christian, and Muslim theology, not to mention many schools of Hinduism 
and of Buddhism, did before him. And by openly professing a 
contemptus mundi, he is endorsing the worldview of some of the ascetical 
paths to enlightenment of the major world religions. Also, if his anthropology 
upholds a negative and unfavorable view of mankind, is that also not found in 
Sartre's play 
No Exit ("Hell is other people"), in much Protestant theology (especially 
the neo-orthodox views formulated by Karl Barth in his 
Epistle to the Romans) and in the Buddhist view of human nature?11 
Thus, if Evola is "wrong" or guilty of antisocial opinions, he seems to be in 
good company.

I think that the peculiarity of Revolt lies in three features: 
rejection of dialogue; affirmation of traditional (not in the usual, 
conservative sense of the word) and absolute values; and bi-polar thinking (not 
dualism).

First, by rejecting dialogue with modernity and with fellow human beings, and 
by denying that dialogue is a means to arrive at the truth (the opposite spirit 
from that which animated Lacordaire, a follower of Voltaire who eventually 
became a Dominican friar and who said: "What really matters to me is not to 
prove my opponent wrong, but to join him in a higher, encompassing truth"), 
Evola shifts the focus from sociopolitical affairs and interpersonal 
relationships back to self-questioning ("The unexamined life is not worth 
living") and to the cultivation of the inner life, away from life's busy and 
noisy crossroads.12 
This shift is likely to produce an indignant chorus of protests from the ranks 
of liberal and humanist thinkers in the theological, political, and social 
arenas: "Immoral!" "Selfish!" "Irresponsible individualism!" In accordance with 
Socrates' implication that the cultivation of one's soul (ἐπɩμέλεɩα ψυχης) 
is man's chief duty,13 
Evola's entire literary production may be regarded as a quest for, and as an 
exposition of , the means employed in Western and Eastern traditions to 
accomplish such a noble task.

Secondly, it is refreshing to hear in our day and age somebody saying 
apertis verbis, "This is the truth," or "These are absolute values," when 
cultural and ethical relativism, as well as philosophical and religious 
pluralism, have become the untouchable dogmas and the hermeneutical a priori in 
contemporary academic discourse. Evola's critics may well disagree, but today 
there is much hunger for solid, unshakable beliefs, for "objectivity" (to use a 
word that is much discounted today), and for foundationalist thinking, whether 
the "high priests" of progress and of dialogue like it or not.14 
Evola's
Revolt may be food for such hungry souls.

Finally, Evola's metaphysics, which was greatly influenced by German Idealism 
(which Evola claimed to have successfully overcome), is based on the notion of 
"immanent transcendence." This view is opposed to any kind of religious dualism 
such as that of transcendence vs. immanence, heaven vs. hell, good vs. evil. 
Instead, Evola espouses a phenomenological dualism that could be characterized 
as "bipolarism" and in which Tradition is contrasted with modernity, solar 
civilizations and spirituality with lunar civilization and spirituality, the 
aristocratic world and values with the plebeian world and values, the caste 
system with the democratic system, masculine spirituality with feminine 
spirituality, and enlightenment and liberation with rebirth and permanence in 
	saṁsāra.

The reader of Revolt may or may not agree with the theses contained in 
this book, but one thing must be acknowledged: Evola's weltanschauung is 
coherent and holistic. Though it may not be "prophetic," it is an act of 
remembrance: "Remember that I have remembered / and pass on the tradition."15

Dept. of Theological Studies

Saint Louis University
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Foreword

For quite some time now it has 
become almost commonplace to talk about the "decline of the West" and the crisis 
of contemporary civilization, its dangers, and the havoc it has caused. Also, 
new prophecies concerning Europe's or the world's future are being formulated, 
and various appeals to "defend" the West are made from various quarters.

In all this concern there is generally very little that goes beyond the 
amateurishness of intellectuals. It would be all too easy to show how often 
these views lack true principles, and how what is being rejected is often still 
unconsciously retained by those who wish to react, and how for the most part 
people do not really know what they want, since they obey irrational impulses. 
This is especially true on the practical plane where we find violent and chaotic 
expressions typical of a "protest" that wishes to be global, though it is 
inspired only by the contingent and terminal forms of the latest civilization.

Therefore, even though it would be rash to see in these phenomena of protest 
something positive, they nevertheless have the value of a symptom; these 
phenomena clearly illustrate that beliefs that were once taken for granted today 
no longer are, and that the idyllic perspectives of "evolutionism" have come of 
age. An unconscious defense mechanism, however, prevents people from going 
beyond a certain limit; this mechanism is similar to the instinct found in 
sleepwalkers who lack the perception of height as they amble about. Some 
pseudointellectual and irrational reactions seem to have no other effect than to 
distract modern humans and prevent them from becoming fully aware of that global 
and dreadful perspective according to which the modern world appears as a 
lifeless body falling down a slope, which nothing can possibly stop.

There are diseases that incubate for a long time and become manifest only 
when their hidden work has almost ended. This is the case of man's fall from the 
ways of what he once glorified as civilization par excellence. Though modern men1 
have come to perceive the West's bleak future only recently, there are causes 
that have been active for centuries that have contributed to spiritual and 
material degeneration. These causes have not only taken away from most people 
the possibility of revolt and the return to normalcy and health, but most of 
all, they have taken away the ability to understand what true normalcy and 
health really mean.

Thus, no matter how sincere the intention animating those who today attempt 
to revolt and to sound the alarm may be, we should not cherish false hopes 
concerning the outcome. It is not easy to realize how deep we must dig before we 
hit the only root from which the contemporary, negative forms have sprung as 
natural and necessary consequences. The same holds true for those forms that 
even the boldest spirits do not cease to presuppose and to employ in their ways 
of thinking, feeling, and acting. Some people "react"; others "protest." How 
could it be otherwise considering the hopeless features of contemporary society, 
morality, politics, and culture? And yet these are only "reactions" and not 
actions, or positive movements, that originate from the inner dimension 
and testify to the possession of a foundation, a principle, or a center. In the 
West, too many adaptations and "reactions" have taken place. Experience has 
shown that nothing that truly matters can be achieved in this way. What is 
really needed is not to toss back and forth in a bed of agony, but to awaken and 
get up.

Things have reached such a low point nowadays that I wonder who would be 
capable of assessing the modern world as a whole, rather than just some of its 
particular aspects (such as "technocracy" or the "consumer society"), and of 
understanding its ultimate meaning. This would be the real starting point.

In order for this to happen, it is necessary to leave the deceptive and 
magical "circle" and be able to conceive 
something else, to acquire new eyes and new ears in order to perceive 
things that have become invisible and mute with the passing of time. It is only 
by going back to the meanings and the visions that existed before the 
establishment of the causes of the present civilization that it is possible to 
achieve an absolute reference point—the key for the real understanding of all 
modern deviations—and at the same time to find a strong defense and an 
unbreakable line of resistance for those who, despite everything, will still be 
standing. The only thing that matters today is the activity of those who can 
"ride the wave" and remain firm in their principles, unmoved by any concessions 
and indifferent to the fevers, the convulsions, the superstitions, and the 
prostitutions that characterize modern generations. The only thing that matters 
is the silent endurance of a few, whose impassible presence as "stone guests" 
helps to create new relationships, new distances, new values, and helps to 
construct a pole that, although it will certainly not prevent this world 
inhabited by the distracted and restless from being what it is, will still help 
to transmit to someone the sensation of the truth—a sensation that could become 
for them the principle of a liberating crisis.

