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The Debaters: Olavo de Carvalho and Aleksandr Dugin

On March 7, 2011, Olavo de Carvalho, President hdf tnter-
American Institute for Philosophy, Government, éakcial Thought, and
Aleksandr Dugin, leader of the International EtaasMovement, started a
written debate on the topic “The USA and the NewrM/@®rder.” The
debate ended on May 9, 2011. Professor de Carvalhe philosopher
currently residing in the United States who hasiagd more than a dozen
books and has been teaching an online philosopimsedo more than 2,000
international students since 2008. His bdvistotle in a New Perspective
(1996) has been acclaimed as a highly original rdmrion to the
understanding of the Greek philosopher. Dugin isadihir Putin’s
geopolitical strategist, leading organizer of therdsian Movement and
considered the most influential Russian thinketh& post-Soviet era. His
book, The Foundations of Geopolitics: The Geopoliticaltlre of Russia
(1997) has had a large influence on Russian nylieard foreign policy
elites and has been adopted as a textbook in ther@eStaff Academy of
the Armed Forces of the Russian Federation.

The Structure of the Debate

In the first segment, both participants respondttie following
guestion: “What are the historical, political, ideological @& economic
factors and actors that now define the dynamics @ndfiguration of power
in the world, and what is the U.S. position in wisaknown as New World
Order?”

In the second, Aleksandr Dugin replies to the ams@&vo de
Carvalho offered to the question posed by the orgas of the debate, and
Olavo de Carvalho responds to Aleksandr Dugin’syreldext, in the third
segment, Dugin examines and addresses de Carvadspense, and de
Carvalho’s, in turn, examines and deals with Dugjgkamination.

Finally, the debate ends with each thinker offerinig closing
statements.



First Segment



Olavo de Carvalho’s Answer

Words change their meaning, weight and value acuogréb the
situations of speech. Upon entering this debatadtrolarify from the outset
that it is not a debate at all. The very idea aledate presupposes both an
opposite symmetry between the contending parties) the point of view
of their convictions, and some direct symmetry lodit respective socio-
professional status: intellectuals discuss witkeliattuals, politicians with
politicians, professors with professors, preacloérseligion with preachers
of atheism, and so forth.

As for convictions, if we understand this term aslyogeneral
statements about the structure of reality, minendiodiffer from Professor
Dugin’s in many essential points. Does he believ&od? So do |. Does he
think a metaphysics of the absolute is possible@d®db Does he wager that
life has a meaning? So do |. Does he understadditras, homeland, and
family as the values that must be preserved abopposed economic and
administrative conveniences? So do I. Does he sibehwrror the globalist
project of the Rockfellers and Soros? So do Is ot possible to organize a
debate between two people who are in agreement.

On the other hand, from the standpoint of the agbasitions we
occupy in society, our differences are so numer@es,deep and SO
irreducible that the very proposal of putting usefdo face has a certain
comic incongruity to it. | am just a philosopherriter, and professor,
committed to the search of what seems to me théé&tth and to educating
a group of people who are so kind as to pay atierit what | say. Neither
these people nor | hold any public job. We do Immte any influence on
national or international politics. We do not eveve the ambition—much
less an explicit project—for changing the courséistory, whatever it may
be. Our only hope is to know reality to the utmdsgree of our power and
one day leave this life aware that we did not limeillusions and self-
delusion, that we did not let ourselves be misled @rrupted by the Prince
of this World and by the promises of the ideologuas servants. In the
current power hierarchy of my native country, myinign is worthless,
except maybe as a negative example and an inaamnafi absolute euvil,
which is a source of great satisfaction to methencountry where | live, the
government considers me at worst an inoffensiver@cc.

No political party, mass movement, government fastin, church or
religious sect considers me its mentor. So | cae gay opinion as | wish,
and change my opinion as many times as it seen$ togme, with no



devastating practical consequences beyond the modes of my personal
existence.

Now Professor Dugin, the son of a KGB officer amhe tpolitical
mentor of a man who is the very incarnation of Kl&B, is the creator and
guide of one of the widest and most ambitious ghigad plans of all
time—a plan adopted and followed as closely asiplesby a nation which
has the largest army in the world, the most effitend daring secret service
and a network of alliances that extends throughourt continents. To say
that Professor Dugin is at the center and pinnaici®wer is a simple matter
of realism. To implement his plans, he has atdigposal Vladimir Putin’s
strong arm, the armies of Russia and China andydeenorist organization
of the Middle East, not to mention practically gvéeftist, fascist and neo-
Nazi movement which today operate under the baohdris “Eurasian”
project. As for myself, |1 not only lack a plan fary own retirement, but my
only available war resources are my dog Big Mac andold hunting
shotgun.

This tremendous existential difference (fully iiketed by the pictures
below) makes our opinions, even where their vegzaressions coincide to
the letter, signify entirely different things inetliramework of our respective
goals. The answers to the questions that inspisedtbate will show this, |
hope, as clearly as do the photos.
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Mr. de Carvalho and his two dogs, Mr. Aleksandr Dugin.
Big Mac and Missy.

There are two questions: who are the actors inttwdd scene and
what is the position of the United States in it?



As for the first question: aside from Catholic arrtotestant
Christianity, which | shall address later on, thetdric forces that today
contend for power in the world array themselves thtee projects of global
dominance, which | will tentatively call the “RuastChinese,” the
“Western” (sometimes mistakenly called “Anglo-Antamn”) and the
“Islamic” projects.

Each of these has a well documented history, wisicbws their
remote origins, the transformations they have goneugh in the course of
time and the present state of their implementation.

The agents that personify these projects todagsafellows:

1. The ruling elite of Russia and China, and paléidy the secret
services of these two countries.

2. The Western financial elite, as representediquéatly in the
Bilderberg Club, the Council on Foreign Relationsd athe Trilateral
Commission.

3. The Muslim Brotherhood, the religious leadersse¥eral Islamic
countries and the governments of some Muslim caasatr

Of these three agents, only the first can be cordedf in strictly
geopolitical terms, since its plans and actiongespond to well-defined
national and regional interests. The second, wisiahore advanced in the
implementation of its plans for world governmentages itself explicitly
above any national interests, including thoseso€duntries of origin, which
serve as its base of operations. In the third, lmsfof interests between
national governments and the overarching goal dhizersal Caliphate are
always ultimately resolved in favor of the lattarhich, though currently
existing only as an ideal, enjoys symbolic autlyofttunded upon Koranic
commandments that no Islamic government would ttacxertly challenge.

The conceptions of global power that these threentgstrive to
implement are very different from one another bseauhey owe to
heterogeneous and sometimes incompatible inspisatio

Therefore, they are not similar forces, or as ireyepecies of the
same genus. They do not fight for the same goal$, avhen they
occasionally resort to the same weapons (for exanggonomic warfare)
they do so in different strategic contexts, whempleying such weapons
does not necessarily serve the same objectives.

Although nominally the relationships among themapetitive and
antagonistic, sometimes even of a military nattineye are vast areas of
fusion and collaboration, as flexible and changead they may be. This
phenomenon disorients observers, producing alls soft misguided and
phantasmagorical interpretations, some in the foifitonspiracy theories,”



others as self-proclaimed “realistic” and “scietifrefutations of those
theories.

A good deal of the nebulosity in the world scengrisduced by a
more or less constant fact, to wit: each of thedhaigents tends to construe
in its own terms the plans and actions of the otiver partly for deliberate
propaganda purposes, partly due to a genuine desstanding of the
situation.

The strategic analyses by all involved each refleetideological bias
that is proper to it. Even though they attemptakcetinto account the totality
of available factors, the Russian-Chinese schemessss the geopolitical
and military viewpoint, the Western scheme the eoan, and the Islamic
scheme the dispute among religions.

This difference reflects in turn the sociologicalngposition of the
ruling classes in the respective geographical areas

1) Stemming as it does from the communmtmenklatura the
Russian-Chinese ruling class is essentially made ofipbureaucrats,
intelligence service agents and military officers.

2) The preponderance of financiers and internatibaakers in the
Western establishment is too well known to reqfuréher discussion.

3) In the various countries of the Islamic compline authority of the
ruler depends essentially on approval by tlhmmma—the multitudinous
community of authoritative interpreters of the ttimshal religion. Even
though these countries show great variety in temestic situations, it is
not an exaggeration to describe the structure efr thuling power as
“theocratic.”

Thus, for the first time in the history of the warkhe three essential
modalities of power—politico-military, economic andeligious—find
themselves personified in distinct supranationatks, each of them with its
own plans for world dominance and its peculiar moflaction. This does
not mean that they do not act on all fronts, buiy dhat their respective
historical views and strategies are ultimately dgied by the modality of
power they represent. It is not far-fetched to $et the world today is the
object of a dispute among the military, bankers aéchers.

Even though in current debates these three blocks admost
invariably designated by the names of nations,eStahd governments, to
depict their interactions as a dispute among nat@mmational interests is a
residual habit of the old geopolitics that does help us in any way to
understand the present situation.

It is only in the Russian-Chinese case that thebajist project
symmetrically corresponds to national interestsl, that the principal agents



are the respective States and governments. Tlsig fer the simple reason
that the Communist regime, ruling there for decadess dissolved or
eliminated all other possible agents. The globalite of Russia and China
Is the government of these two countries.

By contrast, the Western globalist elite does eptesent any national
interest and does not identify with any particustate or government,
though it controls several of them. On the contradyen its interests collide
with those of the nations where it originated (éimd necessarily happens),
it does not hesitate to turn against its own honwléo subjugate it and, if
necessary, to destroy it.

Islamic globalists serve, in principle, the genenaterests of all
Muslim States, united in the grand project of a wdmsal Caliphate.
Divergences arising from clashes of national irgergas, for example,
between Iran and Saudi Arabia) have not provedicsesfit to cause
incurable injuries to the unity of the long-ternfatsic project. The Muslim
Brotherhood, ring leader of the process, is a tratignal organization,
which governs some countries and in others is thiéiqal opposition party,
but its influence is omnipresent in the Islamic lador

The heterogeneity and asymmetry of the three blackeflected in
the image that they have of each other, as maniietheir propaganda
speeches—a system of errors suggesting that tbeofahe world is in the
hands of delirious madmen:

1. The Russian-Chinese perspective (expanded tiod#ye form of
Eurasianism, which will be one of the topics ofstliebate) describes the
Western block as (a) a global expansion of Ameritaional power; (b) the
materialized expression of the “open society” lddeideology, such as
eminently proposed by Sir Karl Popper; (c) thengiincarnation of the
Enlightenment’s materialist, scientistic and ra#ist mentality, and
therefore the enenpar excellencef all traditional spirituality.

2. Western globalism declares that it has no ererother than
“terrorism”—which it in no way identifies with thislamic block, deeming
it a residue of barbaric beliefs on the way to mtton—and
“fundamentalism,” a notion that indistinctly blenddhe ideological
spokesmen of Islamic terrorism and the “Christight” as if it the latter
were an ally of the former and not one of its maatims. This way, fear of
Islamic terrorism is used as a pretext to justifg Dfficial boycott of the
Christian religion in Europe and in the United 8¢&At Russia and China are
never presented as possible aggressors, butes @llihe West. In the worst
case, China is portrayed as a trade competitoshbrt: the ideology of
Western globalism speaks as if it already persesifan established
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universal consensus, opposed only by slightly iasaarginal and religious
groups

3. The Islamic block describes its Western enemierms that only
reveal its disposition to hateper fas et per nefapresenting it sometimes
as the heir to the ancient Crusaders and someas#ise personification of
modern materialism and hedonism. The generousbooldéion of Russian
and China with terrorist groups is clearly the cga#/hy these two countries
are absent from the Islamic ideological discourséis way, irreconcilable
theoretical incompatibilities are circumvented. nfeotheoreticians of the
Caliphate allege that socialism, once triumphanthim world, will need a
soul, and Islam will provide it with one.

Just as each of the three blocks cultivates a falsge of its
competitors, so does each also project a falseamégself. Leaving aside
for now the Islamic and Western projective fantgsiet's address the
Russian-Chinese ones.

The Russian-Chinese block presents itself as anadlithe United
States in the “fight against terrorism,” while &etsame time providing
weapons and all sorts of support to practicallytediorist organizations of
the world and to the anti-American regimes of Ir&enezuela, etc., and
propagates the legend that the attack on the Windde Center was the
work of the American governmeht.

Russia complains that she was “corrupted” by B¥e#sin’s liberal
reforms, as inspired by America, as if before ttsa had lived in a temple
of purity and not in the endless rot of the Commumegime. It is worth
recalling that the Soviet government lived esséwtirom theft and
extortion for over 60 years without ever havingatount for this. At the
same time, it corrupted its population through iteitutionalized habit of
kickbacks, exchange of political favors and infloenpeddling, without
which the state machinery would simply grind toath When its assets
were distributed after the official dissolutiontbke regime, the beneficiaries
were the members of th@omenklatura themselves, who became
billionaires overnight, without severing the tiést joined them to the old
state apparatus, particularly to the KGB (“thereaassuch thing as former
KGB,” confessed Vladimir Putin). Imagine what wouidve happened in

! See Olavo de Carvalho, “Suggestion to the Righikihg: Check into an Asylum,”
Diario do Comeércig January 30, 2002, http://theinteramerican.orgfoemtiary/265-a-
suggestion-to-the-right-thinking-check-into-a-meiftaspital-.html.

Z See, for exampple, Konstantin Simi#RSS:The Corrupt Society: The Secret World of
Soviet Capitalism(New York: Simon & Schuster, 1982) and Alena V.déreva,
Russia’s Economy of Favoui@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998).
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Germany after WWII if the winners, instead of pras#ng and punishing
the supporters of the old regime, had awarded theress to the assets of
the Nazi State. That is exactly what happened ussi: as soon as the
USSR was officially dissolved, its agents of infige in Europe and in the
United States launched a successful operationackldny investigation of
Soviet crimes.Nobody was ever punished for the murder of att leass of
millions of civilians and for the creation of theost efficient machinery of
state terror known to mankind. On the contrary, ¢haos and corruption
that followed the dismantling of the Soviet Staterevnot caused by the new
system of free enterprise, but by the fact thaffilseto benefit from it were
the masters of the old regime, a horde of thieves$ murderers such as
never before seen in a civilized country.

What's more, while whining about being corrupted Agnerican
capitalism, Russia forgets that it was she whoupted it. Since the 1930s
Stalin’s government, aware that the strength of Araeresided in “its
patriotism, its morality and its spiritual life’siC), unleashed a gigantic
operation, in the words of its main perpetrator|liVMinzenberg, designed
to “make the West so corrupt it stinks.” The pusshaf consciences, the
involvement of high-level officers in espionage astthdy businesses, the
intense propaganda campaigns to debilitate the Imioeiefs of the
population and the generalized infiltration of #ducational system wound
up producing results, particularly after the 196@adically modifying
American society to the point of rendering it urgisizable.

It was also the Soviet action that gave planetamyedsions to drug
trafficking since the 1950s. Its history is welladonented irRed Cocaine:
The Drugging of America and the Webly Joseph D. Douglass. When
Russia walils that after the fall of Communism slas\wnvaded by the drug
culture, she is simply harvesting what she sowed.

Nothing of this vast corrupting action is a thirfgtlee past. Nowadays
thereﬁz1 are more Russian agents in the United Sth#es during the Cold
War.

China, well fed by American investments, shows enak that the
apparent liberalization of its economy was onlyoaes-up for consolidating

% Vladimir Boukovski,Jugement & Moscou: Un dissident dans les archive&reémlin
(Paris: Robert Laffont, 1995).

* Maureen Calahan, “1000’s of Russian Spies in US8rpassing Cold War Record,”
New York Post, July 4, 2010, http://www.nypost.com/p/news/national/
record_mole_russia_cold_surpass_K6S6]9QENZeRCOSHChv
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the totalitarian regime, making it increasingly idoland seemingly
indestructible.

As for the position of the United States in the M@cene, let us first
look at how Prof. Dugin describes it, and thents®® it is in reality.

According to the Eurasian doctrine, the United &tatre the
incarnation,par excellenceof liberal globalism®> The face of liberalism
that Prof. Dugin sees in America is, essentialigt thf the “open society”
advocated by Sir Karl Popper.

This is how Prof. Dugin summarizes the liberal idea

To understand the philosophical consistency of rlhgonal-Bolshevik
ideology . . . it is absolutely necessary to relael fundamental book of
Karl Popper, The Open Society and its Enemies.

Popper developed a fundamental typology for oujemibAccording to
him, the history of humanity and the history ofadalivide themselves in
two (unequal) halves. On the one hand, there ar@ditisans of the ‘open
society,” which represents in his view the formmafrmal existence of
rational individuals (so are for him all men), whase their conduct upon
reasoning and the supposedly free personal wille Bam of such
individuals must logically form the ‘open societygssentially ‘non-
totalitarian, since it lacks any unifying idea omlye system of a
collectivist nature, be it supra-individual or nmghvidual. The ‘open
society’ is open precisely because it ignores &dleblogies,” all
‘absolutes,’ all established typological differeacéherefore it ignores all
limits that emanate from the non-individual and -mational domain
(supra-rational, a-rational, or irrational, thetéatbeing the more frequent
term in Popper).

On the other hand, there is the ideological camfhef‘'enemies of open
society, where Popper includes Heraclitus, Plataostétle, the medieval
Schoolmen, as well as the German philosophy of €geiy Fichte, and
above all of Hegel and Marx. Karl Popper . . .inp®the essential unity
of their approaches and discerns the structure hair tcommon

Weltanschauung, whose characteristic traits areléméal of the intrinsic
value of the individual, whence stems the loathe &mtonomous
rationalism, and the tendency to submission of itiddvidual and his

reason to the ‘non-individual’ and ‘non-rationaélues, which always and

® The two elements that this definition fuses intanity do not have the same origin, and
were not friendly to each other at birth. The filiberal movements of theineteenth
century, coming on the top of the wave of indepaecdemovements against the colonial
powers, were highly nationalistic, and the firsbjpcts for global government that
appeared in the beginning of the twentieth centwsre inspired by notoriously
interventionist and statist ideas.
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fatally, according to Popper, leads to the apologydictatorship and
political totalitarianism. . . .

National-Bolsheviks . . . accept absolutely andhwuit reservations
Popper’'s dualist view and are totally in agreemeith his classification.
However, in contrast, they consider themselvesetthle resolute enemies
of the ‘open society’ and their philosophical foatidns, that is, the
primacy of the individual, the value of rationahsening, the progressive
social liberalism, egalitarian atomic numeric deragg, free criticism, the
Cartesian-Kantian Weltanschauung.®. . .

As for globalism:

Nowadays, it is evident that the World State coregias a World Market
is not a distant or chimerical perspective, becahse liberal doctrine
[Karl Popper’s] is little by little becoming the gerning idea of our
civilization. And this presupposes the final destion of nations, as
vestiges of a bygone era, as the last hurdle tarthsistible expansion of
globalization . . . The globalist doctrine is therfect and finished
expression of the ‘open society’ model.

Therefore, liberal globalism is the project in pregs that aims to
establish throughout the world the Popperian madi¢he “open society,”
necessarily destroying on its way national sovenegg and every
metaphysical or moral principle that aspires tosobgerior to individual
rationality. It is the end of nations and of aladitional spirituality, the
former being replaced by a global scientific-teatnatic administration, and
the latter by a mix of scientism, materialism aaltivistic subjectivism that
inspires the globalist elites of the West.

Since the United States is the main rant focush project, and
Russia its main focus of resistance (for motivesshal see later), the clash
IS inevitable:

The main thesis of the neo-Eurasianism is thastheygle between Russia
and the United States is inevitable, since theddn@&tates is the engine of
globalization seeking to destroy Russia, the fedref spirituality and
tradition®

® Alexandre Douguine, “La métaphysique du natior@thevisme,” inLe Prophéte de
I'Eurasisme(Paris: Avatar Editions, 2006), 131-133.

" Ibid, 138.

8 vadim Volovoj, “Will the prediction of A. Dugin aoe true?,"Geopolitika November
10, 2008, http://www.geopolitika.lt/?artc=2825.
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| made a point of quoting my opponent’s opinionsoame detail
because, though | do not consider it to be falsh v@spect to the mentality
of globalist elites, which are really inspired bggperian ideals, | can prove
with a narrow margin of error that:

1. The description cannot in any way be appliethéoUnited States, a
nation where Popperianism is a recent implant, whigs no local roots and
is totally hostile to American traditions.

2. The United States are not the command centahefglobalist
project, but on the contrary, its prime victim, ked for death.

3. The globalist elite is not an enemy of Russian& or the Islamic
countries potentially associated with the Euragamject, but, rather it is
their collaborator and accomplice in the effort&stroy the sovereignty, the
politico-military power and the economy of the UWmitStates.

4. Far from favoring free-enterprise capitalismg gjlobalist project
has supported statist and controlling policies ywvaere. And in this, it does
not differ from the interventionism advocated bye tHEurasianists.
Globalism is only “liberal” in the local sense ttliae term has in the United
States, as a synonym for “leftist.” The globalisbjpct is a direct heir and
perpetuator of Fabian socialism, a traditional aby the Communists.
Popperian ideology itself is not liberal-capitglist the sense of classical
liberalism, but above all else “a ‘test and evauapproach to social
engineering®

5. Eurasianism opposed the Popperian “open socatydn abstract
ideological model. However, as Eurasianism is paty an abstract
ideological model, but a geopolitical strategyisibbvious that it fires at the
Popperian ideology to reach, beyond it, a spen#ittonal power, that of the
United States, which has nothing to do with thed@oian ideology and can
only expect evil from it. Even worse: Americanioaglism is a powerful
Christian resistance to the globalist ambitionsalthave been trying to take
over the country in order to destroy it as an aomoous power and use it as
a tool for their essentially anti-national plansieTdestruction of American
power will remove the last reasonable hurdle toestablishment of a world
government. Then all that will be left is the shgrof the spoils among the
three globalist schemes, the Western, the Rusdmme€e and the Islamic
one.

° Ed Evans, “Do you really know this person®Makes Sense Blodgyovember 15,
2010, http://itmakessenseblog.com/tag/karl-popper/.
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6. Russia is not at all the “fortress of spirittaland tradition,”
appointed by a celestial mandate to castigatel#sh fof the United States
for the sins of the immoral and materialist We$tday as in Stalin’s time,
Russia is a den of corruption and wickedness sscheaer before seen,
dedicated to the spreading of its mistakes arohadvorld, as announced in
the prophecy of Fatima. It should be noted thiatphophecy never referred
particularly to Communism, but to “the errors of9Ri1a” in a generic way,
and it announced that the dissemination of thesmserwith all its ensuing
retinue of disgrace and suffering, would only cedsthe Pope and all
Catholic bishops of the world would perform thesriof consecration of
Russia. Since this rite has never been perforthede is no reason not to
see in the Eurasian project a second wave and gmadm of the “errors of
Russia,” the announcement of a catastrophe ofanlzdlle proportions.

7. If Russia today, through the medium of Prof. Dugresents to the
world as the bearer of a great redeeming spirioésage, we need only
recall that she has done so twice before:

(@) In thenineteenth century, all the thinkers of the Slaviepstripe,
as Dostoyevsky, Soloviev and Leontiev, saw the Vdssthe source of all
evils and announced that in the following centurys§ta would teach the
world “true Christianity.” What happened was thdt this spiritual
arrogance was impotent to stop the advance of canstnmaterialism in
Russia herself.

(b) Russian communism promised to bring to the dvaih era of
peace, prosperity and freedom beyond the most ifidadrieams of previous
generations. All it managed to do was to createtalitarian inferno of
which neither Attila nor Genghis-Kahn could havengised in a nightmare.

It would be wonderful if each country learned hanekorcise its own
evils before pretending to be the savior of hunyamtleksandr Dugin’s
Russia seems to have taken the opposite lessororrimes and failures.



Aleksandr Dugin’s Answer

Global Transition And Its Enemies

The World Order questioned

New World Order as a concept was popular in a aacdhnistorical
momentum—precisely that when the Cold War ended (late 8B;batchev
era) and the global cooperation between the USA Sowet Union was
considered near and very probable. The basis of NW& presumably
realization of the convergence theory predicting #ynthesis of Soviet
socialist and Western capitalist political formdarear cooperation of the
Soviet Union and USA in the case of regional issufes example first Gulf
War in the beginning of 1991. Hence, as the Savi@bn split soon after,
this project of NWO was naturally set aside andddaien.

After 1991 the other World Order was consideredasething being
created under our eyedJnipolar World with open global hegemony of
USA. It is described well in Fukuyama’s politicalopia “End of history.”
This World Order ignored any other poles of powarept the USA and its
allies (first of all Europe and Japan) and was ¢jinbias universalization of
free market economy, political democracy and humghts ideology as
global pattern accepted by all countries in theldvor

The skeptics thought that it was rather illusiord dhe differences
between the countries and people would reappeaother forms (for
example, in the famous clash of civilizations ofHantington or ethnic or
religious conflicts). Some experts regarded unipiylanot as the properly
speaking World Order but as the unipolar momentdniMearsheimer). In
any case, what is questioned in all these projediational Statehood. The
Westphalian system did not correspond any morehéo gresent global
balance of powers. New actors of transnationalutanational scale affirm
their growing importance and that was clear that\t¥orld was in need of
new paradigm of International Relations.

So our actual contemporary world cannot be regam@egroperly
realized NWO. There is no definitive World Order afy kind at present.
There is a Transition from the World Order we knewXX century to the
some other paradigm whose full features rest tmdeWill the future be
really global? Or the regionalist tendencies wilhwWill there be a unique
Order? Or there will be different local or regio@@iders? Or may be we are
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going to deal with World Chaos? It is not clear, bt Transition is not
accomplished. We are living in the middle of it.

If the global elite (first of all the United Statpslitical elite) has the
clear vision of the desired future (that is rathiEubtful), even so the
circumstances can prevent the realization of pirectice. If the global elite
lack the consensual projecthe issue is much more complicated.

So only the fact offransition to some new paradigm is certain. The
paradigm as such is on the contrary quite uncertain

World Order from USA point of view

USA position in this shift is absolutely assured the future of USA
Is under question. The USA undergoes now the tegtobal imperial rule
and they have to deal with many challengesme of them quite new and
original. They could proceed in three different way

1) Creating an American Empigrictu sensuwith a consolidated
technically and socially developed central areap@ral Core) while the
outer spaces would keep divided and fragmentizetarstate of permanent
unrest (near the chaos); it seems the neo-cons &aeor of such a pattern.

2) Creating multilateral unipolarity where the AJ8ould cooperate
with other friendly powers (Canada, Europe, Ausiralapan, Israel
possibly other countries) in solving the regionablgjems and making
pressure on the “rogue countries” (Iran, Venezu#alarus, Northern
Korea) or on the hesitating counties striving tsuas their own regional
independence (China, Russia and so on); it seamhsi¢imocrats and Obama
are inclined to do so;

3) Promoting accelerated globalization with treation of World
Government and swift desovereignization of the dfal States in favor of
creation of United States of the World ruled by ¢hebal elite on the legal
terms (that is the CFR project represented by titztegy of George Soros
and his foundations; the colored revolutions amwveid here as the most
effective weapon destabilizing and finally destrayStates).

It seems that USA tries to go by these three waysiltaneously
promoting all three strategies at the same times inee directions strategy
of USA creates the global context in InternatioRalations, USA being the
key actor on the global scale. Beyond the evidéfgrdnces of these three
images of future they have some essential pointsommon. In any case
USA is interested in affirming its strategic, ecomcal and political
domination; in strengthening of the control or otlggobal actors and in
weakening them; in gradual or accelerated desay@gztion of now more
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or less independent States; in the promotion oivensal’ values reflecting
the values of Western world (the liberal democrgzgrlamentarism, free
market, humans rights and so on).

So we are in the contemporary world in strong amdm@anent
geopolitical field where in the Core is situatedAJ&d where the rays of its
influences (strategic, economical, political, tealogical, informational and
so on) permeate all the rest of the World dependintpe grade of the will
to accept it in the case of different countriebnet or religious ambiances.
It is a kind of “global imperial network” operatiran a planetary scale.

This USA-centric global geopolitical field can bessdribed on
different levels:

Historically: The USA considers itself to be thgilal conclusion and
the peak of the Western civilization. In the antiemms it was presented as
the Manifest Destiny of USA. Now they speak in taems of human rights,
promotion of the democracy and of technology, freeket institutions and
so on. But in the essence, we deal with a newoeditif the Western
universalism that passed by Roman Empire, Mediédatistianity, the
Modernity (with the Enlightenment and colonizati@nd up to present day
postmodernism and ultra-individualism. The histasyconsidered to be
univocal (monotone) process of technological andasgrogress, the way
of growing liberation of individuals from all kindf collective identities.
The tradition and conservatism are regarded ashlibtacles for the freedom
and should be rejected. The USA is in vanguarchisf historical progress
and has the right and obligation (mission!) to mdwe history further and
further. The historical existence of USA coincidegh the course of the
human history. So “American” means “universal.” Tét@er cultures have
only an American future or no future at all.

Politically: there are very important trends in Wdoipolitics that
define the Transition. We watch the passage froanlitieralism becoming
global and only possible political option (as tleak of the political thought
of Modernity won the victory over alternative padl doctrines—fascism
and socialism) to the post-modern and post-indalidtoncept of politics
(generally described as post-humanism). The USgspdaain here the key
role. The politics promoted by USA globally is Ilaédemocracy. So USA
supports the globalization of the liberalism praparthus the next step to
the political post-modernity (described in the farmdook of A. Negri and
M. Hardt “Empire”). There is some distance betweldreral ultra-
individualism and properly postmodern post-humani§momoting the
cyborgs, genetic modification, cloning and the damas), ut in the periphery
of the World we have the common tendendiie accelerated destruction of
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any holistic social entities, the fragmentation atdmization of society
included in the technology (internet, mobile phoaesl so on) where the
principle actor is strictly individual and excefjppm the natural and social
context. There is important testimony of dual uske ppomotion of
democracy explicitly described in the article of é&msan military and
political expert Stephen R. Mahwho affirms that democracy can work as
self-generating virus strengthening the existend dmstorically rife
democratic societies but destroying and immersmghaos the traditional
societies not properly prepared for it. So democnacthought to be an
effective weapon to create the chaos and to gotre¥ndissipating world
cultures from the Core emulating and installingrgwiere the democratic
codes. We see how it works in the last eventsenAtabic countries. After
the accomplishing the full fragmentation of theisbes to the individual
atoms there will begin the second phase: the dwi®f the individuals
themselves on the parts and new (genetic, for ebgropmbinations of the
elements in the way of post-human creativity. Te¢et be described as the
post-politics as the last horizon of the politifigturism.

Ideologically: There is the tendency in the casdhef USA to link
more the ideology and politics in the zone of tlegighery. Before, USA
acted on the basis of the pure realism: if themegi were pro-USA they
were tolerated with no regards of their ideologipahciples. The Saudi
Arabia represents the net example of that. So dewateires of the double
morality were ideologically accepted. It seems tieaently the USA have
began to try to deepen the democracy, supportipgilpo revolts in Egypt
and Tunis whose chiefs were trustfully friends ddAJbeing at the same
time corrupted dictators. The double standardfénidleology is vanishing
and the deepening of democracy progresses. Theinaritnpoint will be
reached in the case of the probable unrest in #hediSArabia. In this
moment this trend of promoting the democracy onitle®logical basis-
including in the politically difficult circumstanse-will be tested.

Economically: the USA economy is challenged by t@bkinese
growth, the energy issue, the critical dispropartimetween the financial
sector and the zone of real industry. The overdgnaftAmerican financial
institutes and the delocalization of the industravdn created the
discontinuity between the sphere of the money drel gphere of the
classical capitalist balance of the industry andaleds. It was the main
cause of the financial crisis of 2008. The Chinesanomical politics tries to

! Stephen R. Mann ,“Chaos Theory and Strategic Thigug Parameters22, no.3
(Autumn 1992).
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reaffirm its independence in front of the USA glbbategy and once can
become the main factor of the competition. The Rwmss Iranian,
Venezuelan and some other relatively independenom(fUSA) countries
control over the huge amount of the natural resiputs the limits to the
American economical influence. The economy of EeespCommunity and
the Japanese economic potential represent the bhes pf competition
inside the strategic partners and military alli€s&J8A. So the USA tries to
solve all these problems using not only purely eoaig instruments but also
politics and sometimes military power. We coulcemptret in this manner the
intrusion in Irag and Afghanistan, the possiblesiméntion in Libya, Iran
and Syria. Indirectly promoting opposition in Rassiran and Chine and
trying to cause some problems with Turkey and adglamism in general
for Europe USA wants to reach the same goal. Begdahare only technical
solutions. The main challenge is how organize tlust-mmodern and
financially-centered economy with granted growtler@oming the more and
more critical gap between the real sector anditta€ial instruments whose
logic become more and more autonomous.

So we have observed the main and asymmetric a@ér sikuated in
the center of the present Transition state of wafthirs. This actor
represents the true hyperpower (H.Vidrine) and dtitengest geopolitical
field (that includes all the levels revised befoig)structured around this
American Core, representing its multilevel networkbe question can be
raised here: is this actor fully conscious of witatloes and whether it
understand well what he will obtain in the end; ethkind of Order it is
going to get? It seems that the opinions on thistnnmportant point are
divided: the neocons proclaim the New American Ggnbeing optimistic
as to the future American Empire. But in their casis obvious that they
have clear (that doesn’'t mean necessary realisigpn of the future
(American, more precisely North-American future).this case the World
Order will be American Imperial Order based ontihgolar geopolitics. At
least theoretically is has some positive point ttlear and honest.

The multilateralists are more cautious and insrsttlte necessity to
invite the other regional powers to share with tJ&&A the burden of the
planetary rule. It is obvious that only similardeeding the USA) societies
can be partners, so the success of promoting daeptrecomes here the
essential care. The multilateralists act not onlyhie name of USA but also
in the name of the West, considered as somethingrsal. The image of
the future World Order is foggier. The fate of tflebal democracy is misty
and not so clearly defined as the image of AmertEapire.
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Yet hazier is the extreme version of promoters oteerated
globalization. It could effectively overthrow theigting national states but
in some cases it will only open the way to much enarchaic, local,
religious or ethnic forces. So the earth-scale qgmamety is such fantastic a
perspective that it is much easier to imagine ttal tthaos and the war of
everybody against everybody.

So the image of the future World Order differs wrggard to the
group of American ideologists and decision makdviare consequent
strategy is at the same time more ethnocentricnlgpenperialistic and
hegemonic. It is unipolar World Order. The otheotwersions are much
more dim and uncertain. Up to certain point theg gave way to world
disorder. They are called summarily “non-polar” HRass).

So the Transition in question, in any case, is Aca@o-centric by its
nature and the global geopolitical field is struetl so that main global
processes would be moderated, orientated, direeted sometimes
controlled by the unique actor performing its waykely or with the help of
the essentially pro-American Western (or at least\WWestern) allies.

The World Order from the non-USA point of view

The Americano-centric world perspective describbdva being the
most important and central as global tendency tstm® only one possible.
There can be and there are the alternative vi©ibhgorld architecture that
can be taken into consideration. There are secypradat tertiary actors that
are inevitable losers in the case of the succesdJ®A-strategy: the
countries, states, peoples, cultures that woulddoall and gain nothing
when the USA strategy realizes. They are multiplé beterogeneous. We
could group them in the different categories.

1) The first category is composed by the more @s lsuccessful
national States that are not happy to let theirep@hdence to the
supranational exterior authoritynot in the form of open American
hegemony, nor in the Western-centered kind of W@t/ernment, nor in
the chaotic dissolution. There are many of sucbumties—beginning from
China, Russia, Iran, India, including many South&merican and Islamic
States. They don't like the Transition at all, ’&mg (with good reasons)
the inevitable loss of the sovereignty. So theyiacéned to resist the main
trends of the planetary Americano-centric geopditifield or adapt to it in
such a manner that it would be possible to avaddlgical consequences of
the success of American general strategy (it doesrdke difference
whether imperialistic or globalist). The will of @hconservation of the
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sovereignty represents the natural contradictiahtha point of resistance in
front of the pro-American (or globalist) trends.€Ble countries in general
hardly possess the alternative vision of the fultv@ld Order. What they
want—it is to preserve the status quo and national Statéhe present form
adjusting and modernizing them if necessary. Betmtee members of this
national Statehood clubs there are three kind<twirst 1) those who try to
adapt their societies to the Western standarddakdep friendly relations
with the West and USA, but to avoid the direct deseignization (India,
Turkey, Brazil, up to the certain point Russia, &zstan);

2) Those who are ready to cooperate with USA bdeucondition of
the non-interference in their inner affairs (AraBiaudi, Pakistan and so on);

3) Those who, cooperating with USA, strictly obsetie particularity
of their society making permanent filtration of whis compatible in
Western culture with domestic culture or what i, ab the same time trying
to use the dividends received by this cooperatmrhe strengthening of
nation independence (China);

4) Those who try to oppose the USA directly refegctthe Western
values, the unipolarity and the USA hegemony (Iréenezuela, North
Korea).

All these groups lack the global alternative sggtéhat could be
symmetrically comparable with the American (ther@aot even a consensual
or clear) vision of the future. Everybody acts bgrhselves and in their own
direct interests. The difference consists only I tradicalism of the
rejection of Americanization. We could define thewsition as reactive.
This strategy of reactive opposition varying frame trejection to adaptation
Is sometimes effective, sometimes it is not. In sudoesn’t give any kind
of future vision. The future of the World Order ¢snsidered as eternal
conservation of status quaModernity, national Statehood, Westphalian
systems, current ONU configuration and so on.

The Second category of actors who rejectThensition consists of
subnational groups, movements and organizationofyigose Americanism
as the structures of the global geopolitical fibidideological, religious or
cultural reasons. These groups are quite diffeaedtvary from one concrete
state to another. They are mostly based on thgioal faith incompatible
with the secular doctrine of americanization, wesation and
globalization. But they could be motivated by thienécal or ideological (for
example, socialist or communist) doctrines. Soméermtact on the
regionalist grounds. The paradox is that in théagliaation ambiance that
aims to uniform all particularities and collectiigentities on the basis of
purely individual identity, such subnational actomasily become
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transnational-the same religions and ideologies being presemiiffarent
countries and national States. So in these ciralescould find some
alternative vision of the future World Order thancbe opposed to the
Transition and its structures.