Within the limits of my possibilities, this book hopes to be a contribution 
to such a task. Its main thesis is the idea of the decadent nature of the modern 
world. Its purpose is to present evidence supporting this idea through reference 
to the spirit of universal civilization, on the ruins of which everything that 
is modern has arisen; this will serve as the basis of every possibility and as 
the categorical legitimization of a revolt, since only then will it become clear 
what one is reacting 
against, but also and foremost, in what name.

By way of introduction I will argue that no idea is as absurd as the idea of 
progress, which together with its corollary notion of the superiority of modern 
civilization, has created its own "positive" alibis by falsifying history, by 
insinuating harmful myths in people's minds, and by proclaiming itself sovereign 
at the crossroads of the plebeian ideology from which it originated. How low has 
mankind gone if it is ready and willing to apotheosize a 
cadaverous wisdom?  For this is how we should regard the perspective that 
refuses to view modern and "new" man as decrepit, defeated, and crepuscular man, 
but which rather glorifies him as the overcomer, the justifier, and as the only 
really living being. Our contemporaries must truly have become blind if they 
really thought they could measure everything by their standards and consider 
their own civilization as privileged, as the one to which the history of the 
world was preordained and outside of which there is nothing but barbarism, 
darkness, and superstition.

It must be acknowledged that before the early and violent shakings through 
which the inner disintegration of the Western world has become evident, even in 
a material way, the plurality of civilizations (and therefore the relativity of 
the modern one) no longer appears, as it once used to, as a heterodox and 
extravagant idea. And yet this is not enough. It is also necessary to be able to 
recognize that modern civilization is not only liable to disappear without a 
trace, like many others before it, but also that it belongs to a type, the 
disappearance of which has merely a contingent value when compared with the 
order of the "things-that-are" and of every civilization founded on such an 
order. Beyond the mere and secular idea of the "relativism of civilizations," it 
is necessary to recognize a "dualism of civilizations." The considerations that 
follow will constantly revolve around the opposition between the modern and the 
traditional world, and between modern and traditional man; such an opposition is 
ideal (that is, morphological and metaphysical) and both beyond and more 
than a merely historical opposition.

As far as the historical aspect is concerned, it is necessary to indicate the 
width of the horizons confronting us. In an antitraditional sense, the first 
forces of decadence began to be tangibly manifested between the eighth and the 
sixth centuries B.C., as can be concluded from the sporadic and characteristic 
alterations in the forms of the social and spiritual life of many peoples that 
occurred during this time. Thus, the limit corresponds to so-called historical 
times, since according to many people, whatever occurred before this period no 
longer constitutes the object of "history." History is replaced by legends and 
myths and thus no hard facts can be established, only conjectures. The fact 
remains, however, that according to traditional teachings., the abovementioned 
period merely inherited the effects of even more remote causes; during this 
period, what was presaged was the 
critical phase of an even longer cycle known in the East as the "Dark 
Age," in the classical world as the "Iron Age," and in the Nordic sagas, as the 
"Age of the Wolf."2 
In any event, during historical times and in the Western world, a second and 
more visible phase corresponds to the fall of the Roman Empire and to the advent 
of Christianity. A third phase began with the twilight of the feudal and 
imperial world of the European Middle Ages, reaching a decisive point with the 
advent of humanism and of the Reformation. From that period on, the forces that 
once acted in an isolated and underground fashion have emerged and led every 
European trend in material and spiritual life, as well as in individual and 
collective life in a downward trajectory, thus establishing one phase after 
another of what is usually referred to as the "modern world." From then on, the 
process has become increasingly rapid, decisive, and universal, forming a 
dreadful current by which every residual trace of a different type of 
civilization is visibly destined to be swept away, thus ending a cycle and 
sealing the collective fate of millions.

This is the case as far as the historical aspect is concerned, and yet this 
aspect is totally relative. If everything that is "historical" is included in 
what is "modern," then to go beyond the modern world (which is the only way to 
reveal its meaning), is essentially a process of traveling beyond the limits 
that most people assign to "history." It is necessary to understand that in this 
direction, we no longer find anything that is susceptible again to becoming 
"history." The fact that positive inquiry was not able to make history beyond a 
certain period is not at all a fortuitous circumstance, nor is it due to a mere 
uncertainty concerning sources and dates or to the lack of vestigial traces. In 
order to understand the spiritual background typical of every nonmodern 
civilization, it is necessary to retain the idea that the opposition between 
historical times and "prehistoric" or "mythological" times is not the 
relative opposition proper to two homogeneous parts of the same time 
frame, but rather the 
qualitative and substantial opposition between times (or 
experiences of time) that are 
not of the same kind. Traditional man did not have the same experience of 
time as modern man; he had a supertemporal sense of time and in this sensation 
lived every form of his world. Thus, the modern researchers of "history" at a 
given point encounter an interruption of the series and an incomprehensible gap, 
beyond which they cannot construct any "certain" and meaningful historical 
theory; they can only rely upon fragmentary, external, and often contradictory 
elements—unless they radically change their method and mentality.

On the basis of these premises, the opposition of the traditional world to 
the modern world is also an ideal one. The character of temporality and of 
"historicity" is essentially inherent only to one of the two terms of this 
opposition, while the other term, which refers to the whole body of traditional 
civilizations, is characterized by the feeling of what is beyond time, namely, 
by a contact with metaphysical reality that bestows upon the experience of time 
a very different, "mythological" form based on rhythm and space rather than on 
chronological time.3 
Traces of this qualitatively different experience of time still exist as 
degenerated residues among some so-called primitive populations. Having lost 
that contact by being caught in the illusion of a pure flowing, a pure escaping, 
a yearning that pushes one's goal further and further away, and being caught in 
a process that cannot and does not intend to be satisfied in any achievement as 
it is consumed in terms of "history" and "becoming"—this is indeed one of the 
fundamental characteristics of the modern world and the limit that separates two 
eras, not only in a historical sense but most of all in an ideal, metaphysical, 
and morphological sense.

Therefore, the fact that civilizations of the traditional type are found in 
the past becomes merely accidental: the modern world and the traditional world 
may be regarded as two universal types and as two a priori categories of 
civilization. Nevertheless, that accidental circumstance allows us to state with 
good reason that wherever a civilization is manifested that has as its center 
and substance the temporal element, there we will find a resurgence, in a more 
or less different form, of the same attitudes, values, and forces that have 
defined the modern era in the specific sense of the term; and that wherever a 
civilization is manifested that has as its center and substance the supernatural 
element, there we will find a resurgence, in more or less different forms, of 
the same meanings, values, and forces that have defined archaic types of 
civilization. This should clarify the meaning of what I have called the "dualism 
of civilization" in relation to the terms employed ("modern" and "traditional") 
and also prevent any misunderstandings concerning the "traditionalism" that I 
advocate. "These did not just happen once, but they have always been" (τα[image: image]τα 
δὲ ὲμενετο, μὲν ονδὲ ποτε ἒστɩ δὲ ἀεἱ). The reason behind all my references 
to nonmodern forms, institutions, and knowledge consists in the fact that they 
are more transparent symbols, closer approximations, and better examples of what 
is prior and superior to time and to history, and thus to both yesterday and 
tomorrow; it is these alone that can produce a real renewal and a "new and 
perennial life" in those who are still capable of receiving it. Only those 
capable of this reception may be totally fearless and able to see in the fate of 
the modern world nothing different or more tragic than the vain arising and 
consequential dissolution of a thick fog, which cannot alter or affect in any 
way the free heaven.