We can roughly summarize the different ideas of s@mhthe most
Important sub-national/trans-national groups:

1) The most famous one is the Islamist world visinch represents
the utopia of Islamic World State (Global Khalifaffhis project is as
opposed to the American architecture as to theistqtio of the modern
national States. Bin Laden is the symbol of suttead of ideas and the two
towers of New-York World Trade Center 9/11 are theove of the
importance and seriousness of such a network.

2) The other project can be defined as neo-sociali represented
in the South American Left and personally by Hud@a@z. This is roughly
a new edition of Marxist critic of capitalism stgthened by nationalist
emotion and in some cases (Bolivia, Zapatistashieteentiments. Some
Arab regimes (as Libya of Kaddhafi until recentt@n be considered in the
same line. The next World Order here is presentedylabal socialist
revolution preceded by the anti-USA liberation caigps in every country.
The Transition is identified by this group as the incarnation abdssic
imperialism criticized by Lenin.

3) The third example of such kind can be found he Eurasian
Project (aka “multipolar”, aka “great spaces”) pwsjmg the alternative
model of World Order based on the principle of laations and great
spaces. It presupposes the creation of differeanstrational political
strategic and economic entities united by communitycivilization and
main (in some cases religious in sep®ecular and cultural) values. They
should consist of integrated States and reprekenpales of the multipolar
world. European Union could be example of suchrenfd’here can be also
Eurasian Union (project of Kazakhstan’'s PresidenNbizarbayev), Islamic
Union, the South-American Union, Chinese Union, lthdian Union, Pan-
Pacific Union and so on. The North-American gresice can be regarded
as one of the several other more or less equas potthing more.

We could add some other theories but they are aflenscale.

There is, in the present state of affair, a serigap between the
national States and ideological movements mentiai®um/e operating on
the different levels. So the national States ldwek tision, and movements
lack sufficient infrastructure to put their ideaspractice. If we imagine that,
in some circumstances, that gap could be briddesl,alternative to the
Transition and to the Americano or Western-centric tenden(igsen in



24

consideration the demographical, economical anategiic weight of the
Non-Western world) will obtain the realistic shaped can be regarded
seriously as consequent and theoretically foundad pf concrete future
Order.
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Aleksandr Dugin’s Reply

The West Against the Rest

Answering the interesting and very relevant texPadfessor Olavo de
Carvalho, I would like to stress some importannpsi

Individualism and holism

First of all, it seems clear to me that our discusgif the term
“debate” doesn't fit exactly here—as Professor dev@lho has pointed out)
Is something more than the exchange of the opinainthe two isolated
individuals. There is something very symbolic ire tAccentuation of a
certain asymmetry in our mutual positions, notedPbgfessor de Carvalho
at the beginning of his introductory text. Desartpithis asymmetry, he
defines himself aa pure individuality that can speak only in his omame,
expressing a highly personal point of vidde isn’'t speaking on the name of
anything except himself: he wants to stress thimtprom the very
beginning. At the same time he tries to constrhetdpposite image of my
person, underlining the fact of my implication imetpolitical, public and
scientific circles and my involvement in concretdifics and in the process
of decision making and ideological struggle. It meeto be a correct
observation, but it has one less evident dimensspeaking so, Professor
Olavo de Carvalho drives our attention to the yealkisting differences
between the Western and the Russian (Eurasian)izatons. The
metaphysical basis of the West is individualisme THrench sociologist
Louis Dumont in his works-Essai sur I'individualisit Homo Aequalis?l
and Homo Aequalis fi— has described clearly enough the individualistic
nature of the Western society and Western civibzatrom the Middle Ages
until now. So, accentuating purely personal positim our debates,
Professor Olavo de Carvalho is acting in accordawitte most general and
“collectivist” manner, reflecting the social parilarity of Western culture
and system of values. For the Western man a déolaraf individualism is

! Louis Dumont Essais sur lindividualisme. Une perspective ampblogique sur
I'idéologie moderngParis: Le Seuil, 1983).

% Louis Dumont, Homo Zqualis I: genése et épanouissement de lidéoEconomique
(Paris: Gallimard/BSH, 1977).

® Louis Dumont,Homo Zqualis II: Ildéologie allemand@aris: Gallimard/BSH, 1978).
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a natural thing (socially defined), and, being attmal” thing, it is social
and therefore more than individualistic. In othesrels, individualism is a
common feature of the West. So there is little ahdividual” in
individualism, it is rather a stereotype.

The same stereotype is clearly seen in the projeaf the opposite
identity on the representatives of Russian (Eurndssaciety. This identity
should be collectivist a priori, manifesting habisbr totalitarian (in the case
of pejorative attitude) features. And ProfessorGdevalho finds easily the
confirmation of such projection in the biographicigtails of hisvis-a-vis
The context is thus well defined and the mutualtpd@dd to it more visual
expression. The “hunter” vs the “soldier”. The “&yn man” vs the
“collective man”. The “West” against the “Rest”.

| accept it fully and agree to recognise the fdwt tour Russian
(Eurasian) individuation consists in the desireranifest something more
general than our individual features. So, beingodective entity (the
Russian name “sobornost™ fits here better) forimeather an honour. The
more holistic is my position, the better it is.

That is precisely the symbolic dimension mentioredlier. In the
debate of two personalities there are two massinectares of different
civilizations, different systems of values thatrafft each other through us.
The Western individualism confronts the Russiarrégian) holism.

Here we need to make one precision. As far as érstand, Brazilian
society and Brazilian culture are not fully Westarmd individualistic. There
are many collectivist and holistic features in the®n, Latin America and
Brazil in particular have some social and cultuliffierences in comparison
with the European or North American societies amtlices. And in the case
of Professor de Carvalho, the fact of his living the USA, plays an
important role. Not his geographical residence, dam but his cultural
identification. This is confirmed by the texts afoRessor de Carvalho, that
I've managed to read. They witness of his adherém¢lee North American
tradition (in its “right” or “traditionalist” versin) and of his distance from
the main features of Brazilian cultural (criticatjitude towards USA. Being
politically on the right wing (I presume) Professte Carvalho castigates
Latin (and Brazilian) “leftism” (le gauchisme). Mgympathy in this case is
rather on the Latin America’s side. Being criticalfront of USA and the
Western civilization as a whole, | find a lot ofryecharming (Eurasian)
features in the South and Central American socief®, | am in some way
more pro-Brazilian than the “brazileiro puro” Preger de Carvalho, who
rather defends the West as a whole and certairs¢caative) sides of USA.
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Having stressed this point, we can proceed to therarguments of
Professor de Carvalho.

Three global projects

First of all let us consider the three projectsgdbal dominance,
described by him. Not being convinced that theyedive correct vision of
main geopolitical trends in the contemporary wotldan recognise some
realistic features in that picture. Professor dev@lao describes it explicitly:

The agents that personify these projects todayesgectively:

1. The ruling elite of Russia and China, especitily secret services of
those two countries.

2. The Western finance elite, as represented edpeti the Bilderberg
Club, the Council on Foreign Relations and theateflal Commission.

3. The Muslim Brotherhood, the religious leaders sefveral Islamic
countries and some Muslim countries governments.

Later on in his exposition Mr. Carvalho points dbéat each of the
three global projects reflect three kinds of globadapons—the military
force, the market economy and strong religiousc(@adamentalism). We
can easily remark that this hypothetic structuaststing of three main
forces, represent three classical functions ofesahnchic traditional society:
the religious clerics (brahmans), the warriors étsfas), the merchants
(vayshyas). Accepting this vision we could evaludte three forces in
different ways. For the materialists and the patdfithe capitalist market
society of the West (USA and its allies) would eferable. But that is not
the case for those who defend other sets of valgeg#dal and immaterial
ones. The “order of Money” (according to Jaqueslfst vision)' can only
be challenged by the “order of the Force” or by theder of Spirit”. The
actual globalization is essentially based on tl@emical order, it represent
the future world as the global market where “thstdry has ended”
(F.Fukuyama}.So, the struggle of “the Russian and Chineseanisin” and
of the “Muslim Brotherhood” against the West, USAdahe globalization is
a good and just case that should be supported|lmytiaéns in the world.

* Jacques AttaliLignes d'horizor(Paris: Fayard, 1990).
® Fukuyama FrancisThe End of History and the Last Mé@New York :The Free Press,
1992).
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that rejects the hypermaterialist empire of thedtee consumption and of
North American hegemony. The rule of the warriangl a@f the priests, for
me personally, (and implicitly for the majority &urasian people) is much
better than the order of merchants. More than thatyould suggest the
alliance between the “Russian Chinese militarismihd a“Muslim
Brotherhood” in common struggle to overthrow the &iman World Order
and to finish with the globalization and “Americamay of life”.

So, in the terms of Professor Olavo de Carvalheyyeonsequent
traditionalist should be on the Eurasian and Istasnie against materialist
and capitalist decline of the castes. Professovdiege Carvalho recognised
the fact that Western financial elite is concemitlatin some global
organizations, such as the Bilderberg Club, thenCibwn Foreign Relations
and the Trilateral Commission, which serve as #adiquarter of capitalism
and North American imperialism. So we have reahgne front of us that
should be attacked.

If we consider the circumstance that globalizapoocess is far more
powerful now than two other forces and the might W8A is nearly
unchallenged, we arrive at the conclusion thatipedcthe globalist project
iIs much more dangerous and realistic than the tWer@rojects are. So we
are dealing not with three more or less equal sebdt with the only one
that is absolutely leading and dominating and the bthers that try to
challenge the first one (successfully or not). uslsa situation the question
Is posed in the following way: should we accept ghebal financial elite
transnational rule as something inevitable andgrefiom the struggle for
any alternative only because we don't like Eurasiaslamic projects? If
we could imagine some other doctrine as an altemat would be a good
thing, but it is not so easy.

So we have the main course of things (the creatiddne World, the
World Government and ruling global financial olighay) and we have the
possible opposition, the most impressive and mastudate versions of
which are the Russian-Chinese “national-militarisamd Islamic religious
fundamentalism. The choice is clear and everyonevited to make it by
himself.

It seems that Latin America is more and more imdito choose the
alternative approaching the Eurasian and Arab campsfessor Olavo de
Carvalho doesn’t recognize the neo-socialism witiorng) ethnic feature
explicitly present in Latin America as a major tleiihis is the difference in
our approaches, but that is not crucial. We couldlude this Latin
neosocialist trend approximately in the camp of Eoeasian militarism and
Islamic fundamentalism. So we arrive to the poirit tbe clash of
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civilizations made famous by S. Huntington: The Yagainst the ReSt.

That is (in the terms of Professor Olavo de Cawgathe Western finance
elite against Eurasians and Islamists as well asnagall other instances
who reject USA hegemony and absoluteness of fra&ahahuman rights,

liberalism, individualism and parliamentarian demaoy Standards.

So, operating with the world map proposed by Psife®lavo de
Carvalho, | admit that | would rather take consslguposition in the
“Eurasian (Russian-Chinese) militarism” camp, acpamed by great
sympathy to the world of anti-Western Islamic moeaitn(not sharing its
theological positions, being orthodox ChristianheTcritical and pejorative
description by Professor Olavo de Carvalho of thesdan-Chinese and
Islamic project makes me suggest that his own ehisiquite different and
opposite to mine. If we remain in the limits of tk&obal World Map,
proposed by him, the only logical solution is thwice of the global West
and the hegemony of the Western global financitd.el

If there are only three forces (it is ProfessorvOlae Carvalho who
affirms it, not me) the realistic choice shouldrbade accepting one of them
as a position. But this point is not clearly affedchin Professor Olavo de
Carvalho's text. We see that he hates the Rusdmme€e “statism” and
Islamic fundamentalism. It is explicit. So, fromghpoint of view we are
waiting for the next step—the defense of the WBsit some remarks of
Professor Olavo de Carvalho indicates that it iSmoHe treats the Western
globalization in skeptical and critical terms aslliwSo we rest perplexed
and hope he would make this point clear in ther&utu

Theoretically we could suggest that he is againgtlkand of global
project whatsoever and rejects them all, hatingsedinarios of globalistic
visions and praxis. If that is the case, he shattialck first of all heaviest,
most serious and most impressive one—the USA heggntbe unipolar
world and the rule of the financial elite. Thistlne first and most powerful
trend—much more effective than two others. But P@zrvalho lives in the
USA and in his introductory texts fiercely attacks®e Eurasianism and
Islamic fundamentalism before anything else. Sgbstion rests a little bit
enigmatic and intriguing. For his style of dissios this seems to be a
rather clever stylistic step—so that the obserwearsld follow the discourse
with closer attention, being intrigued as me myskKlEB, the Communist
Party and Al-Quaeda sins are sufficiently exposgdhe professor. But
what about CIA, Bilderberg, Pentagon, neocons, PN#&@perial grunts”,

® Samuel P. HuntingtorThe Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking ef\World Order
(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1996).
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Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the occupation of Iraq #idhanistan, the
bombing of Serbia?

The validity of the classical geopolitics

Second point: Prof. Carvalho affirms:

Even though in current debates these three blogksalanost invariably
designated by names of nations, States and goeatsmto depict their
interactions as a dispute among nations or nationatests is a residual
habit of the old geopolitics that does not helpatigll to understand the
present situation.

| can not agree with the affirmation concernirgyrésidual habit of
the old geopolitics that does not help us at allutaderstand the present
situatiori. | am convinced that classical geopolitical as#yis still relevant
and does help us “to understand the present sitfatfhe modern (and
postmodern as well) USA global power and its alireEurope or elsewhere
during the last centuries up until nowadays mateféthemselves as the
direct incarnation of the Sea Power, exposed byfolrthl Mackinder’
Nicholas J. SpykmehK.Haushofet and all other geopolitical thinkers and
analysts. The American global hegemony geografhicrategically and
(most importantly) sociologically is a pure “takkagracy”, the classic
manifestation of the eternal Carthage, which becameworldwide
phenomenon. The Atlantic localization of the Coféhe global world (the
Rich North), the capitalist essence of its ruleg tmaterial innovative
technology as the basis of the conquest of theneedo the strategic control
of the sees and oceans with the NAVY forces—alk¢hé&atures of the
globalization and present days unipolarity (somesinn the soft version,
presented as multilateralism) are the classicaladteristics of the Sea
Power. And the Sea Power is in the permanent qgsshst the Heartland,
being on its direct way to the world domination.

" Halford J. Mackinder, “The geographical pivot détory,” The Geographical Journal,
no. 23 (1904): 421-437; Halford J. Mackinder, “TReund World and the Winning of
the Peace,’Foreign Affairs21, no. 4 (July 1943); Halford J. Mackind&emocratic
Ideals and Reality: A Study in the Politics of Retauction(Washington, D.C.: National
Defense University Press, 1996).

8 Nicholas J. SpykmenThe Geography of the Pea@ew York: Harcourt, Brace and
Company, 1944).

® Klaus Haushofer Geopolitik der Pan-ldee(Berlin: Zentral-Verlag, 1931).
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That is why the old geopolitical analysis is higiijevant. It reflects
perfectly the main goals of the implementation to# thallassocratic world
system.

If we observe the major projects opposite to thebalization
(described by Professor Olavo de Carvalho) we bkeeother half of the
classical geopolitical Mackinder's map. What aressta and Chine
geopolitically? They form together whole Euraske Heartland’s zone, two
greatest continental spaces. So, we deal withrogiacy in its essence.
Geopolitics allows the visualization of both palél-geographical and
sociological spheres. It makes a synthesis of tigiqal powers, borders
and “les dispositifs” on the one hand, and cultusatial and value system,
on the other. So, tellurocracy, the Rome’s paradiggmthe geopolitical
continental kind of the strategy and civilizatioakén together. So the
hostility between USA-unipolarity-globalization-&ncial  oligarchy-
modernization-capitalism and Russia-Chine-militarisovereignty of state-
traditional society-(crypto-socialism) is perfectjgopolitical.

Where is the place of Islam in classical geopdltiwision? It
corresponds to the Rimland, precisely to the Igyge of Rimland going
from the Maghreb through Middle East to the Cenksia and further to
Islamic societies of the Pacific. Geopolitical matwf Islam opens to it two
options: Sea Power or Land Power, the thallasspavadellurocracy? The
radical Islam rejecting the West, the USA, the glaation and
consequently the thallassocracy, is logically m&tl to the alliance with the
Land Power. But this zone as a whole can optionaigke the other
decision, preferring the alliance with the Westgame Arab regimes).

The balance between the thallassocracy and tetlcpdoday is in
favour of the first. So the present situation cancbrrectly evaluated in the
classical (“old”) geopolitical terms. The Sea Powsriving to control the
Heartland (Eurasia) in order to rule the World (osimg everywhere its
market/human rights/individualist patterns and ea)y is confronting with
the Eurasian forces (Russia-China) and its tempathes (Islamists, Latin
America anti-colonialists, neo-socialists amadependentistédsand so on).

The “open society” heresy and the American crimes

Next point: Professor Olavo de Carvalho points th#t Eurasian
analysis of the American society is wrong, conaggrthe identification of
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the essence of it with the concept of “open sotiefyKarl Popper:’ As far

as | know, in 1990-ies the Popper's concepts weng velevant in the
analysis of the main values of the European, Wesimilization. Further, |
have myself read hundreds of Western sociologists @hilosophers that
gave different description of the basic Westerruea) but the fact of the
profound individualism in all those authors remath®ir main feature
(especially in the Modernity). That is the pointvaéw of Max Weber or of
the excellent French sociologist Louis Dumont, adive mentioned. | could
accept the fact that Popper as such is dear oi§rt&oros and to the CFR
people, but that is not little. The elite, that arstands the essence of values,
can not be too large. But | don’t insist on PoppHEne most important
moments in the West are individualistic. The Eamst, the contrary, is
holistic. The Eurasian society is a holistic orfethlere are other holistic
cultural or political movements, they should beidadly allies of the
Eurasianism. The Western traditionalists (R. Guerfon example) were
on the side of the East. J. EvBlavas the partisan of the Western tradition
but in absolute opposition to the Modernity andhi® USA.

There may be another America, but that does natgghanything in
general. Another America (not that of the CFR, mw&scand “world
Carthage”) is virtual. The real America we know el

The other thesis of Professor Carvalho also soartstrange to me:

The globalist elite is not an enemy of Russia, @hor the Islamic
countries potentially associated to the Eurasiaojetr, but, on the
contrary, it is their collaborator and accomplinethe effort to destroy the
sovereignty, the politico-military power and theoeomy of the United
States.

What can that mean? The globalization of the waoalid the
installation everywhere of the American controlcluding the direct
intrusion in the nominally sovereign countries, giremotion of American
way of life and the uniformization of the differemtuman societies,
accomplished by USA, is considered by the professofnothing”, being
ignored and forgotten. The contamination of Russaaiety by decadent
consumerist individualist patterns, the supporttfar anti-Russian regimes
in the post-soviet space is nothing. The USA isabsolute plague for the

19Karl R. PopperThe Open Society And Its Enemi2vols. (New York: Harper & Row
1962).

1 René GuénorQrient et Occident(Paris: Ed. Vega, 1976).

12 Julius Evola,La Rivolta contro il mondo modern@Roma: Edizioni Mediterranee,
1998)
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mankind. And the globalist elite is the quintesgent USA, it rules USA
and through it in the rest of the world. The glotaglite of the USA is the
absolute enemy of the Russia, China and Islamiatces, it corrupts our
political elite, the society, the country. For us is obvious. “The
sovereignty, the political-military power and theoaomy of the United
States” are no more than the instruments in thed hainthis elite, its
accomplices, voluntary or not.

There are many other important and interesting tpaim the text of
Professor Olavo de Carvalho that | would like tecdss in details but | will
have stop here and to return to the topic in the roeand.



Olavo de Carvalho’s Reply

Prestad noblemente vuestro auxilio a los que semienos contra los
gue son los mas.

—José @TEGA Y GASSET, Advice to Spanish Yodth

8 1 Our respective missions in this debate

Political Science, as | have said, was born ambenent when Plato
and Aristotle distinguished between the discoufgeotitical agents and the
discourse of the scientific observer who seeksnmetstand what is going
on among the agents. It is true that political &genay, over time, learn
how to use certain instruments of scientific digseuor their own ends; it is
also true that the scientific observer may havéepeaces for the politics of
this or that agent. But this does nothing to altex validity of the initial
distinction: the discourse of the political agemins to produce certain
actions that favor his victory, while the discourdethe scientific observer
seeks to obtain a clear view of what is at stake,ubderstanding the
objectives and means of action of each of the ag¢né general situation
where the competition takes place, its most prabdelelopments, and the
meaning of such events in the larger picture of &uexistence.

The function of the scientific observer becomesnewmore distinct
from that of the agents when he neither wishesanrtake sides with any of
them and keeps himself at a necessary distanceder ®o describe the
picture with the maximum realism available to him.

From the outset of this exchange of messagesRwvidfessor Dugin, |
have tried to make two points clear:

1. He is declaredly a political agent, and all #hescription he
presents of the state of things is determined byptiactical objectives that
he seeks to achieve. It is therefore natural teatdes the world as divided
in two, with a good and a bad side, and that heestito win sympathies for
the side he considers to be good, while at the stime throwing the
maximum amount of hatred available against the Isedeonsiders to be bad.

! The epigraph by Ortega Y Gasset reatiably lend thy assistance to those who are the
least against those who are the greatest.”
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2. On the other hand, my description of the peforesents a world
divided among three main disputing forces, neitifevhich enjoys the least
sympathy on my part, though, in terms of immedgaigsical danger to the
human species, one of them has already demonst@tedvhelming
superiority over the other two. Killing an approxta total of 140 million
people in a few decades—more than all wars, epcenmand natural
catastrophes of any kind had ever killed at leastesthe beginning of the
Christian Era—the Russians and Chinese have alrpamljed to have a
degree of truculence, wickedness, and disrespecthionan life that
transcends the possibilities of the most odiousm#t suicide bomber or the
coldest, Machiavellian Western banker. This is ee@and simple fact, and
not even all the Eurasian blather in the world ease the scandal of the two
hordes of murderers who, instead of paying fordhees they committed
against their own people, now demand, with an ainmocence, of sanctity
and even of divine authority, a chance for extegpdhose crimes to a global
scale. Nevertheless, the two other globalizingesus do not seem to me to
be worthy of greater admiration and respect—atudg least for having
been accomplices in the Russian-Chinese genociug, lietween the 30s
and the 60s, favoring with money aplenty and paierdiplomatic
concessions the building of the two most deadlgrtgres of all time, the
other even now, walking hand in hand, in the Wd8locial Forum and
everywhere, with the ostensible or disguised spokesof an ideology that
their very religion condemns.

The photos that | attached to my first messageydny of a humorous
synthesis, document all the difference betweenpthigical agent invested
with global plans and means of action of imperizle and the scientific
observer not only divested of both, but firmly dksm to reject them and to
live without them until the end of his days, sirtbey are unnecessary and
inconvenient to the mission in life that he hassghand that is for him the
only reasonable justification for his existerice.

2 Among the readers, there were senfertunately only a few—who were fool enough
to interpret those photos asptatio benevolentiaayithout noticingthat they are the
most exact and realistic humorous translation p@iree and simple fact (which on its turn
illustrates without the least rhetorical emphasis fundamental Platonic-Aristotelian
distinction), and even as an indication of selftpias if | were regretting, and not
thanking the heavens, the nullity of my stockpifeweapons of mass destruction and
other instruments of war action that abound inhitteds of my opponent. | wonder where
| could hide, in my home’s garden, an arsenal ofimé¢ bombs and some tons of
chemical weapons, and to whom | could sell all fbisk in the case that a world war
does not happen.
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8§ 2 From argumentation to pure and simple gossip

This asymmetry in the respective roles of the malitagent and the
scientific observer is then reflected in the dgamns of the world situation
that both make: the first one painting it as aggte between Good and Evil
and, quite modestly, claiming to himself the rdlattincarnates the Good,
the second one presenting it rather as a disputn@rthree pestiferous
evils, not nurturing many illusions as to what nnagult for humanity in the
following decades from their competition.

Both professor Dugin and | are performing our refige tasks with
utmost dedication, seriousness and honesty. Bsettesks are not one and
the same. His task is to recruit soldiers for tatlé against the West and for
the establishment of the universal Eurasian Empiti@e is to attempt to
understand the political situation of the worldteat my readers and | are
not reduced to the condition of blind men caughhm gunfire of the global
combat; so that we are not dragged by the vortdxstbry like leaves in a
storm, without ever knowing whence we came or vérittve are being
carried.

The difference between the missions we have emtbrdegermines
the intellectual and verbal means used in our B@e accounts. He
employs all the usual instruments of political pgganda: Manichean
simplification, defamatory labeling, perfidious imgation, the phony
indignation of a culprit pretending to be a saindalast, not least, the
construction of the great Sorelian mytlr self-fulfilling prophecy—which,
while pretending to describe reality, builds in #iean agglutinating symbol
in hopes that the false may become true by the immasslherence of the
audience. For my part, all | can do is use the medranalytic clarification
created by philosophy through the millennibeginning with the very
distinction between the discourses of agent andrgbs—, applying them to
a multitude of facts gathered from the most vagedrces, including those
remote and poorly known to the public, and not fribrose of the popular
media, which reflect rather the persuasive and pudaiory effort of one of
the agents than a serious intent to apprehendyrellis not a coincidence
that my opponent appeals most of all to the crétjibof popular media,
playing with the magnetic power of established camplace—‘the
unipolar world,” “American aggressiveness,” “Im@ism,” the “anarchy of
the free market,” “individualism,” and so-en without noticing two details:
(1) Thesdopoi are put into circulation by the same media thatriogs to the
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Western globalist elite, and by using them as tasibof his persuasive
effort, Professor Dugin accepts as supreme judgeaity the very same
enemy that he himself labels as the origin of amd the father of lies. (2) In
making his anti-Americanism rest on that of thebglist media, he
implicitly—but with the explosive vehemence of repressed admtiions—
advocates against his explicit allegation (whietill comment later on) that
globalism is Americanism, that the goal of the glioblite is to increase the
power and the glory of the USA.

Of course, | do not say that Professor Dugin ihahest. But he is
honestly devoting himself to a kind of combat tHat,definition and ever
since the world began, has been the embodiment egaellence of
dishonesty. In view of this, one should not findutprising that he attempts
to remodel the debate situation itself in ordefotae it to take his side in the
great combat, such as he conceives it.

To this end, he has to falsify, first and foremdbe position of his
opponent, turning me into a spokesman and follavfai/estern globalism,
against which, nevertheless, | have written pagékhowt end in the
Brazilian media, to the point of being accused,tfos reason, of being “a
conspiracy theorist,” the standard defamatory ldhat the globalist elite
uses most frequently to intimidate those who daiavestigate it.

Not satisfied with this, he has to throw againstthe hostility of my
compatriots, insinuating that, for living in the AIGnd having written some
pieces in favor of American conservatism, | am dibing like a traitor of
my homeland.

Let’s see how he brings off thisur de force:

Latin America and Brazil in particular have somecigb and cultural
differences in comparison with the European or Néunerican societies
and cultures. And in the case of Professor de @@yahe fact of his
living in the USA, plays an important role. Not lggographical residence,
| mean, but his cultural identification. This isnfmmed by the texts of
Professor de Carvalho, that I've managed to redyTwitness of his
adherence to the North American tradition (in riglit” or “traditionalist”
version) and of his distance from the main featwe8razilian cultural
(critical) attitude towards USA. Being politicallgn the right wing (I
presume) Professor de Carvalho castigates Latoh Baazilian) “leftism”
(le gauchisme). My sympathy in this case is ratirethe Latin America’s
side. Being critical in front of USA and the Westetivilization as a
whole, | find a lot of very charming (Eurasian) tig@s in the South and
Central American societies. So, | am in some wayenpoo-Brazilian than
the “brazileiro puro” Professor de Carvalho, whthea defends the West
as a whole and certain (conservative) sides of USA.
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This paragraph is of a magisterial incoherencevhiat matters is not
my “geographical residence,” but my “cultural idéoation,” the fact that |
live in the USA or in Zambia cannot make any deéfere. And if Professor
Dugin mentions my place of residence while at dn@es time affirming that
it plays no role, what does he mention it for?dtves only as an excipient
for the venomous insinuation that comes next: &nd as anti-American as
the Brazilian left, he would be “much more pro-Blan” than I, as if the
leftism in force in Brazil were the purest expressof patriotic culture and
not the imported graft it really is. In qualifyingrazilian leftism as
“Eurasian,” Professor Dugin shows, moreover, thatknows practically
nothing of the Brazilian situation. Whoever haddaked the great shifts in
economic, legal, and cultural policy in Brazil imetlast 20 years knows that
all of them came ready-made from the globalist redsi—UN, WHO,
UNESCO, Bilderberg, Rockefeller, Ford Foundatiomofge Soros, etc. In
economic policy the last Brazilian governments haleme nothing but
faithfully follow the instructions of the World B&n In the area of
healthcare, all reforms adopted were express re@mdations from the
World Health Organization. The “politically corrégrinciples imposed by
the government on the whole Brazilian society wardyrn, imposed on the
government by the UN and the billion dollar foundas. And | do not need
to mention the obscene joy with which the Lula Adistration relinquished
even parts of the Brazilian territory to internatb administration, against
the express will of the local population. All theswidely-known in Brazil,
but news does not seem to have made it to Russia.

That such an abject servitude comes together wistridnic
demonstrations of anti-Americanism is the most enidoroof that one can
be against the USA and in favor of the globaligeedt the same time. How
could it be any different if for the past half ceryt worldwide anti-
Americanism has been widely financed by this salite?e

If Professor Dugin would point me a single bill apged in Brazil,
over the past 20 years, that was inspired by hioh rawt by the likes of
Rockefeller or Soros, | will admit that Brazil iEtrasian.”

His allegation of being “more pro-Brazilian” thansl only gossip, a
puerile attempt to turn my compatriots against ipa&nting me as pro-
American and anti-Brazilian. As a matter of fantthe Brazilian big media |
have been practically the only columnist to protagtinst the globalist
arrogance which considers itself the owner of eunitbry.
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| do not hesitate to say that in the last decadegilian nationalism,
of a noble tradition, has degraded to the poirfteafoming a histrionic anti-
Americanism used to cover up the sacrifice of maticsovereignty to the
demands of globalism. In this regard, Professoriig on the side of a
Brazil made ofpapier machgwhile I, with the modest instruments at my
disposal, take up the task of defending the realddand against enemies of
flesh and blood.

If, on the one hand, he pretends to minimize thpontance of my
place of residence, while at the same time strgssito insinuate that | am
anti-Brazilian and pro-American, all | have to dwel is that the very
contradiction of his discourse on this point regdhlat hide-and-seek game
typical of demagogical labeling. Must | remind Fgdor Dugin that the
founder of National-Bolshevism himself, Eduard Lmoo, lived in the USA
for even longer than I; also that he wrote a ndlvat takes place in the USA
and reflects his deep integration in the Americanirenment? Why, in his
case, the same criterion of “cultural identificaticused for me does not
apply? After having confused social position ancdoidgical belief,
Professor Dugin confuses the latter with geograghiesidence, to which
he, at the same time and paradoxically, deniesrapgrtance. It would be
nice if he could decide by which means he intend$aimage my reputation:
by appealing to two contradictory insinuations helyodisplays the
vacillation characteristic of the timid gossiperavays evil things and at the
same time swears not to be saying anything alt @tl.not take any of this as
offense—I do not know a slower soul in taking offerthan mine—, | only
judge that the problem we are discussing is alreamiypplicated enough
without these feinting and dodging that only séoseonfuse the readers.

Likewise, it does not make sense to paint me defander of the
“West as a whole,” precisely when | am highlightitige division of this
West and, in it, taking the side of those who & thoment do not hold State
power in the USA or in Europe. If he would say thdefend one-half of the
West against the other half, and that | accusdattter of complicity with
Eurasianism, Professor Dugin would be closer tdrikié >

% It is true that he says that, if there are two Aoss, one of them, the one | defend, is
“purely virtual,” that is, “only a possibility,” ahonly the other one exercises significant
political action. But the value of this reasonirsgdemonstrated by him later, when he
says that, from the three globalist groups | dggtished, only one is politically active and
relevant, while the other two, poor things, areyaitiving to defend themselves. If being
limited to defensive attitudes before a greater grovg the same that being only a
possibility, then this reasoning should not apptyydo conservative America, but to the
Russian-Chinese and the Islamic blocks. In my wtdeding, the lesser power enjoyed
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§ 3 The Syndicate

If he falsifies even the identity of his opponamtthis debate, with
what even greater ardor will Professor Dugin nottlo® same to hibéte
noire, Western globalism, which he deliberately seeks to confusth w
American national power?

The globalist elite is not only a vague sociakslaf capitalists and
bankers. It is an organized entity, with continuagstence for over a
century, which meets periodically to ensure theyuof its plans and the
continuity of their implementation, with the minogss and scientific
precision with which an engineer controls the tram&ation of his blueprint
into a building.

The very expression “global elite,” which | haveed, does not give
an exact idea of the nature of this entity. Muctidras the name suggested
by the title of the book by Nicholas Hagg&he Syndicaté

The Syndicate is an organization of big capitalshd international
bankers committed to establishing a worldwide dstialictatorship (we
will see shortly whysocialis). There are so many documents and studies
that meticulously depict its origin, history, memdt@p, andnodus operandi
that no excuse can be accepted for ignorance smithiter, most of all from
people who intend to opine about it. No, this i$ ao insinuation against
Professor Dugin. He is perfectly informed abougitd if he commits errors
in the conclusions he presents, it is not due twrignce. It is because the
essentially bellicose nature of his approach imgals to divide the
panorama into two symmetrically opposed halvessiffahg the whole
picture and sending to the limbo of non-existerittha facts that refute this
Manichean simplification.

So abundant is the bibliography on the Syndidad¢ any attempt to
summarize it here would be vain. All that can beealds to indicate some
essential titles, which the reader will find mengd here and there in this

by a faction does not turn it into a merely possitalction, because it is from the weaker
factions that comes, in the course of time, theaghestorical changes. If the two anti-
Western blocks are fighting to dislodge a more ptwteenemy, the same is being done
by conservative America, comprised today of attléadf of American voters. It would
be great if Professor Dugin would use the termal”rand “possible (virtual)” in a more
serious fashion, instead of employing them to effasm the picture the factors that
debilitate his argument.

* Nicholas HaggefThe Syndicate. The Story of the Coming World Gerent(Ropley,
Hants: O-Books, 2004).
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exposition, and to highlight some points which ardispensable for the
understanding of this debate.

1. The Syndicate was formed more than a hundredsyago by
initiative of the Rothschilds, a mutlipolar familywith branches in England,
France, and Germany since at least the eighteenthry.

2. The Syndicate gathers a few hundreds of billren@milies for the
accomplishment of global plans that ensure theimwoity and expansion of
their power over the entire terrestrial orb. Thase very long-term plans,
transcending the duration of the lives of individuaembers of the
organization and even of the historical existencmany states and nations
involved in the process.

3. The Syndicate is a dynastic organization, whosetinuity of
action is secured by the succession from parenthiidren since many
generations. We will see below (8 9 “Geopoliticsl &fistory”) that this type
of continuity is the distinguishing factor betwetre true agent subjects of
the historical process and the apparent formati@ssenerable as they may
be, which flutter upon the surface of epochs asn€de shadows projected
on a wall.

4. The Syndicate acts through a multiplicity of sdiary
organizations scattered around the world, as famgte the Bilderberg
Group or theCouncil on Foreign Relationgut it does nohave itself a legal
identity. This is an essential condition for iteagy in the world, enabling it
to command innumerable political, economic, culturand military
processes without ever being held directly accdulattor the results (or by
the iniquity of the means), be it before the cquass before the court of
public opinion. Having most faithful agents spreadt in various
governments-and in the command of some of them is upon these
governments that falls, in the public debate, tkeponsibility for the
decisions and actions of the Syndicate, so tha¢stand nations used as
tools become also, automatically and without thastiedifficulty, their
scapegoats. This is the explanation why so manytigadl decisions
manifestly contrary to the interests and even ® ghrvival of involved
nations are later, paradoxically, attributed toioradlist and imperialist
ambitions founded upon the “national interest.”tblical examples abound,
but to remain in the present it is enough to noticg President Obama, a
notorious server of the Syndicate, spent in juseak, US$ 500 million in a
war effort destined to deliver the government obyla to declared anti-
American political factions, so that he can be tlaecused of tyrannical
imposition of American power at the very instantdebilitates this power
and puts it at the service of its enemies, thuin@ny the target of the
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“anti-imperialist” fury of the latter in the veryctaof paternally helping them
to demolish the force and the prestige of the USAdon Johnson did not
do anything different than this when he dispatchaterican soldiers to war
while at the same time tying up their hands so they could not possibly
win it, thus becoming, in the eyes of the leftiseda, the supreme
imperialist aggressor, when in truth he was the lsesret friend of the
Vietcong. The very same disgrace was produced égidRent Clinton when,
in providing assistance to Colombia to combat thegydrade, he imposed as
a condition that “political organizations” involved drug-trafficking be left
unharmed: drug trade did not diminish, but its contvas transferred from
apolitical gangs to the FARC. Enriched and freeahpetition, the FARC
could then finance the building of the S&o PauloruRo and the
transformation of almost the whole of Latin Amerinaa fortress of militant
anti-Americanism. Thus doubly gifted, the Latin-Amean left could then
benefit from a fabulous increase of power and atstime time protest, with
an air of indignation, against the “imperialistantention” to which it owed
the most generous favor. Examples could be mutigld infinitum® This is
the mode of action that is characteristic of thadigate: to use governments
as tools for plans that harm their nations, anerafirds to still accuse them
of nationalist and imperialist tyranny.

5. Formed by families of diverse nationalities, tBgndicate is a
characteristically supra-national entity, beingepdndent and sovereign in
face of any possible or imaginable national inter&drief survey of the list
of these families is enough to demonstrate it wilounding evidence. To
suppose that the Onassises, the Duponts, the Agn#le Schiffs, the
Warburgs, the Rothschilds, Prince Bernhard and Q&satrix of Holland,
King Juan Carlos of Spain, King Harald V of Norwaye all American
patriots, devoted to exalting the power and theygtd the USA is such a
silly and puerile hypothesis that it does not ewveerit discussion. The

®> And these are not only isolated examples. Thisteen the overall strategy of the
Syndicate in its relations with the American goveemt since many decades: to destroy
the power, the economy, and the sovereignty ofX84 through measures that will later
be attributed to an exactly opposite motivation amguted to “Yankee imperialistic
voracity.”. See for instance the succession of glabonetary agreements celebrated
since Bretton Woods (1944). All of them are expginas stages in the process of
domination of the world economy by the USA. It @timng more than an interpretation,
but one that for being so often repeated concealsn@akes invisible the hard fact that,
when these agreements began, the USA was the tlargeistor in the world; today it is
the largest debtor, at the brink of bankruptcyit i6 true that “by their fruits you shall
know them,” then the obvious truth is that the poafethe Syndicate and of the USA do
not grow in direct, but rather in inverse propantio
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identification of globalist power with American matal interest-as in the
past with the British Empire or with various colalsms—is just the usual
camouflage with which this omnipresent entity cosfeipon itself the
advantages and comforts of relative invisibilitgabing and stealing with the
hands of others so as to avoid burning its fingerhe fires it sets around
the world (and counting, for this purpose, on tee/de collaboration of the
international media, which belongs to members efshme Syndicate).