So much for the fundamental thesis. At this point, by way of introduction, I 
would like briefly to explain the "method" I have employed.

The above remarks will suffice to show how little I value all of what in 
recent times has officially been regarded as "historical science" in matters of 
religion, ancient institutions, and traditions, nor do I need refer to what I 
will say later concerning the origin, the scope, and the meaning of modern 
"knowledge." I want to make it clear that I do not want to have anything to do 
with this order of things, as well as with any other that originates from modern 
mentality; and moreover, that I consider the so-called scientific and positive 
perspective, with all its empty claims of competence and of monopoly, as a 
display of ignorance in the best of cases. I say "in the best of cases": I 
certainly do not deny that from the detailed studies of the "scholars" of 
different disciplines what may emerge is useful (though unrefined) material that 
is often necessary to those who do not have other sources of information or who 
do not have the time or intention to dedicate themselves to gather and to 
examine what they need from other domains. And yet, at the same time, I am still 
of the opinion that wherever the "historical" and "scientific" methods of modern 
man are applied to traditional civilizations, other than in the coarser aspect 
of traces and witnesses, the results are almost always distortions that destroy 
the spirit, limit and alter the subject matter, and lead into the blind alleys 
of alibis created by the prejudices of the modern mentality as it defends and 
asserts itself in every domain. Very rarely is this destructive and distorting 
work casual; it almost always proceeds, even though indirectly, from hidden 
influences and from suggestions that the "scientific" spirits, considering their 
mentality, are the last to know.

The order of things that I will mainly deal with in this present work, 
generally speaking, is that in which all materials having a "historical" and 
"scientific" value are the ones that matter the least; conversely, all the 
mythical, legendary, and epic elements denied historical truth and demonstrative 
value acquire here a superior validity and become the source for a more real and 
certain knowledge. This is precisely the boundary that separates the traditional 
doctrine from profane culture. In reference to ancient times this does not apply 
to the forms of a "mythological" or superhistorical life such as the traditional 
one; while from the perspective of "science" what matters in a myth is whatever 
historical elements may be extracted from it. From the perspective that I adopt, 
what matters in history are all the mythological elements it has to offer, or 
all the myths that enter into its web, as integrations of the "meaning" of 
history itself. Not only the Rome of legends speaks clearer words than the 
historical Rome, but even the sagas of Charlemagne reveal more about the meaning 
of the king of the Franks than the positive chronicles and documents of that 
time, and so on.

The scientific "anathemas" in regard to this approach are well known: 
"Arbitrary!" "Subjective!" "Preposterous!" In my perspective there is no 
arbitrariness, subjectivity, or fantasy, just like there is no objectivity and 
scientific causality the way modern men understand them. All these notions are 
unreal; all these notions are outside Tradition. Tradition begins wherever it is 
possible to rise above these notions by achieving a superindividual and nonhuman 
perspective; thus, I will have a minimal concern for debating and 
"demonstrating." The truths that may reveal the world of Tradition are not those 
that can be "learned" or "discussed"; either they are or they are not.4 
It is only possible to 
remember them, and this happens when one becomes free of the obstacles 
represented by various human constructions, first among which are all the 
results and the methods of specialized researchers; in other words, one becomes 
free of these encumbrances when the capacity for 
seeing from that nonhuman perspective, which is the same as the 
traditional perspective, has been attained. This is one of the essential 
"protests" that should be made by those who really oppose the modern world.

Let me repeat that in every ancient persuasion, traditional truths have 
always been regarded as 
nonhuman. Any consideration from a nonhuman perspective, which is 
"objective" in a transcendent sense, is a traditional consideration that should 
be made to correspond to the traditional world. Universality is typical of this 
world; the axiom, "quod ubique, quad ab omnibus et quod semper" 
characterizes it. Inherent to the idea of "traditional civilization" is the idea 
of an equivalence or homology of its various forms realized in space and time. 
The correspondences may not be noticeable from the outside; one may be taken 
aback by the diversity of several possible and yet equivalent expressions; in 
some case the correspondences are respected in the spirit, in other cases only 
formally and nominally; in some cases there may be more complete applications of 
principles, in others, more fragmentary ones; in some there are legendary 
expressions, in others, historical expressions—and yet there is always something 
constant and central that characterizes the same world and the same man and 
determines an identical opposition vis-à-vis everything that is modern.

Those who begin from a particular traditional civilization and are able to 
integrate it by freeing it from its historical and contingent aspects, and thus 
bring back the generative principles to the metaphysical plane where they exist 
in a pure state, so to speak—they cannot help but recognize these same 
principles behind the different expressions of other equally traditional 
civilizations. It is in this way that a sense of certainty and of transcendent 
and universal objectivity is innerly established, that nothing could ever 
destroy, and that could not be reached by any other means.

In the course of this book I will refer to various Eastern and Western 
traditions, choosing those that exemplify through a clearer and more complete 
expression the same spiritual principle or phenomenon. The method that I use has 
as little in common with the eclecticism or comparative methodology of modern 
scholars as the method of parallaxes, which is used to determine the exact 
position of a star by reference to how it appears from different places. Also, 
this method has as little in common with eclecticism—to borrow an image of 
Guénon's—as the multilingual person's choice of the language that offers the 
best expression to a given thought.5 
Thus, what I call "traditional method" is usually characterized by a double 
principle: ontologically and objectively by the principle of correspondence, 
which ensures an essential and functional correlation between analogous 
elements, presenting them as simple homologous forms of the appearance of a 
central and unitary meaning; and epistemologically and subjectively by the 
generalized use of the principle of induction, which is here understood as a 
discursive approximation of a spiritual intuition, in which what is realized is 
the integration and the unification of the diverse elements encountered in the 
same one meaning and in the same one principle.

In this way I will try to portray the sense of the world of Tradition as a 
unity and as a universal type capable of creating points of reference and of 
evaluation different from the ones to which the majority of the people in the 
West have passively and semiconsciously become accustomed; this sense can also 
lead to the establishment of the foundations for an eventual revolt (not a 
polemical, but real and positive one) of the spirit against the modern world.

In this regard I hope that those who are accused of being anachronistic 
utopians unaware of "historical reality" will remain unmoved in the realization 
that the apologists of what is "concrete" should not be told: "Stop!" or "Turn 
around!" or "Wake up!" but rather:

Go ahead! Achieve all your goals! Break all the dams! Faster! 
You are unbound. Go ahead and fly with faster wings, with an ever greater pride 
for your achievements, with your conquests, with your empires, with your 
democracies! The pit must be filled; there is a need for fertilizer for the new 
tree that will grow out of your collapse.6

In the present work I will limit myself to offering guiding 
principles, the application and the adequate development of which would require 
as many volumes as there are chapters; thus, I will point out only the essential 
elements. The reader may wish to use them as the basis for further ordering and 
deepening the subject matter of each of the domains dealt with from the 
traditional point of view by giving to them an extension and a development that 
the economy of the present work does not allow for.