8 4 Why the Syndicate wants socialism

All available bibliography on the Syndicate attasist its objective is
the establishment of a worldwide socialist dictsitgp. But people who do
not know this bibliography and who, in additione arsed to reasoning based
upon the usual meaning of words, without considgtire dialectic tension
between them and the real objects they designatejtffrightfully hard to
understand that capitalists and bankers may destmlism. After all, is
socialism not the state property of the means oflgetion? Is capitalism
not private property? How could capitalists wane¢ thtate to take their
property away from them? Based upon this cute reagp which a
computer program would perform as well as theyedf with the respective
terms and definitions, those creatures then deatyttle Syndicate exists or
resolutely affirm that it is pro-capitalist, ante@munist, pro-American,
anti-Russian, anti-Chinese and anti-Islamic. Hawaoge that, they are ready
to admit that the division of the world as it idideated by Professor Dugin
IS a pure expression of reality.

Yet, the millennial philosophical technique, whithose people are
totally ignorant of, teaches that the definitioridesms express only general
and abstract essences, logical possibilities antd realities. From a
definition it is never possible to deduce that dedined thing does exist. In
order to do this, it is necessary to break thelstiethe definition and
analyze the conditions required for the existentehe thing. If these
conditions do not reveal themselves to be selfreglittory, excludingn
limine the possibility of existence, even then this exise is not proved. In
order to arrive at that proof, it is necessary &thgr from the world of
experience factual data that not only corroboraie éxistence, but that
confirm its full agreement with the defined essemo&luding the possibility
that the existing thing is something very differemhich coincides with the
essence only in appearance.
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Whoever attempts to do this with the definitidn“socialism” will
reach conclusions which, for the mechanical reasand the devout reader
of popular media, will seem shocking and terrifying

Now what is “property of the means of productidift is not mere
possession; it is legal property, the acknowledgeny legitimate state
authority of the right of the owner to make uséhsf property as he wishes,
within, of course, the limits of the law. “Privafgoperty of the means of
production” means that the state guarantees thig to particular citizens
wealthy enough to own a factory, a farm, a bank—sthealled “bourgeois;”
“State property of the means of production” medrad the state guarantees
that right only to itself, ripping off the bourgsoi

It so happens that, from the viewpoint of Marxiswhich created
these terms and their corresponding interpretatlomyery notion of “legal
property” is a bourgeois fabrication, designed @wer up crude and brutal
class domination. The whole world of constitutiotesys and decrees is,
according to Marxism, an “ideological superstruetuthat does not make
any sense in itself and can only be explainedraskeading adornment used
to legitimize the exploitation of the poor by thehr So it is necessary to
investigate what is behind the idea of “legal proygein order to uncover
the conditions for real, practical control—in shdte structure of power.
The bourgeois does not hold the control of the medrproduction because
he has a “legal right” to them, but because he dtdsis service a whole
apparatus of repression, intimidation, marginalaratand even physical
elimination of anyone who puts his property in jeay, really or
hypothetically. The structure of power—the ordert@fror—is the reality
behind the legal camouflage.

This means, first of all, that the shift of thenttol of the means of
production, from the bourgeois class to the rewohary vanguard, cannot
ever, in any hypothesis, be a legal transfer opery. This transfer would
presuppose the existence of a legal order thatdvimgfitimate it, and the
socialist revolution cannot destroy only privategerty: it has to deny and
destroy the whole legal order. Even worse: in angad new legal order to
replace the old one, it cannot, as the bourgeogtepd to believe that it is a
reality in itself. The revolution has to admit,rikdy, ostensibly, that the new
order is not a legal order, but raw and naked paiegvolutionary force. In
socialism there is no legal order above the powehe Party. This is not
only so in reality, but revolutionary socialist® gqaroud to proclaim it is so.

In addition, in the bourgeois context, properhtails some legal
responsibility. The capitalist proprietor is acctabie to state authority for
the bad use he makes of his property—if not aggnsietarians, at least
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against other bourgeois. But to whom will an autiyothat is above the
legal order itself be accountable? Revolutionaryegoment cannot be a
“proprietor” in the same sense that the bourgeomsrew They were
proprietorsfor the legal order, guaranteed by it and accountédlet.
Socialist government is not a proprietor: it is ahsolute controller,
independent from and above any legal order.

Many decades ago the greatest minds in thalsidield already
realized that this placed before them an unavoeabloice: either they
created immediately an implacable, totalitariangobly dictatorship, of
which they would never be able to rid themselvesanfl that would end up
sending to prison or to the firing squad the retroharies themselves, as it
indeed happened everywhere where this alternatiae @hosefi;or, in
contrast to that, it would be necessary to estalsecialism by gradual and
bloodless means, using as a tool the very jurigwitical apparatus of
bourgeois society and retaining, as much as pesdiiké minimal quota of
legal rights and responsibilities necessary toqutotf not the population in
general, at least the revolutionary elite itself.

Which of these paths was chosen? Both, with @anlterritorial
distinction: where it was possible to take powewnmfence, the dictatorship
was the only acceptable path; in other countriegg necessary to promote
the progressive ascension of state control of tmm@&my, without making
the state the direct legal proprietor of the meznzroduction, which would
have rendered it subject to legal responsibilia@sl demands that could
slow down and obstruct the very march towards $isnia

It should be noted, therefore, that in neitbase was one dealing
with “state property of the means of productioni. docialist dictatorship,
there was the brutal, direct control immune to ldgal responsibilities of a
proprietor. Karl Marx himself called this “raw c#gism”’—something
much more cruel and arbitrary than what later wdaddabeled as “savage
capitalism”. In the other countries, where the ‘gmfal’ strategy was
adopted, the State dodged the direct respons#isildf a proprietor, while at
the same time subjugating legal proprietors throfigtal, labor, sanitary,
technical, controls, to the point that capitalist®uld become simple
managers at the service of the state, shoulderiogeower the legal
responsibilities evaded by it. Karl Marx also patdd this possibility when
teaching that the transition of property from theutgeoisie to the state

® This alternative entailed, in addition, the creatof a more powerful and indestructible
ruling class than the bourgeoisie itself ever was.
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should be slow and gradual, to be carried out ginoudirect instruments
such as progressive income taxation.

In spite of sporadic conflicts, the two strategmase always worked
in a convergent fashion. The collaboration was &sec that the Fabian
Society, the greatest incarnation of the “peaceéth towards socialism” in
the West, received instructions directly from thavigt government, at the
very moment when, in Russia, the latter was implgimg, by fire and
sword, the militarized takeover of the means ofipation by the state.

With time, though, those who favored the radidahtegy had to
agree that the growth and development of the modtate apparatus of
social and economic control —under the inspiratipnthe way, of socialism
itself—rendered unfeasible the takeover of powepubh insurrectional
means. Thereafter, only the “revolutions from adfowere possible—the
revolutions directed by the state itself, througlmanistrative, legal, fiscal
means, and police force.

Moreover, the complete nationalization of theamge of production
by the state proved to be unfeasible not only acfice, but even in theory.
In 1922 the economist Ludwig von Mises explainedt,thy eliminating the
free market, all prices would have to be determimgdhe state. Yet, on the
one hand, the number of products in circulatiomrat given moment was
too large for a state agency to calculate theogzin advance. On the other,
in order to control prices the government wouldcheehave foreknowledge
of all financial resources at the public’s disposakach moment. In short:
price control implied total control of the economwhich on its turn had to
begin with price control. Only a divine intelligecould overcome this
vicious circle. Price control being impossible, rh@vas no general control
of the economy; therefore there was no socialisedlailThe maximum that
could be achieved was a nominal socialism, witlast vesidual freedom of
the market which could never be abolished. Thoughestheoreticians of
socialism cried out, as for example Edvard Kardeljnister of Foreign
Affairs of Yugoslavia, the majority had to admitoglling between their
teeth, that von Mises was right. Until the end,calinmunist economies in
the world had to bear a clandestine capitalism ¢chate to reveal itself as a
sine qua nortondition for the survival of the regime.

From this, two consequences followed unavoidably:

1) Socialism ceased to be a “regime” or a “stafteaffairs” to
become a “process.” There was no “socialist staddie reached once and
for all, but only a “socializing State,” condemnéd moving toward
socialism without ever arriving at it, like an agyiote. All socialist states
which have already existed have been this way tla@@nes that may come
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to exist will be this way eternally. The definitioof socialism as state
property of the means of production is self-conttaay, and every attempt
to implement in practice a self-contradictory the@nds up generating
insoluble real contradictions. Conclusion: whaten@ being implemented
Is something very different from what was defineédhe outset. So is the
fatal dialectics of the relations between thought aeality. The cute
mechanic reasoners | mentioned at the beginninthisf paragraph will
never understand this.

2) As state controls increased in number apmpdexity, small
businesses did not have financial resources to theat and went bankrupt
or were sold to larger companies—ever larger comsganThe result:
“socialism” became the mere alliance between govwent and big capital,
In a process of centralization of economic powercWhavors both partners
without ever risking to come up to the completearatlization of the means
of production.

The great beneficiaries of this situation ame,one hand, leftist
intellectual and political elites; on the other,ode | have called
“metacapitalists:” capitalists that have grown seaithy in the regime of
economic freedom that they can no longer acquiesdbe fluctuations of
the markets:

If the Medieval system lasted ten centuries, Abssru did not last more
than three. Even shorter will be the reign of ldgdebourgeoisie. One
century of economic and political freedom was etotyg make some
capitalists so formidably rich that they no longesh to submit to the
whims of the markets that made them rich. They wawbntrol them, and
there are three instruments for this: dominiorhef $tate, in order to enact
the statist policies necessary to make the oligogtérnal; stimulus to
socialist and communist movements that invarialalyof the growth of
state power; and the drafting of an army of intgéllals who prepare
public opinion to bid farewell to bourgeois freedand happily step into
a world of omnipresent and obsessive repressioteriding itself to the
last details of private life and everyday speegh¢sented as a paradise
adorned both with the abundance of capitalism aed'social justice” of
communism. In this new world, the economic freedadispensable for
the functioning of the system is preserved in tietsneasure necessary
to subsidize the extinction of freedom in the pcdit, social, moral,
educational, cultural and religious domains.

This way, metacapitalists change the very basigheif power. They do
not rely on wealth as such, but in the controlhaf $ocio-political process.
This control, freeing them from the adventurous asxjoon to the

fluctuations of the market, makes them into a dieralynastic power, a
neo-aristocracy capable of crossing unscathedahatiwons of fortune and
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the succession of generations, sheltered at thte-dadress of the State
and of international organizations. They are nog&nmegacapitalists:
they aremetacapitalists-the class that has transcended capitalism and
transformed it into the only socialism that eveisted or will ever exist:

the socialism of the grand masters and of the ketigineers at their
service’

“Socializing-socialism,” destined to replace foreven impossible
“socialized socialism,” may be the hell of the nmajoof entrepreneurs, but
it is the paradise of the biggest capitalisfgecisely the billion dollar
dynasties that form the Syndicate. Eternally guaesh by the state
bureaucracy against the freedom of the market, lpdthe intrinsic
unfeasibility of socialism against a definitive ioaialization of the means of
production, they are still helped in both direcioby a faithful ally:
technology, which, on the one hand, perfects thstruments of social
control to the point of being able to determinerettiee private conduct of
citizens without them even noticing that they aeeng manipulated; and, on
the other hand, breathes creativity into the freeket so that it can continue
to grow even under oppressive state control.

Thus one can clearly understand why the megarfestuof the
Syndicate have stimulated and subsidized sociaisthleftist subversion in
such a universal, obsessive, and systematic fas$iioce at least the 1940s.

It is an undeniable fact that the building of 8@viet industrial park,
as well as its military force, was substantiallledo American money (of
Consortium members), which flowed there expectireyen to return.
Whoever has any doubt about it should check theettwolumes of the
classic study by British economist Antony C. Sutt@vestern Technology
and Soviet Technological Developméhtols. (Stanford: Hoover Institution
Publications, 1968-1973), as well as his bobletional Suicide: Military
Aid to the Soviet UniorifNew York: Arlington House Publishers, 1974),
Wall Street and the Bolshevik Revoluti@@utchhogue, NY: Buccaneer
Books, 1974) and’he Best Enemy Money Can B@yllings, MT: Liberty
House Press, 1986).

René A. Wormser'sFoundations: Their Power and Influence
(Sevierville, TN: Covenent House Books, 1993) répdhe work of the
Reese Committee in the American Congress, whidadyg as in the 1950s
proved the active collaboration of the major billidollar foundations with

" Olavo de Carvalho, “Histéria de quinze séculosMiftory of Fifteen Centuries”,
Jornal da Tarde (Sao Paulo), June 17, 2004, www.olavodecarvalgtsemana/
40617jt.htm.
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communist and anti-American movements everywhehat The findings of
the Committee would not result in any measure b&kgn, be it punitive,
or aimed to stop the flow of money to subversigsrthe most evident proof
of the power of the Syndicate to manipulate Americasources against the
most obvious national interests of the USA.

Finally, the industrial blossoming of China sinte 1990s and its
transfiguration from continental slum quarter intbe most powerful
potential enemy of the USA would be unthinkablehatit the investments
of the USA and without the planned self-destructminthe American
industrial park.

It is true that, after the liberalizing economiefarms of Yeltsin,
Russia entered into accelerated economic decaddémoe, which some
American capitalists profited a lot. Yet, what w&wessian leaders expecting
after the extinction of the communist regime? Taabearded with fantastic
economic progress? The normal thing would be, austef this, that the
nation be put to work hard, with low wages, in artdepay compensation to
the families of the sixty million victims of commigm, like the Germans
did and do with the victims of Nazism. Who prevenhtlis from taking
place? The Syndicate. Read it in Vladimir Bukovskitigement a Moscou
big media and international organizations—two amhshe Syndicate—
opposed so much resistance to judicial invesbgadi Soviet crimes that of
all former communist countries only one, Cambodias able to establish a
court for judging the crimes of the communist regimand even so did it
with a significant delay, thanks to the boycottdday the UN against the
initiative.

The Russians, who are most responsible for theerddvof
communism, were treated in the last decades wsttaadalous generosity—
and they still complain that, once the murderoggme was extinct, they did
not get as much money as they wanted. They didrexgive, for their
heinous crimes, the award they expected from thetWe

8§ 5 Whose side am | on?

Of course, this does not mean that | am in favanathing, or that |
do not see positive forces acting in the world., eecisely, these forces
cannot be counted among the main agents in dispateé,do not have, at
least at the moment, any global plan or strategt thay neutralize or
disarm the three monsters. Among them | would sirgglt: (1) Christian,
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Catholic or Protestant, communities from all coigstf (2) The Jewish
nation; (3) American conservative nationalism. Neit of the three is
fighting for world domination. But the reality isuie different. by
unanimous decree of the globalist blocks, all ehtrare singled out to die.

If my sympathy goes to anyone, it is to thesedlwho are sentenced
to death. Not that | wish to oppose to the thregeots of global domination
three alternative projects which are presently acelnthere were plans for
the establishment of a Christian or Jewish or rekineorld dictatorship, |
would be among the first to denounce them, as bdece the Russian-
Chinese militarists, the Western oligarchs, andajpestles of the Universal
Caliphate. But these plans do not exist. The fgfhthe three disadvantaged
factions that | mentioned is not for world powdris for pure and simple
survival.

That the extinction of Catholic-Protestant Cliausity, of the state of
Israel and of nationalist America is on the prograirthe three globalist
blocks is something that does not need to be prosedblatant is the
cultural, media-driven, political and legal assaatt work against these
entities from three diverse and convergent diresti@ will return to this on
one of the next messages).

It is also needless to prove, since it is temlent, that up to now
these three communities have only responded tattiaek by occasional,
sporadic and totally unconnected reactions, withany comprehensive
strategic coordination, be it within each of thbéacks, be it, even more so,
among the three of them. A worldwide united frohCdrristians, Jews, and
American nationalists would not be a bad idea,fouhow | do not see any
sign pointing in this direction. It seems that tepresentatives of the three
communities are afraid of thinking about it, imaayily anticipating the
brutal reaction of their enemies.

On the other hand, it is known that Russia and &laire the largest
suppliers of weapons to terrorist movements. Whgsdthe American
government not denounce this and force the two pgwender the penalty
of economic sanctions, to stop it? It is simple 8yndicate will not permit
it. No one in the globalist elite agrees to defarsdcountry against the most
harmful “allies” America ever had.

Finally, it is not necessary to highlight all thmtiatives undertaken by
international organizations and by various Westgvernments—beginning

8 particularly those in Africa and Asia, which todiégw to Europe and North America,
in a heroic effort to re-Christianize those who a@ay had Christianized them. By the
way, the priest of my parish is an African from ldda.
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with England—to favor the Islamic invasion and digdiie, at the same time,
the Christian tradition that would obviously be tha&e cultural resistance
possibly effective against the advance of militeekam in Europe and the
USA.

If confronted with all this facts Professor Dugitill snsists that the
Syndicate is the great enemy of the Russian-Chiardelslamic blocks, it
can only be for two reasons: (1) Eurasianism, #smhe, is one more trick
with which the Syndicate strengthens itself by nseaha fake enemy; (2)
the Eurasian movement is genuine, but stems frah riaurosis which is
typical of the proud poor, who, in view of the hélp received, feels envy
and resentment rather than gratitude and, insteaetwrning friendship for
generosity, only thinks about destroying his bectefa taking his place and
then telling the story upside-down, pretending & avictim instead of a
beneficiary’

It is still early to know which of the two hypothessis true. But one
thing is certain: there is no third one.

8§ 6 Individualism and collectivism

| began my opening message pointing out the asymrbetween the
isolated observer, who speaks only in his own naané, the leader who
expresses the political will of a party, a movemardtate or group of states.

Professor Dugin saw in this the symbolic crystalion of the
opposition between individualism and collectiviaMest and East.

This does not seem to me to be a correct appitatf the rules of
symbolism, which both he and I learned in René Guén

A genuine symbolism must respect the borders twdifferent
planes of reality instead of confusing them. Wherefessor Dugin saw a
symbol, | see only a metaphor, and a rather fahéxt one.

Individualism as the name of an ideological currenone thing;
something entirely different from, and having nagection with it, is the
position of a human being at the bottom, middletapr of a hierarchy of
command. From the latter one cannot deduce theeipmeither can one see
in the social position of an individual a “symbaf his real or supposed

® Additional explanations on this and other topidstiis message were given in my
lecture number 99 (March 26, 2011) as part of aklyegeminar course on philosophy.
The transcript of the lecturegs available at www.seminariodefilosofia.org and
www.olavodecarvalho.org.
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ideological identity. Otherwise, every writer witltosupport in a political
organization would necessarily be a follower ofoldgical individualism,
including the founders of National-Bolshevism, Linay and Dugin at the
time when they began to form their first ideas,nal@and ignored by the
world. To be an isolated individual is one thing; ke an individualist is
another, whether we employ the word “individualist'the sense of a moral
habit or an ideological conviction. The implicit diection in the
“symbolism” that Professor Dugin believes to hawvard is a perfechon
sequitut Authentic symbolism, according to René Guénonstrgo beyond
and above logic instead of falling below its mdsh&entary requirements.

Moreover, instead of forcefully attaching to hapel the badge of a
follower of Western individualism, Professor Dugould have asked what |
think about it. After all, freedom of expressionardebate does not consist
only in the power each of the opponents has to dhie or that answer to a
certain question, but also, and eminently, in fosgility of rejecting the
formulation of the question and reshaping the whglestion from its
foundations, as he sees fit.

In my most modest and individual opinion, “indivalism” and
“collectivism” are not the names of substantivetdrisal entities, distinct
and independent, separated as material beingsaaesput rather labels that
some political movements use to brand themselves their opponents.
Now, political science, as | already affirmed, viesn at the moment when
Plato and Aristotle began to understand the diffeeebetween the discourse
of the various political agents in conflict and tiscourse of the scientific
observer who tries to understand the conflict (bt that political agents
would later learn to imitate the language of scgerdoes nothing to
invalidate this initial distinction). Thus, our maduty in an intellectually
serious debate is to analyze the terms of polititstourse, to verify what
real actions insinuate themselves underneath thmtead of naively taking
them as direct and frank translations of effecteatdities.

Quite clearly, the terms “individualism” and flEctivism” do not
express linear and univocal principles of actiaut, fvo clusters of dialectic
tensions, which manifest themselves in real comdtias every time one
attempts to put in practice, as if it were possibléinearly “individualistic”
or “collectivistic” policy.

First of all, and to remain only in the most glenand banal aspects
of the matter, each of these terms immediately esak morally positive
meaning along with a negative one, and it is nasfime, not even in the
realm of pure semantics, to separate one mearnng thhe other in order to
assign to each one of the terms an invariably godzhd connotation.



54

“Individualism” suggests, on one hand, selfidmandifference to
your neighbor, the concentration of each one onpimesuit of his own
exclusive interests; on the other, it suggestdtitg to respect the integrity
and the freedom of each individual, which autonadlycforbids that we use
him as a mere instrument, and therefore placesslitmithe attainment of our
selfish purposes.

“Collectivism” evokes, on one hand, solidarithe self-sacrifice
that each one makes for the good of all; on theroth evokes also the
crushing of real and concrete individuals in themeaof abstract and
hypothetical collective benefits.

When we go beyond mere semantics and observeelfimamed
“‘individualistic” and “collectivistic” policies imaction in the world, we note
that the duality of meaning built-in in the terrhemselves transmutes itself
into paradoxical political effects, which are thgposite of the goods or evils
presumed in the use of these terms as adornmestigmas.

Old Hegel already taught that a concept onlgsmnautes itself into
concrete reality through the inversion of its ahbstimeaning.

This transmutation is one of the most notablestants of human
history.

Collectivism, as a policy of general solidaribnly realizes itself
through the dissolution of individual wills in aenarchy of command that
culminates in the person of the enlightened guide—teader, Emperor,
Fuhrer, Father of the Peoples. Nominally incorpogainto his person the
transcendent forces that unify the mass of nobaaineslegitimize as many
sacrifices as are imposed on it, this creaturgeality, not only retains in
himself all the weaknesses, limitations, and dsfecf his initial
individuality, but almost invariably lets himselelxzorrupted and degraded
to a point which is below the level of moral intidggrof the common
individual, transforming himself into a despicabtental patient. Hitler
rolling on the floor in trances of persecutory naar$talin delighting himself
in the sadistic pleasure of condemning to deathrfast intimate friends on
the allegation of crimes they had not committed;,oM2zedong sexually
abusing hundreds of peasant girls who he had peshtesdefend against the
lubricity of landowners, show that the politicalvper accumulated in the
hands of these individuals did not increase imglsimilligram their power
of self-control, it only put at their disposal tlmeans to impose their
individual whims upon the mass of de-individualizeabjects. Collective
solidarity culminates in the empire of the “Abseundividual.*° And this

19 The term is from Julius Evola, but here | usaidisense that is not necessarily his.
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individual, whom propaganda covers with all the poof a heaven-sent
man, is never an example of sanctity, virtue, amtbism, but rather of
wickedness, abjection, and cowardice. Absoluteectllism is the triumph
of Absolute Egoism.

Individualism taken in its negative sense, on ust not only can
never reach its ultimate political consequences,jtbtannot even be put in
practice in the realm of the most modest individaations. The total
disaffection to peers, the exclusive devotion te pursuit of individual
advantages, excludes by hypothesis the desire dce sthem with other
people. By denying to the neighbor the benefitsaioled in the egoistic
activity, this hypothetic extreme individualist wduexclude himself from
all human interaction and would fall into the datksolitude, becominigpso
factoimpotent for any social activity, and thereforsaafor the attainment of
his egoistic objectives. The type of the misantiwopsurer who locks
himself up in his money bin to lonely enjoy the g@ssion of riches that he
cannot use is perhaps a good character for fdeg tand comic strips, but he
cannot exist in real life. On the most daring hyyesis, the egoistic pleasure
that he could attain would be to masturbate inbidwroom, refusing to take
as the object of his erotic fantasy anyone elsehimubwn person. It is the
nature of things that collectivism can be carriedhat extreme point where
it becomes its opposite—the kingdom of the Absolaividual—, while
egoistic individualism can only be practiced withire strict limits that do
not allow it to go much beyond affectation and emse. Egoistic
individualism is not a line of practical action;ig the phony justification
with which an individual who is neither more noisdeegoistic than the
average of mankind pretends to be a tough guy.iAisdobvious that even
the most obdurate tough guy prefers to enjoy plegsin the company of
friends, relatives, a lover, instead of locking ket in the bathroom with his
own person so he does not have to admit that headiething good to his
neighbor.

As for individualism, taken in the sense of res@eul devotion to the
integrity of individuals, its practice is not onhable, but constitutes the sole
basis upon which one can create that environmehtiofanitarian solidarity
that is the proclaimed goal—though never attainetiestbectivism.

8 7 The sentiment of community solidarity in the U8

It is no coincidence that the country where thedan of individuals
was most cultivated is also the country where piadtion in charitable and
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humanitarian community activities is the largesthia world. This feature of
American life is largely unknown outside the USAdaotally concealed by
Hollywood’s militant anti-Americanism), but | do h@ee any motive to
believe rather in the deformed opinions and hatdaritasies of the
international media industry than in what | seehwity own eyes every day,
and that can be confirmed anytime with substampientitative data. Here
are some of thert:

1. Americans are the people who contribute the nmstharitable
causes in the world.

2. The USA is the only country where individual tidvutions to
charitable causes surpass total government aid.

3. Among the 12 peoples who give the most in vaont
contributions—USA, UK, Canada, Australia, South igdr Ireland, the
Netherlands, Singapore, New Zealand, Turkey, Geymand France—,
American contributions are more than twice thoséhefrunner-up (UK). If
any smart guy wishes to diminish the importance¢hete figures, alleging
that “they give more because they are richer,” latteb forget it: the
contributions are not ranked in absolute numbeus,ds a percentage of
GDP. Americans simply pull out more of their owncket to help the poor
and the sick, even in enemy countries. The mosdaygl Russia and China
do not even make it to the list.

4. Americans adopt more orphan children—includingmf enemy
countries—han all other peoples of the world combined.

5. Americans are the only people who, in every thay fight, rebuild
the economy of the defeated country, even at tilsé @omaking it a trade
competitor and a powerful enemy in the diplomaietdf Compare what the
USA did in France, Italy, Germany, and Japan wittainChina did in Tibet,
or Russia in Afghanistan (details in subsequentagss).

6. Americans do not offer only their money to tle®pand the needy.
They give them their time in the form of voluntamprk. Voluntary work is

1 See The Center on Philanthropy at Indiana Unitser§living USA 2010. The Annual
Report on Philanthropy for the Year 20@Blenview IL: Giving USA Foundation, 2010);
The Center for Global Prosperityhe Index of Global Philanthropy and Remittances
2010 (Washington D.C.: Hudson Institute, 2010); ChasitiAid Foundation,
International Comparisons of Charitable Giving, Novber 2006, CAF Briefing Paper
(Kent: Charities Aid Foundation, 2006); Virginia Adodgkinson et al.Giving and
Volunteering in the United States. Findings fronNational Survey Conduced by The
Gallup OrganizationfWashington D. C.: Independent Sector, 1999); GaiangeloThe
Ultimate Search Book: Worldwide Adoption, Genealagg Other Secret@Baltimore:
Clearfield, 2011).
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one of the oldest and most solid American insttugi Half of the American

population dedicates its time to work for free haispitals, childcare centers,
orphanages, prisons, etc. What other people invbridd has made active
compassion an essential element of its style citence?

7. In addition, the value attributed by Americartisty to works of
generosity and compassion is such that no big ishGhance or industry
may dodge the duty of making immense annual cartiabs to universities,
hospitals, and so on, because if he refuses td, de iwill be immediately
downgraded from the status of honored citizen &b ¢ public enemy.

Professor Dugin opposes American individualism ts$tan-Chinese
“holism.” He says that in the first one people oalgt according to their
individual preferences, while in the second thdggnate themselves into the
greater objectives proposed by the government. Yeite clearly, the
governments of Russia and China have proposedeto fieoples rather to
kill their peers than to help them: no charitablerky in Russia or China,
ever had the dimensions, the cost, the power anddbial importance of the
Gulag, of the Laogai, and the secret police, ten#scorganizations in
charge of controlling all sectors of social lifeabigh oppression and terror.

Secondly, it is true that Americans do not do gbedause they are
forced to by the government, but because theytareilsted to do it by the
Christian values they believe in. Freedom of camssmess, instead of
degenerating into sheer anarchy and the war &galinst all, is moderated
and channeled by the unity of Christian culture cehinotwithstanding all
the efforts of the globalist elite to destroy €,still hegemonic in the USA.
John Adams, the second president of the USA, ajresald that a
Constitution such as the American, granting cigdpnomic, and political
freedom to all, was made only for a moral and relig people and no
other. The proof that he was right is that, asnsase the principles of
Christian morality began to be corroded from abdwethe action of the
government allied to the globalist forces and @ ititernational left which
Professor Dugin so much praises as the moral reseivhumanity, the
environment of honesty and puritan rigidity thaéyailed in the American
business world gave way to an epidemic of fraudeaea®r before seen in
the history of the country. The phenomenon is abatld documented in
Tamar Frankel's booRrust and Honesty: America’s Business Culture at a
Crossroad(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006).

What | say is not based on statistics alone. | lisee for six years in
this country and here | am treated with an affectnd understanding that
no Brazilian, Russian, French, German, or Argeatnever enjoyed in his
own country. As soon as | settled in these boonslatk/irginia, neighbors
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appeared from everywhere bringing cakes and giftsring to take our kids
to school, to introduce us to the church of ourfgrence, to show us the
interesting places in the region, to help us stlreeaucratic problems, and
so on.Good neighborhoods not an advertising slogan. It is a living raali
It is an American institution, which does not exastywhere else in the
world and was not created by the government. Iteofrom the time of the
Jamestown Colony (1602). Though my family and | @egholics, the first
place we visited here was a Methodist Church, tie dosest to my home.
Just guess what the faithful were doing when wivedrthere. They were
collecting money for the “street children”. . .Bmazil! And the collection of
donations was accompanied by speeches and exbosgatble to break
anyone’s heart. | felt ashamed to tell those petidé according to official
studies, the majority of Brazilian “street childtdms a home, and a father
and a mother, and the only reason they live orstifets is because they like
it. American compassion is unaware of the lies simamelessness of many
of its foreign beneficiaries: it arises from théveabelief that all the children
of God are, at least deep inside, faithful to théEr.

Americans are shy and always have the impressianh ttiey are
bothering you. Soon after the initial receptioreytiprefer to keep a distance,
not to meddle in your life. They only come closgaii invite them to do so.
‘I don’t want to impose” is an almost obligatorynsence when they visit
someone. But if you have any problem, any diffiguthey will make haste
to help you with the solicitude of old friends. Attds is not only with the
newly arrived. Sometimes it is the Americans thdwese who, used to
hearing bad things about their people, get sumbrisben they find an
inexhaustible reserve of goodness in the hearthedf fellow countrymen.
Read this testimony by Bruce Whitsitt, a champomiartial arts who every
now and then writes for thmerican Thinker:

Both before and after Dad died, good Samaritansecam of nowhere to
offer aid and comfort. | discovered that my paremtse surrounded by
neighbors who had known them and cared about tbemdny years . . .

After it was all over, | was struck by the unbehble kindness of
everyone who helped.

At the end of the day, this tragedy reopened my ¢égehe deep-running
goodness of Americans. So many people in this cpuare decent and
good simply because they have grown up in the driftiates of America,
a society that encourages charity and neighbodinBgcency is not an
accident; in countries such as the old Soviet Uniodifference was
rampant and kindness rare because virtue was dushevery turn.
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America, on the other hand, has cultivated freedanhvirtuous behavior,
which allows goodness to flourish. Even in Los Aleg—that city of
fallen angels, the last place on earth where | dddve expected-itl
experienced compassionate goodness firsthand.

Goodness is not something that a beneficent govanhiwan bestow; it
flows from the hearts of free citizens reared itradition of morality,
independence, and resourcefuln®ss.

The American nation was founded upon the idea ti@tunifying
principle of society is not the government, the ednstate bureaucracy, but
society itself, in its culture, its religion, iteatitions, and in its moral values.
Professor Dugin, who does not seem to conceivett@ranodel of social
control aside from Russian imperial theocracy, whttre police and the
Church (and later the Party) act hand in hand tierféhe people, can only
imagine the USA as selva selvaggiaf conflicting egoisms, proving that he
knows nothing about American life.

Perhaps there is no other country in the world @hée sense of
solidary community is as strong as in the USA. Wiaoéhas lived here for
some time knows this and will be at least surprisgdhe presumption that
China or Russia are, in this aspect, models thatrfaans should copy.

It is also true that this sense of community caly dlourish in an
environment of freedom, where the government do@simpose upon
society any “holistic” model of official goodnesEhe biggest proof of this is
the open conflict that today exists between whatiiaOlasky, in a classic
book, called “old compassion” and the state chdhiat for four decades has
been trying to replace it. Wherever the latter paesailed, crime rates go
up, families are dissolved, and selfish individsiai stifles the spirit of
goodness inherent to traditional libertarian indixlism*® It was not only
in books like Olasky’s that | learned this. | seéeveryday with my own
eyes. In Virginia, where the black population i®gwrtionally as large as
Brazil's, the difference in conduct between olddack people and the
younger ones strikes every visitor. The formertasegentlest people in the
world, they have a kind of natural elegance th#hésexact balance between
humility and uprightness. The youth are irritabd@rogant, and ready to
exhibit a superiority that does not exist, to feéeénded by any foolishness
and to call whites to a fight without the least met Where does the

12 Bruce Whitsitt, “The great goodness of AmericAfherican Thinker, January 30,
2011, http://www.americanthinker.com/2011/01/theagirgoodness_of america_1.html.
13 See Marvin OlaskyThe Tragedy of American Compassidheaton, IL: Crossway
Books, 2008).
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difference come from? The old ones were raisedthénenvironment of old
compassion, while the young ones grew up in tharemwment of state
welfarism that poisons them with “politically cocté resentment.

Life in the countryside in the USA is the best grdtat community
solidarity has nothing to do with state collectimigand is even contrary to it.
The more "holistic” intervention there is, the moiural bonds are undone,
the more people get away from each other, the ntloee “society of
confidence” of which Alain Peyrefittéspoke allows itself to be replaced by
the society of suspicion, of mutual hostility, oftfed and of group
exclusivism. It is that path that leads, ultimatetp the Police State.
Professor Dugin knows this perfectly well, so mththat his defense of
“holism” against “individualism” culminated in arpen and frank apology
of the dictatorial regime as a model for the wheteld.

§ 8 Evil deeds compared

Professsor Dugin also says that even though Icserffily expose the
sins of the KGB, of the Communist Party, and ofQ@deda, | do not mention
the crimes of America, as “Hiroshima and Nagastd, occupation of Iraq
and Afghanistan, the bombing of Serbia”. He askswhat | have to say
about this.

Now, what | have to say are two things:

First: Do the math.-According to Professor R. J. Rummel, who is
probably the most respected expert in the matternumber of victims of
all violent actions in which the American governmeras involvedfrom
1900 to 1987is 1,634,000 people (this includes two world wangth
Hiroshima and Nagasaki included, plus the Vietnaar,vand all military
interventions abroad). The USSR, in a shorter pefrom 1917 to 1987
killed 61,911,000, and Chinfcpm 1949 to 1987 onlykilled 76,702,000. It
IS a matter of elementary arithmetic to concludeat thAmerican
individualists, at worst, are one hundred timess lesurderous than the
solidary Russians and Chinese. No human brainsimetrmal functioning
can judge that the levels of dangerousness ard equal sides. In order of
deadly threats that hang over the human race, Gtonges first, Russia
ranks second, and the USA one hundredth. When hkingahas rid itself of
ninety nine of its armed enemies, | will begin t@rry about the much
trumpeted “American aggressiveness.” Professor mugpeks to draw

14 Alain Peyrefitte,La Societé de Confiance. Essai sur les Originetadtlature du
DéveloppementParis Odile Jacob, 1995).
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attention to the latter, inflating it through woyds order to invert the
hierarchy of reasonable precautions and try to rcopethe actions of the
true agents of genocide, of the true enemies odfitinean race.

Second: Look at the mapTFhe totality of the victims killed by the
USA is made up of foreigners, killed in combat imemy soil. In counting
the victims of China and Russia, | purposefullylaged military casualties:
the numbers, therefore, refer to unarmed civiliamsydered in times of
peace by their own governments. When the governofahie USA, in time
of peace, begins to kill American citizens by thdioms, by reason of mere
political disagreement, | will be as concerned vihiis as Professor Dugin
should now be with the Tibetans, murdered in bwktle Chinese and
forbidden to freely practice their national religio

8 9 Geopolitics and history

Further on, Professor Dugin defends geopoliticsrafjany ostensive
downplaying of this science or pseudoscience. \¢ihd reason, he asks me
for an explanation about it. Here it goes:

My problem with geopolitics is that, while it praMs a relatively
accurate description of the state of affairs aheaoment, it conceals the
decisive causes of historical happening under antpsenagoria of
geographical entities covered over with an appearai having a life of
their own.

The figures that the practitioner of geopolitic®jpcts on the map,
with the names of nations, states, empires, poweeg etc., giving the
Impression that these entities act and constihgdrtie characters of history,
are only the crystallized result of the actionsnafich deeper and more
durable historical forces. Those figures move aloouthe screen as Chinese
shadows, giving the impression that they haveeadiftheir own, but they
are only names and disguises of agents that ayedifézrent from them.

| have already explained this point in my classduwats, “Method in
the social sciences,” and “Who is the subject stdny,” and here | cannot
but summarize them in a drastic and somewhat rdaghion. The basic
guestions are: (1) What is historical action? (2hdMs the subject of
history?