In the first part I will trace directly a kind of doctrine of the categories 
of the traditional spirit; I will indicate the main principles according to 
which the life of the man of Tradition was manifested. Here the term "category" 
is employed in the sense of a normative and a priori principle. The forms and 
the meanings indicated should not be regarded as "realities" proper, inasmuch as 
they are or have been "realities," but rather as ideas that must determine and 
shape reality and life, their value being independent from the measure in which 
their realization can be ascertained, since it will never be perfect. This 
should eliminate the misunderstandings and the objections of those who claim 
that historical reality hardly justifies the forms and the meanings (more on 
which later). Such a claim could eventually be validated without reaching the 
conclusion that in this regard, everything is reduced to make-believe, utopias, 
idealizations, or illusions. The main forms of the traditional life as 
categories enjoy the same dignity as ethical principles: they are valuable in 
and of themselves and only require to be acknowledged and willed so that man may 
hold steadily to them and with them measure himself and life, just like 
traditional man has always and everywhere done. Thus, the dimension of "history" 
and of "reality" has here merely an illustrative and evocative scope for values 
that even from this point of view, may not be any less actual today and tomorrow 
than what they could have been yesterday.

The historical element will be emphasized in the second part of this work, 
which will consider the genesis of the modern world and the processes that have 
led to its development Since the reference point, however, will always be the 
traditional world in its quality as symbolical, superhistorical, and normative 
reality, and likewise, since the method employed will be that which attempts to 
understand what acted and still acts behind the two superficial dimensions of 
historical phenomena (space and time), the final outcome will be the outline of 
a metaphysics of history.

In both parts I think that sufficient elements have been given to those who, 
today or tomorrow, already are or will be capable of an awakening.



PART ONE
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The World of Tradition

 

The skillful masters (of the Tao) in old times, with a subtle 
and exquisite penetration, comprehended its mysteries and were deep (also) so as 
to elude men's knowledge . . . Shrinking, looked they like those who wade 
through a stream in winter; irresolute, like those who are afraid of all around 
them; . . . evanescent like ice that is melting away; unpretentious like wood 
that has not been fashioned into anything; vacant like a valley, and dull like 
muddy water. . . .


    Who can make the muddy water clear? Who can secure the 
condition of rest? . . .


    They who preserve this method of the Tao do not wish to be 
full of themselves. It is through their not being full of themselves that they 
can afford to seem worn and not appear to be new and-complete.

—Tao te Ching, 15

(from R. Van Over, Chinese Mystics)
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The Beginning

In order to understand both the 
spirit of Tradition and its antithesis, modern civilization, it is necessary to 
begin with the fundamental doctrine of the 
two natures. According to this doctrine there is a physical order of 
things and a metaphysical one; there is a mortal nature and an immortal one; 
there is the superior realm of "being" and the inferior realm of "becoming." 
Generally speaking, there is a visible and tangible dimension and, prior to and 
beyond it, an invisible and intangible dimension that is the support, the 
source, and true life of the former.

Anywhere in the world of Tradition, both East and West and in one form or 
another, this knowledge (not just a mere "theory") has always been present as an 
unshakable axis around which everything revolved. Let me emphasize the fact that 
it was 
knowledge and not "theory." As difficult as it may be for our 
contemporaries to understand this, we must start from the idea that the man of 
Tradition was aware of the existence of a dimension of being much wider than 
what our contemporaries experience and call "reality." Nowadays, after all, 
reality is understood only as something strictly encompassed within the world of 
physical bodies located in space and time. Certainly, there are those who 
believe in something beyond the realm of phenomena. When these people admit the 
existence of something else, however, they are always led to this conclusion by 
a scientific hypothesis or law, or by a speculative idea, or by a religious 
dogma; they cannot escape such an intellectual limitation. Through his practical 
and immediate experiences, modern man, no matter how deep his "materialistic" or 
"spiritual" beliefs may be, develops an understanding of reality only in 
relation to the world of physical bodies and always under the influence of his 
direct and immediate experiences. This is the real materialism for which our 
contemporaries should be reproached. All the other versions of materialism that 
are formulated in scientific or in philosophical terms are only secondary 
phenomena. The worst type of materialism, therefore, is not a matter of an 
opinion or of a "theory," but it consists in the fact that man's 
experience no longer extends to nonphysical realities. Thus, the majority 
of the intellectual revolts against "materialistic" views are only vain 
reactions against the latest peripheral effects stemming from remote and deeper 
causes. These causes, incidentally, arose in a different historical context from 
the one in which the "theories" were formulated.

The experience of traditional man used to reach well beyond these limits, as 
in the case of some so-called primitive people, among whom we still find today a 
faint echo of spiritual powers from ancient times. In traditional societies the 
"invisible" was an element as real, if not 
more real, than the data provided by the physical senses. Every aspect of 
the individual and of the social life of the people belonging to these societies 
was influenced by this experience.

On the one hand, from the perspective of Tradition, what today is usually 
referred to as "reality," was only a species of a much wider genus. On the other 
hand, invisible realities were not automatically equated with the 
"supernatural." Traditionally speaking, the notion of "nature" did not 
correspond merely to the world of bodies and of visible forms—the object of 
research of contemporary, secularized science—but on the contrary, it 
corresponded essentially to part of an invisible reality. The ancients had the 
sense of a dark netherworld, populated by obscure and ambiguous forces of every 
kind (the demonic soul of nature, which is the essential substratum of all 
nature's forms and energies) that was opposed to the superrational and sidereal 
brightness of a higher region. Moreover, the term 
nature traditionally included everything that is merely human, since what 
is human cannot escape birth and death, impermanence, dependence, and 
transformation, all of which characterize the inferior region. By definition, 
"that which is" has nothing to do with human and temporal affairs or situations, 
as in the saying: "The race of men is one thing, and the race of the gods is 
quite another." This saying retains its validity even though people once thought 
that the reference to a superior, otherworldly domain could effectively lead the 
integration and the purification of the human element in the direction of the 
nonhuman dimension. Only the nonhuman dimension constituted the essence and the 
goal of any truly traditional civilization.

The world of being and the world of becoming affect things, demons, and men. 
Every hypostatic representation of these two regions, whether expressed in 
astral, mythological, theological, or religious terms, reminded traditional man 
of the existence of the two states; it also represented a symbol to be resolved 
into an inner experience, or at least in the foreboding of an inner experience. 
Thus, in Hindu, and especially in Buddhist tradition, the idea of 
saṁsāra—the current that dominates and carries away every form of the 
inferior world—refers to an understanding of life as blind yearning and as an 
irrational identification with impermanent aggregates. Likewise, Hellenism saw 
nature as the embodiment of the eternal state of "deprivation" of those 
realities that, by virtue of having their own principle and cause outside of 
themselves, flow and run away indefinitely (ἀεὶ ρεοντα). In their 
becoming, these realities reveal a primordial and radical lack of direction and 
purpose and a perennial limitation.1 
According to these traditions, "matter" and "becoming" express the reality that 
acts in a being as an obscure necessity or as an irrepressible indetermination, 
or as the inability to acquire a perfect form and to possess itself in a law. 
What the Greeks called 
ἀναηκαîον and ἄπειρον, the Orientals called 
adharrna. Christian Scholastic theology shared similar views, since it 
considered the root of every unredeemed nature in terms of 
cupiditas and of appetitus innatus. In different ways, the man of 
Tradition found in the experience of covetous identification, which obscures and 
impairs "being," the secret cause of his existential predicament. The incessant 
becoming and the perennial instability and contingency of the inferior region 
appeared to the man of Tradition as the cosmic and symbolical materialization of 
that predicament.

On the other hand, the experience of 
asceticism was regarded as the path leading to the other region, or to 
the world of "being," or to what is no longer physical but metaphysical. 
Asceticism traditionally consisted in values such as mastery over oneself, 
self-discipline, autonomy, and the leading of a unified life. By "unified life" 
I mean an existence that does not need to be spent in search of other things or 
people in order to be complete and justified. The traditional representations of 
this other region were solar symbols, heavenly regions, beings made of light or 
fire, islands, and mountain peaks.