Action is a deliberate change of a state of affalfgsery action
presupposes (a) the temporal continuity of the emtbj(b) the unity and
continuity of his intentions, such as they revéanselves in the sequence
that goes from a plan to its accomplished effects.
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All transformations in the historical scene redtdim human actions,
but these actions mutually mix, hinder, neutraliaed modify themselves,
so that nobody controls the process. Mixed actitimeot have a determinate
acting subject, since they result precisely from itinpossibility of a single
agent to make his objectives prevail over the atheiThese are
transformations, but not properly actions. We caly speak of “historical
action,” in a strict sense, when a determinate agecceeds in controlling,
to the extent possible, the situation as a whote ollowing an identifiable
line of continuity, imposes a deliberate coursthtoprocess.

Examples of historical action are the crossinghef Red Sea by the
Jews, the Christianization of Europe by the CathGlhurch, the Protestant
Reformation, the French Revolution, the Russian oRgwn, and the
Chinese Revolution. In all these cases, a detatamiagent managed to
control the process, preventing his actions fronmdpaneutralized by the
interference of other agents, and therefore toverat results which are
approximately identical to the ones willed for.

History is composed of two kinds of processes: rdied and
uncontrolled ones. Only the first ones are histriactions and have a
determinate agent. The second ones have multipjecs, do not follow a
predeterminate course and nobody can allege tbéaduthor of the results
achieved.

In second place, one can only call historical actibat which
produces long-lasting results beyond the lifesphthe individual agents
involved in it. Durability in time is the hallmarlof historic action.
Whatever melts into air before the death of theviddal agent only enters
history, precisely, as a frustrated action, dissolinto the general mass of
concomitant or subsequent actions, and incapablmpdsing a course to
events.

Now, the second question: Who can be an agenhisterical action?
States? Nations? Empires? Of course not. Thesgeentesult from the
combination of heterogeneous forces which struggl@ominate them from
within. They do not have their own will, but thesflect, at each moment,
the will of a dominant group, which may be replabgdanother in the next
moment. A state, nation or empire is an appareehtagnanipulated by
other, more durable, more stable agents, capalderafnating it and using
it for their objectives, which frequently transceegen the duration of the
national, state and imperial formations which theyized. An expression
such as “History of Brazil” or “History of Russias only a metonymy,
which denominates as the subject of an action tBee geographical area
where the action took place. Of course, followihg narrative over several
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centuries, it is possible to pick up some constamisich will give an
appearance of unity of action to what is just teeurrence of impersonal,
mixed causes, which are beyond anybody’s conttaktly speaking, one is
not dealing with an “action,” but with the simpleapremeditated result of
thousands of unconnected and heterogeneous admhsreactions. For
example, one notes that since the Revolution of917Brance has
increasingly lost prestige and power, but thisasely was not in the plans
of the monarchy, nor of the revolutionaries, nor thie republican
governments that followed since then. This procklss,other similar ones,
IS not an action; it does not have a subject, stdray passive objects which
suffer it without being able to control it and, raaoften than not, without
even being able to understand the line of causg€@msequences that drags
them as leaves blown by the wind.

Clearly, historical action cannot be understoodotigh the same
methods used to study an unpremeditated causakggom the case of the
latter, it is necessary to reconstitute the variansonnected actions and
verify how they came to produce a result that ne could control. In the
case of historical action, there is at the begigrmahthe process a deliberate
project; in the duration of its course, a sequentecoherent actions,
adjustments, and readjustments that lead the @doea determinate end.
The rationality of historical action is that of nmsaand ends, while the
rationality of uncontrolled processes is an intetative conjecture designed
a posterioriby a historian, often as an attempt to confer nmgato what is
meaningless. In this process, the interpretensibhcal events may be led
to attribute substantial unity—and therefore cayafar historical action—
to composite pseudo-agents, without a unifying,wgilich as nations, states,
social classes, and even geographical features.

As with nations, “social classes” cannot be hist@ragents. None of
them has had and will never have a unity of purpasgle to follow a
coherent plan of action through two, three, fouregations.

To be a historical agent, the group or entity must:

(@) Nurture permanent or long-term objectives.

(b) Be capable of continuing the pursuit of thebgectives beyond
the lifespan of its individual agents, beyond tlueation of the present state
of affairs, and beyond the duration of even théestanations and empires
involved.

(c) Be capable, therefore, of reproducing indlinal agents able to
continue the action through the centuries and aptathe original plans to
the different situations that may emerge withowing view of the initial
goals.
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Only the following entities fulfill these conditisn

(1) The great universal religions.

(2) Initiatory and esoteric organizations.

(3) Royal and noble dynasties and similar erstitie

(4) Ideologically revolutionary movements andties:.

(5) Spiritual agents: God, angels, and demons.

Everything, absolutely everything that happenshm historical scene
either comes from one of these forces, or is tlsalreof an uncontrolled
combination of forces. The very creation and dissoh of nations, states,
and empires derive from this—which means, ultimatdiat these entities
are not acting subjects, but results, and for\bry reason also instruments
of the agency of forces that transcend, comprehand,determine them.
These forces are constituted either by genuineiesi agents, or by the
uncontrolled combination of diverse actions.

Already in the first page of his classic wokkeneral Theory of the
State the great Georg Jellinek taught that: “The phegmanof human social
life are divided into two classes: those that aseatially determined by a
directing will, and those that exist or may existhout an organization due
to acts of the will. The first ones are necessasipjected to a plan, an
order; they emanate from a conscious will, in ojfpmsto the second ones,
whose order rests on very different forcks.”

From this warning some unavoidable methodologicés must be
deduced:

1) Never confuse the two types of processes, amdrnadistinctly
apply to one the explicative concepts developedherother.

2) Do not forget that uncontrolled processes atsult, at least in
part, from deliberate, though partial, actions, akhintermingle and modify
each other without an overall control.

Breaking rule number 1 is the primordial occupatioh the
interpreters mentioned above, chiefly those whd $eadentify, under the
heteroclite mass of events, a “meaning of histoAt"the least sign of a
consistency, a similarity, an analogical repetitiorthe long-term results of
uncontrolled actions, these metaphysicians of pséaihg are ready to
discover there unconscious premeditations, collectntentions and, in
short, to attribute the unity of action of the traabjects to collective
phantasms, to abstractions, an@mdia rationis

15 Georg JellinekTeoria General del Estadtrans. Fernando de los Rios (México: FCE,
2004), 55.
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8 10 The true historical agent behind Eurasianism

An example of historical force that infinitely trseends the borders
and the duration of states and empires is the @othdChurch, of which
Professor Dugin says he is a believer. She gaveraulnity and content to
the empire of Kiev. She survived it when the Must®weenter of power
established a new empire. She survived the fathisf empire and the six
decades of terror that followed, and came out ahgcathed to the point of
inspiring Professor Dugin with a new Russian imglenproject. The
successive national and state formations which aepleand disappeared
from the Russian map during this history are ohigdows that the gigantic
body of the Orthodox Church projects over the Easterld, preserving her
unity of purpose while the political forces coméoibeing and melt into air
as bubbles of soap. Professor Dugin: look at yolur€h, and you will
know what a historical agent is. Geopolitical westiare born out of the
Initiative of historical agents, and they only app@#o act by themselves
because the genuine agents, besides being by mhsgrete, act according
to a deeper rhythm, slower than the very formatao dissolution of
geopolitical unities.

The strength of the Orthodox Church as a historiagént has
penetrated deeply into the mind of Professor Dugivaping his “holistic”
notion of theocratic empire. He does not conceiv¢éhe empire but as a
structure emanated from the Church and united tpdymbolically, in the
person of the Czar. In an interview given in 198&tPolish magazinthe
gualifies as “heresy” the distinction between Chuaad Empire that shaped
Western civilization. But without this separatidhe only hypothesis left is
that the borders of religious expansion coincid#hwhe map of the empire
with pinpoint accuracy. Now, the various empiresl amperial nations
existing in history have always had well-definedd®rs that separated them
from other empires and independent nations. In daise, the imperial
religion becomes only an expanded national religiwhat is then the Czar?
One of two things: either he is the head of a matenal religion having no
possibility of expanding itself beyond its bordersd looking with deadly
envy at the expansion of her Western competitor,atiernatively, if he
wants his religion to impose itself as universdidiehe has to invade all
countries and become the emperor of the world. Bibiln National-

16 Aleksandr Dugin, “Czekam na Iwana @nego” [ am Wating for Ivan the Terrible],
interview by Grzegorz Gornykrronda (Warsaw), December 11, 1998, 130-146. Also
available at http://niniwa2.cba.pl/rosjal0.htm.
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Bolshevik project and its Eurasian version are b&nom an internal
contradiction of the Russian imperial religion. TEarasian project is the
only way out for the Orthodox Church if she doed m@nt to remain
confined to the limits of the Russian nation, faglin her declared mission
as a universal religion. Meanwhile, the Roman Cathi©hurch can expand
comfortably to the last frontiers of Paraguay arn@ without the need to
carry an empire on its back. And that was, in fattat happened, while the
Orthodox Church, through the medium of Professogibuis still looking
for an exit leading to the world and does not séteromeans of finding it
but to constitute herself into a World Empire. Mlle world of ideas of
Professor Dugin is a reflex of an inner, structudedma of the Orthodox
Church. All the talk about geopolitical borders @ly a strategic
arrangement to try, once again, to fulfill the irpibble dream of this grand
and portentous historical agent which, in choostinlge an imperial religion,
condemned herself to either remain imprisoned witmtional borders, or
begin a world war.
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Aleksandr Dugin’s Response

To say the truth, | am a little bit disappointedthis debate with Mr.
Olavo de Carvalho. | thought | would find in himrapresentative of
Brazilian traditionalist philosophers in the liné ®. Guenon and J. Evola.
But he turned out to be something different ang greer indeed.

| am also sad with his hysterical and aggressit@cks against my
country, my tradition and myself personally. It semething | was not
prepared to meet. Knowing his manners of condetieb before, | would
not have agreed to participate in such a debates#'t tike at at all this kind
of hollow accusations and direct insults. So | aning to continue only
because of some obligations in front of the grotigemtle Brazilian young
traditionalists that invited me to enter this uggent kind of dialogue—that
in other circumstances | would prefer to avoid.

For the beginning there are some short remarksecoimgy some
affirmations of Mr. Carvalho.

Political Science, as | have said, was born antbenent when Plato and
Aristotle distinguished between the discourse ditipal agents and the
discourse of the scientific observer who seekstdetstand what is going
on among the agents. It is true that political agenay, over time, learn
how to use certain instruments of scientific digseuor their own ends; it
is also true that the scientific observer may haveferences for the
politics of this or that agent. But this does noghto alter the validity of

the initial distinction: the discourse of the piolitl agent aims to produce
certain actions that favor his victory, while thisaburse of the scientific
observer seeks to obtain a clear view of what s&ake, by understanding
the objectives and means of action of each of tyenis, the general
situation where the competition takes place, its stmgrobable

developments, and the meaning of such events inatiger picture of

human existence.

The thesis is overthrown by Marx in his analysistleé ideology as
the implicit basis for the science as stdWot being Marxist myself, | am
sure that observation is correct.

The function of the scientific observer becomesawere distinct from
that of the agents when he neither wishes noralengides with any of

! Karl Marx and Friedrich Engel§he German Ideology.
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them and keeps himself at a necessary distanaelén to describe the
picture with the maximum realism available to him.

| argue that that is simply impossible. There issogh place in the
realm of thought that can be fully neutral in polit terms. Every human
thought is politically oriented and motivated. Thél to power permeates
the human nature in its depths. The distance evaketr. Carvalho is
ontologically impossible. Plato and Aristotle wdreth politically engaged
not only in practice but also in theory.

The photos that | attached to my first messageway of a humorous
synthesis, document all the difference betweerptiéical agent invested
with global plans and means of action of imper@dls and the scientific
observer not only divested of both, but firmly dkszd to reject them and
to live without them until the end of his days,cgrthey are unnecessary
and inconvenient to the mission in life that he bassen and that is for
him the only reasonable justification for his egiste.

The indignity demonstrated a little above agaifgtissian-Chinese”
poles and completely ridiculous identification beem the Eurasianism and
the communism is the bright testimony of the exwepartiality of Mr.
Carvalho. The evaluation of the major global forassbased on the
presumption of the scale that could be taken asesure—the quantity of
humans killed. It is not so evident and is rathesireple of political anti-
communist and anti-Russian propaganda than thelt re$u“scientific
analysis”. Yes, | am political agent of EurasireltanschauungAt the
same time | am political analyst and scientist. Tih® aspects don't
correspond fully. In my courses in the sociolobfeaulty of Moscow State
University? where | chair the department of the Sociologyriéinational
Relations, | never profess my own political viewsld give always the full
spectrum of the possible political interpretatiasfsthe facts, but | don't
Insist on one concrete point of view, always stregghat there is a choice.
At the same time this choice is not only the fremdmutalso the obligation.
You are free to choose byhu are not free to chose ndthere is never such
a thing as political or ideological “neutrality”.0St is quite erroneous to
present Mr. Carvalho himself as “neutral” and “imp” and myself as
“‘engaged” and ‘“ideologically motivated”. We are Hotdeologically
engaged and scientifically involved. So | continaeegard our photos not
as “professor vs the warrior” but rather two “pisders/warriors vs each

% More than 5,000 students receive the sociologjmaltical science, geopolitical and IR
education in our faculty.



70

other”. Finally in the arms of Mr. Carvalho is anguNot a cross, for
example. By the way, there are some photos of rmysedring a big
orthodox cross during religious ceremonies. Soit twauld illustrate
nothing. Our religions are different as our cialiions are.

Both professor Dugin and | are performing our refige tasks with
utmost dedication, seriousness and honesty. Bisethesks are not one
and the same. His task is to recruit soldierstierliattle against the West
and for the establishment of the universal Eura&arpire. Mine is to
attempt to understand the political situation oé tworld so that my
readers and | are not reduced to the conditioninfl men caught in the
gunfire of the global combat; so that we are naigded by the vortex of
History like leaves in a storm, without ever knog/iwhence we came or
whither we are being carried.

| agree here in one point. It is true that “to tecsoldiers for the
battle against the West and for the establishmétiteo universal Eurasian
Empire” is my goal. But it is possible only afteaving achieved the correct
vision of the world global situation based on tloewrate analysis of the
balance of forces and main actors. So up to thisyemd Mr. Carvalho and
myself we have the strictly one and the same tiskur understanding of
the leading world forces and their identificatioiffefs that doesn’t mean
automatically that | am motivated exclusively bylipoal and geopolitical
choice and himself by the “neutral”, purely “sciéiot reasoning. We are
both trying to understand the world we live in, dnoresume that we both
are doing it honestly. But our conclusions dort't lfiwonder why and try to
find deeper reasons than simply the obvious fachybwn ideological and
political involvement. We both want to make our idobetter and not
worse. But we both have different visions of wisathe Good and Evil. And
| wonder where lies difference.

| believe it is rather the result of the divergenaie the mutual
civilizations; we have respectively different diofgies, anthropologies and
sociologies. So the culpabilization and demoniratd each other is the
result of the necessary mutuatfinocentri¢ positions and not the final
arguments for the choice of lesser evil.

He employs all the usual instruments of politicedgaganda: Manichean
simplification, defamatory labeling, perfidious imgation, the phony
indignation of a culprit pretending to be a saintalast, not least, the
construction of the great Sorelian myth—or selfilling prophecy—
which, while pretending to describe reality, builds the air an
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agglutinating symbol in hopes that the false magob®e true by the
massive adherence of the audience.

Stressing the presumed fact of the communist Ru£3anese
“genocide” Mr. Carvalho does exactly the same gamthe pure political
propaganda playing on the false humanitarian sgibgibf the Western
audience, not remarking, by the way, the real, texgshere and now,
massive and planned genocide conducted in Afgleamidtaq or Libya by
American bloody murders (I imitate here the vergiéstific’ style of
polemic imposed by Mr. Carvalho).

Of course, | do not say that Professor Dugin ishalest. But he is
honestly devoting himself to a kind of combat thmt,definition and ever
since the world began, has been the embodimentepeellence of
dishonesty.

This thesis | find really stupid. | don't affirm dah Mr. Carvalho is
stupid himself, no way, but | feel sincerely tha¢ usurpation of the right of
global moral judgment in such affairs as what isrfst” or “dishonest” fits
perfectly into the old tradition of extreme stupydiSo being really clever
and smart, Mr. Carvalho consciously supplies véupid argument in order
to be nearer to the American right “Christian” paldte tries to influence.
And one philosophic point:

Yet, the millennial philosophical technique, whitthose people totally
ignore, teaches that the definitions of terms esgrenly general and
abstract essences, logical possibilities and raditiess.

The question what reality is and how it corresportds the
“definitions” or “ideas” differs considerably in xaus philosophical
schools. The term itself “reality” is based on thatin word “res”, “re”,
“thing”. But that word fails in Greek. By Aristotldere is no such word—he
speaks about pragma (deed), energia, but mostiyt aop the being. So the
“reality” as something independent (or partly degemt—in Berkley, for
example) from the mind is Western post-Medieval ceph and not
something universdl.Different cultures don’t know what “the reality”
means. It is a concept, nothing else. A conceptngnmeany others. Thus, to
Impose it as something universal and ostensive knd of intellectual
“racism”. Before speaking of the “reality” we neé&al study carefully the

% George BerkeleyBerkeley's Philosophical Writinggd. David M. Armstrong (New
York: Collier, 1974).
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concrete culture, civilization, ethnos and languafiee Sapir/Whorf rule
and the tradition of the cultural anthropology aof Boaz and structural
anthropology of C. Levy-Strauss teach us to be eargful with the words
that have full and evident meaning only in the cetecontext. The Russian
culture or the Chinese society have different ustaedings of “reality”,
“facts”, “nature”, “object”. The corresponding wardhave their own
meaning. The subject/object dualism is rather &iBpdeature of the West.
The “logic essence” is the other purely Westerncept There are the other
philosophies with different conceptual structurestasinic, Hindu, Chinese.

From a definition it is never possible to deducat thhe defined thing does
exist.

To prove the existence is not an easy task. He&téggghilosophy
and before him Husserlian phenomenology tried fwr@gch the “existence”
as such with problematic success.

In order to do this, it is necessary to break thellsof the definition and
analyze the conditions required for the existentehe thing. If these
conditions do not reveal themselves to be selfranlittory, excluding in
limine the possibility of existence, even then tligstence is not proved.
In order to arrive at that proof, it is necessarygather from the world of
experience factual data that not only corroborhte dxistence, but that
confirm its full agreement with the defined essene&cluding the
possibility that the existing thing is somethingrywedifferent, which
coincides with the essence only in appearance.

It is a kind of positivist approach completely dissed by the
structuralism and late Wittgenstéint is philosophically ridiculous or too
naive statement. But all these considerations atailsl with no much
importance. The whole text of Carvalho is so fdllsach pretentious and
incorrect (or fully arbitrary) affirmations thatchn not follow it any more. It
Is rather boring. I'd rather come to the essemaht.

What Mr. Olavo de Carvalho hates?

The text of Mr. Carvalho breaths with the déwgtred It is a kind of
resentment (in the Nietzsche sense) that gives him a pecidiak. The

* Ludwig WittgesteinPhilosophische Untersuchungéfrankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp
Verlag, 1984)

® Max SchelerPas Ressentiment im Aufbau der MoralErankfurt am Mein: Vittorio
Klostermann, 1978)
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hatred is in itself fully legitimate. If we can'tate, we can't love.
Indifference is much worse. So the hatred thast&ér Carvalho apart is to
be praised. Let us now search what he hates anche/tdpes it. Pondering
on his words | come to the conclusion thathates the East as such.