These were the two "natures." Tradition conceived the possibility of being 
born in either one, and also of the possibility of going from one birth to 
another, according to the saying: "A man is a mortal god, and a god is an 
immortal man."2 
The world of Tradition knew these two great poles of existence, as well as the 
paths leading from one to the other. Tradition knew the existence of the 
physical world and the totality of the forms, whether visible or underground, 
whether human or subhuman and demonic, of 
ὑπερκοσµία, a "world beyond this world." According to Tradition, the 
former is the "fall" of the latter, and the latter represents the "liberation" 
of the former. The traditional world believed spirituality to be something 
beyond life and death. It held that mere physical existence, or "living," is 
meaningless unless it approximates the higher world or that which is "more than 
life," and unless one's highest ambition consists in participating in 
ὑπερκοσµία and in obtaining an active and final liberation from the bond 
represented by the human condition. According to Tradition, every authority is 
fraudulent, every law is unjust and barbarous, every institution is vain and 
ephemeral unless they are ordained to the superior principle of Being, and 
unless they are derived from above and oriented "upward."

The traditional world knew divine kingship. It knew the bridge between the 
two worlds, namely, initiation; it knew the two great ways of approach to the 
transcendent, namely, heroic action and contemplation; it knew the mediation, 
namely, rites and faithfulness; it knew the social foundation, namely, the 
traditional law and the caste system; and it knew the political earthly symbol, 
namely, the empire.

These are the foundations of the traditional hierarchy and civilization that 
have been completely wiped out by the victorious "anthropocentric" civilization 
of our contemporaries.
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Regality

Every traditional civilization 
is characterized by the presence of beings who, by virtue of their innate or 
acquired superiority over the human condition, embody within the temporal order 
the living and efficacious presence of a power that comes from above. One of 
these types of beings is the 
pontifex, according to the inner meaning of the word and according to the 
original value of the function that he exercised. 
Pontifex means "builder of bridges," or of "paths" (pons, in 
ancient times, also meant "path") connecting the natural and the supernatural 
dimensions. Moreover, the 
pontifex was traditionally identified with the king (rex). 
Servius, a late fourth-century commentator on Virgil's works, reports: "The 
custom of our ancestors was that the king should also be
pontifex and priest." A saying of the Nordic tradition reads: "May our 
leader be our bridge."1 
Thus, real monarchs were the steadfast personification of the life "beyond 
ordinary life." Beneficial spiritual influences used to radiate upon the world 
of mortal beings from the mere presence of such men, from their "pontifical" 
mediation, from the power of the rites that were rendered efficacious by their 
power, and from the institutions of which they were the center. These influences 
permeated people's thoughts, intentions, and actions, ordering every aspect of 
their lives and constituting a fit foundation for luminous, spiritual 
realizations. These influences also made propitious the general conditions for 
prosperity, health, and "good fortune."

In the world of Tradition the most important foundation of the authority and 
of the right (ius) of kings and chiefs, and the reason why they were 
obeyed, feared, and venerated, was essentially their transcendent and nonhuman 
quality. This quality was not artificial, but a powerful reality to be feared. 
The more people acknowledged the ontological rank of what was prior and superior 
to the visible and temporal dimension, the more such beings were invested with a 
natural and absolute sovereign power. Traditional civilizations, unlike those of 
decadent and later times, completely ignored the merely political dimension of 
supreme authority as well as the idea that the roots of authority lay in mere 
strength, violence, or natural and secular qualities such as intelligence, 
wisdom, physical courage, and a minute concern for the collective material 
well-being. The roots of authority, on the contrary, always had a metaphysical 
character. Likewise, the idea that the power to govern is conferred on the chief 
by those whom he rules and that his authority is the expression of the community 
and therefore subject to its decrees, was foreign to Tradition. It is Zeus who 
bestows the 
θέμιστες on kings of divine origin, whereby θέμις, or "law from 
above," is very different from what constitutes 
νόμος, which is the political law of the community. The root of every 
temporal power was spiritual authority, which was almost a "divine nature 
disguised in human form." According to an Indo-European view, the ruler is not 
''a mere mortal," but rather "a great deity standing in the form of a man."2 
The Egyptian pharaoh was believed to be the manifestation of Ra or of Horus. The 
kings of Alba and of Rome were supposed to be the incarnations of Zeus; the 
Assyrian kings, of Baal; the Persian shahs, of the god of light. The 
Nordic-Germanic princes were believed to derive from the race of Tiuz, of Odin, 
and of the Aesir; and the Greek kings of the Doric-Achaean cycle were called 
διοτρεψέες or δίογενέες in reference to their divine origin. 
Beyond the variety of mythical and sacred expressions, the recurrent view of 
kingship is expressed in terms of an "immanent transcendence" that is present 
and active in the. world. The king—who was believed to be a sacred being and not 
a man—by virtue of his "being," was already the center and the apex of the 
community. In him was also the supernatural strength that made his ritual 
actions efficacious. In these actions people could recognize the earthly 
counterpart of supernatural "ruling," as well as the supernatural support of 
life in the world of Tradition.3 
For this reason, kingship was the supreme form of government, and was believed 
to be in the natural order of things. It did not need physical strength to 
assert itself, and when it did, it was only sporadically. It imposed itself 
mainly and irresistibly through the spirit. In an ancient Indo-Aryan text it is 
written: ''The dignity a god enjoys on earth is splendid, but hard to achieve 
for the weak. Only he who sets his soul on this objective, is worthy to become a 
king."4 The 
ruler appears as a "follower of the discipline that is practiced by those who 
are gods among men."5

In Tradition, kingship was often associated with the solar symbol. In the 
king, people saw the same "glory" and "victory" proper to the sun and to the 
light (the symbols of the superior nature), which every morning overcome 
darkness. "Everyday he rises on Horus's throne, as king of the living, just like 
his father Ra [the sun]." And also: "I have decreed that you must eternally rise 
as king of the North and of the South on the seat of Horus, like the sun." These 
sayings from the ancient Egyptian royal tradition bear a striking similarity to 
the sayings of the Persian tradition, in which the king is believed to be "of 
the same stock as the gods": "He has the same throne of Mithras and he rises 
with the Sun"; he is called 
	particeps siderum and "Lord of peace, salvation of mankind, eternal 
man, winner who rises in company of the sun." In ancient Persia the consecrating 
formula was: "Thou art power, the force of victory, and immortal . . . Made of 
gold, thou rise, at dawn, together with Indra and with the sun." In the 
Indo-Aryan tradition, in reference to Rohita, who is the "conquering force" and 
who personifies an aspect of the radiance of the divine fire (Agni), we find: 
"By coming forward, he [Agni] has created kingship in this world. He has 
conferred on you [Rohita] majesty and victory over your enemies."6 
In some ancient Roman representations, the god Sol (sun) presents the emperor 
with a sphere, which is the symbol of universal dominion. Also, the expressions 
	sol conservator and sol dominus romani imperii, 
which are employed to describe Rome's stability and ruling power, refer to 
the brightness of the sun. The last Roman profession of faith was "solar," since 
the last representative of the ancient Roman tradition, the emperor Julian, 
consecrated his dynasty, his birth, and royal condition to the brightness of the 
sun,7 which 
he considered to be a spiritual force radiating from the "higher worlds." A 
reflection of the solar symbol was preserved up to the time of Ghibelline 
emperors—one may still speak of a 
	deitas solis in reference to Frederick II of Hohenstaufen.

 This solar "glory" or "victory" in reference to kingship was not reduced to 
a mere symbol, but rather denoted a metaphysical reality. Eventually it came to 
be identified with a nonhuman operating force, which the king did not possess in 
and by himself. One of the most characteristic symbolic expressions of this idea 
comes from the Zoroastrian tradition, wherein the 
	hvareno (the "glory" that the king possesses) is a supernatural fire 
characterizing heavenly (and especially solar) entities that allows the king to 
partake of immortality and that gives him witness through victory. This victory 
must be understood in such a way that the two meanings, the first mystical, the 
second military (material), are not mutually exclusive but rather complementary.8 
Among non-Persian people, this 
	hvareno was later confused with "fate" (τύχη). With this 
meaning it reappeared in the Roman tradition in the form of the "royal fate" 
that the Caesars ritually transmitted to each other, and in which the people 
recognized an active, "triumphal" undertaking of the personified destiny of the 
city (τύχη 
πόλεως), determined by the ritual of their appointment. The Roman regal 
attribute  felix must be referred to this context and to the possession 
of an extranormal  virtus. In the Vedic tradition we find a parallel 
notion: Agni-Vaishvanara is conceived as a spiritual fire that leads the 
conquering kings to victory.

In ancient Egypt the king was not called merely "Horus," but "fighting Horus" 
(Hor aha), to designate the victorious and glorious character of the solar 
principle present in the monarch. The Egyptian pharaoh, who was believed to 
descend from the gods, was "enthroned" as one of them, and later on in his life 
he was periodically reconfirmed in his role through rituals that reproduced the 
victory of the solar god Horus over Typhon-Set, a demon from the netherworld.9 
These rites were thought to have such a power as to evoke the "force" and the 
"life" that supernaturally encompassed the king's person. The hieroglyphic for 
"force"  (uas) is the scepter handled by gods and kings alike. In the 
oldest texts, the scepter is portrayed as the zigzag bolt of lightning. The 
regal "force" thus appears as a manifestation of the dazzling, heavenly force. 
The combination of signs represented the concept of "life-force"  (anshus), 
form a word for "fiery milk," which is the nourishment of the immortals. This 
word is not without relation to  uraeus, the divine flame, at times 
life-giving, at other times dangerously destructive, which crowns the head of 
the Egyptian king in the shape of a serpent.

In this traditional formulation, the various elements converge in the idea of 
a nonterrestrial power or fluid  (sa). This power consecrates and gives 
witness to the solar, triumphant nature of the king, and "gushes" forth from one 
king to the other, thus guaranteeing the uninterrupted and "golden" sequence in 
the divine lineage, which is legitimately appointed to the task of  regere. 
Interestingly enough, the theme of "glory" as a divine attribute is found even 
in Christianity, and according to mystical theology the beatific vision takes 
place within the "glory of God." Christian iconography used to portray this 
glory as a halo around the person's head, thus visibly representing the meaning 
of the Egyptian  uraeus and of the glowing crown of the Persian and Roman 
solar kings.

According to a Far Eastern tradition, the king, as a "son of heaven" who is 
believed to have nonhuman origins, enjoys the "mandate of heaven"  (tien 
ming), which implies the idea of a real and supernatural force. This force 
that comes "from heaven," according to Lao-tzu, acts without acting  (wei wu 
wei) through an immaterial presence, or by virtue of just being present.10 
It is as invisible as the wind, and yet its actions are as ineluctable as the 
forces of nature. When this power is unleashed, the forces of common men, 
according to Meng-tzu, bend under it as blades of grass under the wind.11 
Concerning  wu wei, a text says:

By its thickness and substantiality, sincerity equals earth; 
and by its height and splendor it equals heaven. Its extent and duration are 
without limit. He who possesses this sincerity, without showing himself, he will 
shine forth, without moving he will renovate others; without acting, he will 
perfect them.12

Only such a man, "is able to harmonize the opposing strands of 
human society, to establish and to maintain moral order in the country."13

Established in this force or "virtue," the Chinese monarch (wang) 
performed the supreme role of a center, or of a third power between heaven and 
earth. The common assumption was that the fortunes and misfortunes of the 
kingdom, as well as the moral qualities of his subjects (it is the "virtue" in 
relation to the "being" of the monarch, and not his "actions," that carries 
positive or negative influences on them), secretly depended on the monarch's 
behavior. The central role exercised by the king presupposed that the king 
maintained the aforesaid "triumphal" inner way of being. In this context, the 
meaning of the famous saying, "Immutability in the middle," may correspond to 
the doctrine according to which, "in the immutability of the middle, the virtue 
of heaven is manifested."14 
If this principle was implemented as a general rule, nothing could have changed 
the arranged course of human events or those of the state.15

In general, the fact that the king's or chief's primary and essential 
function consisted in performing those ritual and sacrificial actions that 
constituted the center of gravity of life is a recurrent idea in a vast cycle of 
traditional civilizations, from pre-Columbian Peru to the Far East, and 
including Greek and Roman cities. This idea confirms the inseparability of royal 
office from priestly or pontifical office. According to Aristotle, "the kings 
enjoy their office by virtue of being the officiating priests at their 
community's worship."16 
The first duty of the Spartan kings was to perform sacrifices, and the same 
could be said about the first kings of Rome and of many rulers during the 
imperial period. The king, empowered with a nonterrestrial force with its roots 
in something that is "more than life," naturally appeared as one who could 
eminently actualize the power of the rites and open the way leading to the 
superior world. Thus, in those traditional forms of civilization in which there 
was a separate priestly class, the king, because of his original dignity and 
function, belonged to this class and was its true leader. In addition to early 
Rome, this situation was found both in ancient Egypt (in order to make the rites 
efficacious, the pharaoh repeated daily the prayer that was believed to renew 
the divine force in his person) and in Iran, where, as Xenophon recalls,17 
the king, who according to his function was considered the image of the god of 
light on earth, belonged to the caste of Magi and was its leader. On the other 
hand, if among certain people there was the custom of deposing and even of 
killing the chief when an accident or a catastrophe occurred—for this seemed to 
signify a decrease in the mystical force of "good fortune" that gave one the 
right to be chief18—this 
custom gives witness to the same order of ideas, although in the form of a 
superstitious degeneration. In the Nordic racial stocks up to the time of the 
Goths, and notwithstanding the principle of royal sacredness (the king was 
considered as an Aesir and as a demigod who wins in battle thanks to the power 
of his "good fortune"), an inauspicious event was understood not so much as the 
absence of the mystical power of "fortune" abiding in the king, but rather as 
the consequence of something that the king, as a mortal man, had done, thus 
compromising the objective effectiveness of his power. It was believed, for 
instance, that the consequence for failing to implement the fundamental Aryan 
virtue of always telling the truth, and thus being stained by lies, caused the 
"glory," or the mystical efficacious virtue, to abandon the ancient Iranian 
king, Yima.19 
All the way up to the Carolingian Middle Ages and within Christianity itself, 
local councils of bishops were at times summoned in order to investigate what 
misdeed perpetrated by a representative of the temporal or ecclesiastical 
authority could have caused a given calamity. These are the last echoes of the 
abovementioned idea.

The monarch was required to retain the symbolic and solar dignity of 
invictus (sol 
invictus, ἥλιος ανίκητος), as well as the state of inner 
equilibrium that corresponds to the Chinese notion of "immutability in the 
middle"; otherwise the force and its prerogatives would be transferred to 
another person who could prove worthy of it. I will mention in this context a 
case in which the concept of "victory" became a focal point of various meanings. 
There is an interesting ancient saga of Nemi's King of the Woods, whose royal 
and priestly office was supposed to be conferred on the person capable of 
catching him by surprise and slaying him. J. G. Frazer tracked down numerous 
traditions of the same kind all over the world.

In this context, the physical combat aspect of the trial, if it had to occur, 
is only the materialistic transposition of some higher meaning, and it must be 
related to the general view of "divine judgments" (more on which later). 
Concerning the deepest meaning of the legend of Nemi's king-priest, it must be 
remembered that according to Tradition, only a "fugitive slave" (esoterically 
speaking, a being who had become free from the bonds of his lower nature), armed 
with a branch tom off a sacred oak, had the right to compete with the Rex 
Nemorensis (King of the Woods). The oak is the equivalent of the "Tree of the 
World," which in other traditions is frequently adopted as a symbol designating 
the primordial life-force and the power of victory.20 
This means that only a being who has succeeded in partaking of this force may 
aspire to take the place of the Rex Nemorensis. Concerning this office, it must 
be observed that the oak and the woods, of which Nemi's priest-king was rex, 
were related to Diana. In turn, Diana was the "bride" of the king of the woods. 
In some ancient, eastern Mediterranean traditions, the great goddesses were 
often symbolized by sacred trees. From the Hellenic myth of the Hesperides, to 
the Nordic myth of the goddess Idun, and to the Gaelic myth of Magh-Mell, which 
was the residence of very beautiful goddesses and of the "Tree of Victory," it 
is possible to notice traditional symbolic connections between women or 
goddesses, forces of life, immortality, wisdom, and trees.

Concerning the Rex Nemorensis, we can recognize in the symbols employed that 
the notion of kingship derives from having married or possessed the mystical 
force of "life," of transcendent wisdom and immortality that is personified both 
by the goddess and by the tree.21 
Nemi's saga, therefore, incorporates the general symbol, which is found in many 
other myths and traditional legends, of a winner or of a hero who possesses a 
woman or a goddess. The goddess appears in other traditions either as a guardian 
of the fruits of immortality (see the female figures in relation to the 
symbolical tree in the myths of Heracles, Jason, Gilgamesh, and so on), or as a 
personification of the occult force of the world, of life and of nonhuman 
knowledge, or as the embodiment of the principle of sovereignty (the knight or 
the unknown hero of the legend, who becomes king after taking as his bride a 
mysterious princess).22

Some of the ancient traditions about a female source of royal power23 
may also be interpreted in this fashion; their meaning, in that case, is exactly 
opposite to gynaecocracy, which will be discussed later. As far as the tree is 
concerned, interestingly enough, even in some medieval legends it is related to 
the imperial ideal; the last emperor, before dying, will hang the scepter, the 
crown, and the shield in the "Dry Tree," which is usually located in the 
symbolical region of "Prester John," just like the dying Roland hung his 
unbreakable sword in the tree. This is yet another convergence of symbolical 
contents, for Frazer has shown the relationship existing between the branch that 
the fugitive slave must break off Nemi's sacred oak in order to fight with 
Nemi's king and the branch Aeneas carried to descend, while alive, into the 
invisible dimension. One of the gifts that Emperor Frederick II received from 
the mysterious Prester John was a ring that renders invisible and victorious the 
one who wears it. Invisibility, in this context, refers to the access to the 
invisible realm and to the achievement of immortality; in Greek traditions the 
hero's invisibility is often synonymous with his becoming immortal.

This was the case of Siegfried in the Niebelungen (6), who through the 
same symbolic virtue of becoming invisible, subjugates and marries the divine 
woman Brynhild. Brynhild, just like Siegfried in the 
Siegdrifumal (4–6), is the one who bestows on the heroes who "awaken" her 
the formulas of wisdom and of victory contained in the runes.

Remnants of traditions, in which we find the themes contained in the ancient 
saga of the King of the Woods, last until shortly beyond the end of the Middle 
Ages. They are always associated with the old idea, according to which a 
legitimate king is capable of manifesting in specific, concrete and almost 
experimental ways, the signs of his supernatural nature. The following is just 
one example: prior to the Hundred Years War, Venice asked Philip of Valois to 
demonstrate his actual right to be king in one of the following ways. The first 
way, victory over a contender whom Philip was expected to fight to the death in 
an enclosed area, reminds us of the Rex Nemorensis and of the mystical testimony 
inherent in every victory.24 
As far as the other examples are concerned, we read in a text dating back to 
those times:

If Philip of Valois is, as he affirms, the true king of 
France, let him prove the fact by exposing himself to hungry lions; for lions 
never attack a true king; or let him perform the miraculous healing of the sick, 
as all other true kings are wont to do. If he should fail, he would own himself 
to be unworthy of the kingdom.25

A supernatural power, manifested through a victory or through 
a thaumaturgical virtue, even in times like Philip's, which are no longer 
primordial times, is thus inseparably connected with the traditional idea of 
real and legitimate kingship.26 
Aside from the factual adequacy of single individuals to the principle and to 
the function of kingship, what remains is the view that "what has led people to 
venerate so many kings were mainly the divine virtues and powers, which 
descended on the kings alone, and not on other men as well." Joseph de Maistre 
wrote: 
27

God makes kings in the literal sense. He prepares royal 
races; maturing them under a cloud which conceals their origin. They appear at 
length crowned with glory and honor; they take their places; and this is the 
most certain sign of their legitimacy. The truth is that they arise as it were 
of themselves, without violence on their part, and without marked deliberation 
on the other: it is a species of magnificent tranquillity, not easy to express. 
Legitimate usurpation would seem to me to be the most appropriate expression (if 
not too bold), to characterize these kinds of origins, which time hastens to 
consecrate.28
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Polar Symbolism; the Lord of Peace and Justice

It is possible to connect the 
integral and original understanding of the regal function with a further cycle 
of symbols and myths that point back in the same one direction through their 
various representations and analogical transpositions.1

As a starting point, we may consider the Hindu notion of the 
cakravartin, or "universal king." The 
cakravartin may be considered the archetype of the regal function of 
which various kings represent more or less complete images or even particular 
expressions whenever they conform to the traditional principle.
Cakravartin literally means "lord" or "spinner of the wheel." This notion 
brings us back again to the idea of a center that corresponds also to an inner 
state, to a way of being, or better yet, to the way of Being.

Actually the wheel also symbolizes 
sarhsara or the stream of becoming (the Hellenes called it κύκλος
τής γενὲσεως, the "wheel of generation," or κύκλος ανάγκης, "the 
wheel of Fate"). Its motionless center signifies the spiritual stability 
inherent in those who are not affected by this stream and who can organize and 
subject to a higher principle the energies and the activities connected to the 
inferior nature. Then the
cakravartin appears as the   dharmarāja, the "Lord of the Law," or 
the "Lord of the Wheel of the Law."2 
According to Confucius: "The practice of government by means of virtue may be 
compared to the polestar, which the multitudinous stars pay homage to while it 
stays in its place."3 
Hence the meaning of the concept of "revolution," which is the motion occurring 
around an "unmoved mover," though in our modern day and age it has become 
synonymous with subversion.

In this sense royalty assumes the value of a "pole," by referring to a 
general traditional symbolism. We may recall here, besides Midgard (the heavenly 
"middle abode" described in Nordic traditions), Plato's reference to the place 
where Zeus holds counsel with the gods in order to reach a decision concerning 
the fate of Atlantis: "He accordingly summoned all the gods to his own most 
glorious abode, which stands at the center of the universe and looks out over 
the whole realm of change."4 
The abovementioned notion of
cakravartin is also connected to a cycle of enigmatic traditions 
concerning the real existence of a "center of the world" that exercises this 
supreme function here on earth. Some fundamental symbols of regality had 
originally a close relationship with these ideas. One of these symbols was the 
scepter, the main function of which is analogically related to the "axis of the 
world."5 
Another symbol is the throne, an "elevated" place; sitting still on the throne 
evokes, in addition to the meaning of stability connected to the "pole" and to 
the "unmoved mover," the corresponding inner and metaphysical meanings. 
Considering the correspondence that was originally believed to exist between the 
nature of the royal man and the nature produced by initiation, in the classical 
Mysteries we find a ritual consisting of sitting still on a throne. This ritual 
appears to have been very important since it was sometimes equated with 
initiation itself. The term 
τεθρούισέυος, enthroned, is often synonymous with τελετεµέυος, 
"initiate."6 
In fact, in some instances, in the course of an initiation the  
θρονισµός, or royal enthronement, preceded the experience of becoming one 
with the god.

The same symbolism is embodied in the ziggurat, the Assyrian-Babylonian 
terraced pyramid, as well as in the master plan of the capital of the Persian 
kings (as in Ecbatana) and in the ideal image of the 
cakra vartin's royal palace. In these places we find the architectural 
expression of the cosmic order complete in its hierarchy and in its dependence 
upon an unmoved center. From a spatial perspective this center corresponded, 
within the building itself, to the king's throne. Similar to Hellas, in India we 
find forms of initiation that employ the ritual of the so-called
maṇḍala. These forms dramatize the gradual ascent of the initiate from 
the profane and demonic space to a sacred space, until he reaches a center. A 
fundamental ritual symbolizing this journey is called 
mūkatābhiṣaka and it consists in being crowned or in being given a tiara; 
he who reaches the "center" of the maṇḍala is crowned as king because he 
is now believed to be above the interplay of the forces at work in the inferior 
nature.7 It 
is interesting that the ziggurat, the sacred building towering above the 
city-state of which it was the center, was called "cornerstone" in Babylon and 
"link between heaven and earth" in Lhasa;8 
the theme of the "rock" and of the "bridge" is pretty much summed up in the Far 
Eastern expression: "third power between Heaven and Earth."

The importance of these traces and correlations should not be overlooked. 
Moreover, "stability" has the same double dimension; it is at the center of the 
Indo-Aryan formula for consecration of the kings:

Remain steady and unwavering . . . Do not give in. Be strong 
like a mountain. Stay still like the sky and the earth and retain control of 
power at all times. The sky, the earth and the mountains are unmoved as unmoved 
is the world of living beings and this king of men.9

In the formulas of the Egyptian royalty, stability appears as an 
essential attribute that complements the attribute of "power-life" already 
present in the sovereign. And just as the attribute of "vital-force," the 
correspondence of which with a secret fire has already been emphasized, 
"stability" too has a heavenly counterpart. Its hieroglyphic,  
	djed, conveys the stability of the "solar gods resting on pillars or 
on light beams."10 
These examples bring us back to the system of initiations, since they are much 
more than abstract ideas; like "power" and "vital-force"; "stability" too, 
according to the Egyptian tradition, is simultaneously an inner state of being 
and an energy, a 
	virtus that flows from one king to the next, and which sustains them 
in a supernatural way.

Moreover, the "Olympian" attribute and the attribute of "peace" are connected 
to the condition of "stability" in the esoteric sense of the word. Kings "who 
derive their power from the supreme god and who have received victory at his 
hands," are "lighthouses of peace in the storm."11 
After "glory," centrality ("polarity"), and stability, peace is one of the 
fundamental attributes of regality that has been preserved until relatively 
recent times. Dante talked about the 
	imperator pacificus, a title previously bestowed on Charlemagne. 
Obviously, this is not the profane and social peace pursued by a political 
government—a kind of peace that is at most an external consequence—but rather an 
inner and positive peace, which should not be divorced from the "triumphal" 
element. This peace does not convey the notion of cessation, but rather that of 
the highest degree of perfection of a pure, inner and withdrawn activity. It is 
a calm that reveals the supernatural.

According to Confucius a man destined to be a ruler (the "virtuous"), unlike 
ordinary men, "rests in rectitude and is stable and unperturbed"; "the men of 
affairs enjoy life, but the virtuous prolongs it."12 
Hence that great calm that conveys the feeling of an irresistible superiority 
and terrifies and disarms the adversary without a fight. This greatness 
immediately evokes the feeling of a transcendent force that is already mastered 
and ready to spring forward; or the marvelous and yet frightful sense of the 
numen.13 The 
pax romana et augusta, which is connected to the transcendent sense of 
the 
imperium, may be considered one of the several expressions of these 
meanings in the context of a universal historical realization. Conversely, the 
ethos of superiority over the world, of dominating calm and of imperturbability 
combined with readiness for absolute command, which has remained the 
characteristic of various aristocratic types even after the secularization of 
nobility, must be considered an echo of that element that was originally the 
regal, spiritual, and transcendent element.

The cakravartin, besides being the "Lord of Peace," is "Lord of the 
Law" (or cosmic order, 
ṛta) and "Lord of Justice" (dharmarāja). "Peace" and "justice" are 
two more fundamental attributes of royalty that have been preserved in Western 
civilization until the time of the Hohenstaufens and Dante, even though the 
political aspect predominated over the higher meaning presupposing it.14 
Moreover, these attributes were also found in the mysterious figure of 
Melchizedek, king of Salem, one of the many representations of the function of 
the "universal king." Guénon has pointed out that in Hebrew, 
mekki-tsedeq means "king of justice," while Salem, of which he is king, 
is not a city, but rather "peace," at least according to Paul's exegesis.15 
Tradition upholds the superiority of Melchizedek's royal priesthood over 
Abraham's. It is not without a deep reason that Melchizedek was present in the 
enigmatic medieval allegory of the "three rings," and that he declared that 
neither Christianity nor Islam know any longer which is the true religion; 
moreover, the "royal religion of Melchizedek" was often upheld by the Ghibelline 
ideology in the struggle against the Church.

At this level, the expression "king of justice" is the equivalent of the 
previously mentioned 
dharmarāja, designating the "universal king." From this expression we may 
gather that in this context, "justice" and "peace" do not have a secular 
meaning. In fact, 
dharma in Sanskrit also means "proper nature of ," or the law typical of 
a certain being; the correct reference concerns the particular primordial 
legislation that hierarchically orders, in a system oriented upwards, every 
function and form of life according to the nature of every being 
(svadharma), or "according to justice and truth." Such a notion of 
justice is also characteristic of the Platonic view of the state; this view, 
rather than an abstract "utopian" model, should be regarded in many aspects as 
an echo of traditional orientations from an even more distant past. In Plato the 
idea of justice 
(δικαιοσύνη), of which the state should be the embodiment, is closely 
related to that of 
οὶκειοπραγία or 
cuique suum, that is, with the principle according to which everybody 
should fulfill the function typical of his or her own nature. Thus the "king of 
justice" is also the primordial legislator, or he who instituted the castes, 
assigned the offices, and established the rites; or, in other words, he who 
determined the ethical and sacred system that was called 
dharmanga in Aryan India, and that in other traditions was the local 
ritual system that determined the norms for regulating individual and collective 
life.
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