That explains the structure of his resentment. tiEcks Russia and
Russian holistic culture (that he dismisses witk gesture of indignation),
the Orthodox Christianity (that he consider “mofbidnationalist” and
“totalitarian”), China (with its collectivistic ptdrn), the Islam (that is for
him the equivalent of “aggression” and “brutality”Socialism and
Communism (in the time of the cold war they weraayms of the East),
Geopolitics (which he arrogantly denies the stabdisscience to), the
hierarchy and traditional vertical order, the maiiit values. . . . In his
hysterical hatred toward all this he finds the gaaiy person. So he hates
me and makes it feel. Is he right to see in me iané&urasianism the
conscious representation of all this? Am | the East the defender of the
Eastern values? Yes,is exact So his hatred is directed correctly. Because
all what he hates | love and | am ready to defemdl ta affirm. For me is
rather difficult to insist on the greatness of najues. There are many other
thinkers who methodically describe the positiveesidbf the East, order,
holism, hierarchy and negative essence of the \Afadtits degradation. For
example, Guenohlt is sure that he hadn’t much of enthusiasm diggr
communism and collectivism, but the origin of thegdhdation of the
civilization he sawexclusively in the West and Western cultyrecisely in
Westernindividualism(see “The crisis of the modern world3r “The East
and the West"§. It is obvious that modern Eastern societies haamym
negative aspects. But they are mostly the result nafdernization,
westernization and the perversion of the anciealitions.

In my youth (early 80-s) | was anticommunist in the
Guenonian/Evolian sense. But after having known enod\Western
Civilization and especially after the end of Commsuml have changed my
mind and revised this traditionalism discovering thdeot side of the
socialist society, which is the parody on the ffuadition, but nevertheless
IS much better than absolute absermmfehe Tradition in Modern and Post-
Modern Western world.

So, | love the East in general and blame the WHEs. West now
expands itself on the planet. So the globalizaimnNesternization and

® René GuénorQrient et Occident(Paris: Ed. Vega, 1976).
" René GuénarLa crise du monde moder(Raris: Editions Gallimard, 1927).
8 René GuénorQrient et Occident(Paris: Ed. Vega, 1976).



74

Americanization. Therefore, | invite all the restjbin the camp and fight
Globalism, Modernity/Hypermodernify,Imperialism Yankee, liberalism,
free market religion and unipolar worliThese phenomena are the ultimate
point of the Western path to the abyss, the fitatiean of the evil and the
almost transparent image of the antichrist/ad-délgv rav. So the West is
the center of kali-yuga, its motor, its heart.

Mr. Carvalho blames the East and loves the WBst here begins
some asymmetry. | love the East as a whole inctuds dark sides. The
love is the strong, very strong feeling. You ddoie only good and pure
sides of the beloved one, you love him wholly. Osilich love is real one.
Mr. Carvalho loves the West but not all the Westlyats part. The other
part he rejects. To explain his attitude in frohthee East he makes appeal to
the conspiracy theory. Scientifically it is inadsilde and discredits
immediately Mr. Carvalho thesis but in this deb&telon’t think that
scientific correctness is that does mean much. f'tdiny to please or
convince somebody. | am interested only in thehtfuincit omnia veritak
If Mr. Carvalho prefers to make use of the conspirdneory let him do it.

The conspirology version Carvalho

The conspiracy theory exposed by the Mr. Carvabhdowever a
banal and flat one. There are other many theofias more extravagant and
brilliant kind in their idiotism. | have written itk volume on the sociology
of the conspiracy theory, describing much more esthetic versigngor
example assembled in the Adam Parftdyooks, “extraterrestrial ruling the
world”, David Icke’s* “reptiles government” or R. Sh. ShaVer
underground “dero’s” impressively evoked in thealase film “Marebito”

% Gilles Lipovetsky,Les temps hypermodern@aris: Grasset, 2004).

19 Charles KrauthammetUniversal Dominion: Toward a Unipolar World National
Interest(Winter 1989/90).

1 Aleksandr Dugin,Konspirologiya(Moscow: Arktogeya, 2005).

12 See also Michael BarkunA Culture of Conspiracy: Apocalyptic Visions in
Contemporary AmericéBerkeley: University of California Press, 2003).

13Adam Parfrey, edApocalypse CulturéNew York: Amok Press, 1988); Adam Parfrey,
Cult Rapture: Revelations of the Apocalyptic Mifortland: Feral House, 1995);
American Visionary Art Museunilhe End Is Near!: Visions of Apocalypse, Millennium
and Utopia(Los Angeles: Dilettante Press, 1998)

4 David Icke, TheBiggest Secret: The Book That Will Change the WiRHe: Bridge
of Love Publications, 1999).

> Wm. Michael Mott comp.This Tragic Earth: The Art and World of Richard 8
Shaver(Frankston, TX: TGS/Hidden Mysteries Publishing02)
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by Takashi Shimitsu). But we have what we have. uetry to find the
reason why a serious Brazilian-American profesake the risk of looking a
little bit loony making appeal to the conspiracgdhes?

It seems that | know the answer. The serious siddis not much
serious argumentation consisis the necessity for Mr. Carvalho to
differentiate the West he loves from the West hesrdb love. So Mr.
Carvalho proves to be idiosyncratic. He not onlytedts the East (so
Eurasianism and myself), but also he hates the gdaite West itself. To
make the frontier in the West he uses the conspimed the term
“Syndicate” (he could use also “Synarchy”, “Glolgabvernment” and so
on). Let us accept it for a while, we agree on“Byndicate”.

The description of “Syndicate” is amazingly corredlaybe the
feeling of correctness of Mr. Carvalho analysisnfrany side can be
explained by the fact that this time | fully shéine hatred of Mr. Carvalho.
So | agree with the caricature description of thabglist elite and with all
furious images applied to it. Here our hatred coies. Mr. Carvalho affirms
that the Syndicate takes control over the worldiregathe will and the
interest of all people, their cultures and traditiol agree with it. Maybe the
Rothschild or Fabian myths are too simplistic addtulous, but the essence
Is true. Theras such thing as global elite andstacting

But this elite deals with concrete ideological, mmmical and
geopolitical infrastructure In other words this elite is historically and
geographically identified and linked with specia¢t sof values and
instruments. All these values and instrumentsadrsolutely WesternThe
roots of these elite goes into the European Modgrginlightment and the
rise of the bourgeoisie (see W. Somb&tfjhe ideology of this elite is based
on the individualism and hyper-individualism (G. Lipovetsky:’ L.
Dumont®). The economical basis of this elite iagltalism and Liberalism
The ethos of this elite isee competitionThe strategic and military support
of this elite is from the first quart of the XX deny USA and after the end
of the WWII—Nord-Atlantic Alliance So the global elite, let it be called
“Syndicate”, isWesternand concretelfdorth American

16 Werner SombartHandler und Helden: Patriotische Besinnungéunich and
Leipzig: Duncker and Humblot, 1915)

17 Gilles Lipovetsky,L'ére du vide. Essais sur l'individualisme contenago (Paris,
Gallimard, 1983).

18 Louis Dumont, Essais sur l'individualisme (Patis: Seuil, 2002).
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Eurasian war against Syndicate

Seeing that clearly I, as the conscious represeetat the East, make
appeal to the humanity to consolidate all kindsthed alternatives and to
resist the globalization and Westernization linked. | appeal first of all to
Russians, my compatriots, inviting them to refuse-Western and pro-
globalist corrupted elite that rules now my courdand to come back to the
spiritual Tradition of Russia (Orthodox Christignitand multi-ethnic
Empire). At the same time | invite Islamic peopleaheir community, as
well as all other traditional societies (Chineswlidn, Japanese and so on) to
join the battle against the Globalization, Westeahon and the Global Elite.
The enemy is fighting with new meansvith post-modern informational
weapons, financial instruments and global netwdYe should be able to
fight them on the same ground and to appropria¢eatth of the network
warfare. | sincerely hope that Latin Americans afmb some honest North
Americans enter in the same struggle against tltis, egainst the Post-
Modernity and unipolarity for the Tradition, sociablidarity and social
justice. S. Huntingtonl used to say the phrase “the West against the Rest”
identify myself with the Resind incite it to stand upgainst the West
Exactly as first Eurasianists (N. S. TrubetskoyNPSavitsky and other) did.

| think that to be concrete and operational theitjpos of Mr,
Carvalho should be rather or with us (the East Bradlition) or with them
(the West and Modernity, the modernization). Haises obviously such a
choice pretending that there is a “the third positi He prefers not to
struggle but to hate. To hate the East and to thatelobalist elite. That is
his personal decision or maybe the decision of sdoeth American
Christian right, but it is in any case too margiaafl of no interest for me.

Loosing the rest of the coherence Mr. Carvalhasttee merge all he
hates in one object. So he makes the allusionthieagjlobalist elite and the
East (Eurasianism) are linked. It is new purelyspaal conspiracy theory. It
could enlarge the panoply of the other extravagan#ta should sound
something like this: “the globalist elite itself dérected by hidden devilish
center in the East” or “the East (and socialisnthes puppet in the hands of
the devilish bankers and fanatics from CFR, Triateand so on”.
Congratulations. It is very creative. The free &ytat work.

9 Samuel P. Huntington, “The clash of civilizatidnBpreign Affairs72 (Summer 1992-
1993):22-49.
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What Mr. Carvalho loves?

Here | would rather finish the debates. But | thih&t it is possible to
pay little more attention to “the positive” forcegscribed by Carvalho as
victims of the global elite. They represamhat Mr. Carvalho loveslt is
important.

He names themWestern Christianity(ecumenical style—see his
description of his visit to the Methodist Churcheirg himself Roman
Catholic), Zionist Jewish Statand American nationalist right wingergl
presume he excludes neocons from the list of Ibeeause of their evident
belonging to the global elite). He admires alsodimeple Americans of the
countryside (personally | also find them rathemnnvgympathetic).

This set of positive example is eloquent. It isi&riof the American
political right. We can consider it aght side of the modern We$€dr better
“paleoconservative” side of the Modern West. Histalty they ardosersin
all senses. They have lost (as P. Buchanan sfbths) battle for the USA,
including for the Republican party where the mamsipons were taken by
neoconservative with clearly globalist and impéstatisiorf* (see PNACY?
They are losers in front of the globalist elite woting now both political
parties in USA. They are living in the past thaimadiately precedes the
actual (Post-Modern and globalist) moment. Buhatdame time they don'’t
have the inner strength to stand up to the ConteevdRevolutioi®—
Evolian or wider European styfé.

The yesterday of the West prepared the today ofMast as global
West The yesterday Western values (including the Wes@hristianity)
prepared the today hypermodern values. You carooephis last step, but
the precedent step in the same direction can notebarded as serious
alternative.

The Western Christianity stressed the individuathes center of the
religion and made the salvation the strictly indual affair. The

20 patrick J. Buchanarhe Death of the West: How Dying Populations anthignant
Invasions Imperil Our Country and Civilizatighew York: St. Martin’s Press, 2002).

L patrick J. BuchanaMhere the Right Went Wrong: How Neoconservativesested
the Reagan Revolution and Hijacked the Bush Prasiyd@ew York: St. Martin’s Press,
2004).

22 Elliott Abrams, Gary Bauer, William J. BennettbJBush, Dick Cheney, Eliot A.
Cohen, Midge Decter, et al., “Statement of Prilesg Project for the New American
Century http://www.newamericancentury.org/statementofpgles.htm.

23 Julius Evola,Rivolta contro il mondo modern@®oma: Edizioni Mediterranee, 1969).
24 Mohler Armin, Die Konservative Revolution in Deutschland 1918-219Fin
Handbuch(Graz: Ares, 2005).
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Protestantism led this tendency to the logical énxehying more and more
the holistic ontology of the organic society thedféen Christianity arrived
with the Modernity to self-denial (deism, atheismaterialism, economism).
French sociologist Luis Dumont in his excellent k®oEssai sur
I'Individualism? and Homo Aequal® shows that the methodological
individualism is the result of the oblivion and elit purge by the Western
scholastic of the early and original Greco-Romapgolbgical tradition
conserved intact in the Byzance and Eastern Chasctvhole. This social
vision of the Church as the body of Christ in thati®licism is more
developed than in Protestantism and in the Caikotiof the Latin America
more than in other places. The Catholicism was seddiere by force in the
time of the colonization. But the traditional spiof aborigine cultures and
the syncretic attitude of the Spanish and Portugéises gave birth to the
special religious form of Catholicism—more holisti@an in the Europe and
much more traditional than extremely individuatstrotestantism. Mr.
Carvalho prefers Western kind of the Christianktgttwas according to L.
Dumont and W. Sombart (as well as to M. WeBiéhe direct forerunner of
Modern secularism.

Some words about the Jewish state. From the pdintesv of the
guantity of violence the tender love of Mr.Carvalioothe Zionism is quite
touching. The inconsistency of his views reache® hihe apogee. | have
nothing against Israel, but its cruelty in repmegsthe Palestinians is
evident. In Israel there are traditionalists andiaraists, antiglobalist forces
and representatives of the global elite. The aoitiglist front is formed there
by the anti-American, ant-liberal and anti-unipotaligious groups and by
the left anti-capitalist and anti-imperialist cgsl They can be good, that to
say “Eurasian” and “Easter’® But the Jewish State itself is not something
“traditional”. As a whole it is a modern capitalestd Atlantist entity and an
ally of American imperialism. Israel was differeattthe time and could be
different in the future. But in the present is atlon the other side of the
battle. More than that, the conspiracy theoriesi@f®ate and so on) include
almost always the Jewish bankers in the hearteofjtbbalist elite or world

% Louis Dumont Essais sur l'individualisme. Une perspective amblogique sur
I'idéologie moderné€Paris: Le Seuil, 1983).

% Louis Dumont, Homo Aqualis |: genése et épanouissement de lidéEconomique
(Paris: Gallimard/BSH, 1977). Louis Dumonijomo Aqualis II: I'ldéologie allemande
(Paris: Gallimard/BSH, 1978).

2" Max Weber,The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitaljsmans. Talcott Parson,
(New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1930).

8 Yakob BrombergEvrei y EvraziydMoskva: Agraf, 2002).
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conspiracy. Why Mr. Carvalho modernizes the comsyirtheory excluding
from the main version the “Jews” rests a mystery.

My opinion: American paleoconservatives, traditioAenerican right
are doomed. Their discourse is incoherent, weak@mdliosyncratic.

If some honest and brave people among North Amesic@ant to
fight the globalist elite as the last stage of Wiestern history, as the end of
the history, please join our Eurasian troops. Quuggle is in some sense
universal as universal is the globalist challenye. have different traditions
but defending them we confront the common enemgngftradition. So we
will explore where lie our respective zones of uefhce in the multipolar
world only after our common victory over the Beast, american-agant
liberal-globalist-capitalist-Post-Modern Beast.

Once the West had its own tradition. Partly it hast it. Partly this
tradition has given the poisonous germs. The Whestld search in its deep
ancient roots. But these roots lead to the commdo-europearkturasian
past®® the glorious past of the Scyths, Celts, Sarmaesm@ns, Slavs,
Hindus, Persians, Greeks, Romans and their hobsiiceties, warrior style
hierarchical culture and spiritual mystic valueatthad nothing in common
with present day Western mercantile capitalist degated civilization.

To return to the Tradition we need to accomplisé revoltagainst
modern world and against modern West—absolute texgpiritual
(traditionalist) and social (socialist). The Westn agony. We need to save
the world from this agony and may be to save thestff®m itself. The
Modern (and Post-Modern) West must dind if there were the real
traditional values in its foundations (and theytamaty were) we will save
them only in the process of the global destructimf the
Modernity/Hypermodernity.

So the best representatives of the West, of thp dad noble West
should bewith the Res? (that is with us, Eurasians) amdt againstthe
Rest.

It is clear that Mr. Carvalho chose the other capnptending to
choose neither. It is a pity because we need fsieBdt it is up to him to
decide. We accept any solution—it is the inner ygaf a man to find his
own path in History, Politics, Religion, and Sogiet

29 Alain de Benoist, “Indo-Européens: & la recherghdoyer d'origine,”Nouvelle Ecole
49 (1997): 13-105.
30 Alain de BenoistEurope,Tiers monde, méme comigRaris: Robert Laffont, 1986).



Olavo de Carvalho’s Response
Against Right-Wing Bolshevism (or Leftist Traditionalism)

A point-by-point answer

Introduction

What did Prof. Dugin reply to my refutation of theechanic contrast
between individualism and collectivism? Nothing.

What did he reply to my demonstration that the i$tad” sentiment of
community solidarity is more alive in the USA themany country of the
Eurasian block? Nothing.

To my comparison between the respective evil dedddhe USA,
Russia, and China? Nothing.

To my explanation about the nature of historicactnd the identity
of the true agents of history? Nothing.

To my fathoming of the structural conflict that nsforms the
Orthodox Church into a docile instrument of any &as imperialist
project? Nothing.

He preferred to dodge all the decisive questiond, deigning
offended dignity, to leave the stage thumping leistfas a cabargrima
donna.And yet he says that | am the hysterical one.

On his way out, he nibbled around the edges, toigcbn secondary
points of my message, to which he offered no satiefy answer as well,
limiting himself to pounding his chest in a displal affected superiority,
and to ascribing me ideas | do not have, which werented by him with
the aim of easily impugning them, so he could aalb victory in his
imaginary battle.

Of course | will not pay him back in his own coMy theatrical gifts
are nil or negligible, as attested by the greatskRwsBrazilian actor and
director Eugénio Kusnet with the sovereign autlyasita former student of
Stanislavsky, when he declared, rightly, that | \fses worst student in his
acting course. To his great relief, | attendedctarse out of mere curiosity,
without any malignant intent of imposing my abontileaperformances on
the public.

On the other hand, | am a trained scholar and eipoaer of the art
of argumentation, on which | have published attléa® ground-breaking
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books! Hence, | know what a debate is, and | am certzh it is not what
Prof. Dugin imagines it to be, that is, a circugmsticulation aimed at
making him look nice and at fastening a repugnaaskito his opponent’s
face. That is only a dispute of vanities, a sjame that for me has as much
interest as a fight among earthworms for a holéherground.

What | will do here is to answer Prof. Dugin poloyt point, with the
systematic thoroughness of someone who does nbttwidestroy him, but
rather to rescue him from the muddy confusion incWwhhe is drowning. In
the following lines, each of Prof. Dugin’s slippetyrcumlocutions will be
carefully steered back to the central questionstriedl to avoid, and
answered with direct candor, without posing or mgkaces.

In order to facilitate the reading, | divided PrBfugin’s text into 60
numbered paragraphs, in which | also include histeg of my second
message. Both are reproduced in a smaller fonfalodved by my replies.

The length of this message does not stem from amtycepleasure |
may feel in writing long texts, but from the simpiact that—to quote
myself for a thousandth time—the human mind is mapen such a way
that error and lies can always be expressed inra suxcinct way than their
refutation. A single false word requires many vgota disprove it.

1. Disappointment

To say the truth, | am a little bit disappointed this debate with Mr.

Olavo de Carvalho. | thought | would find in himrepresentative of

Brazilian traditionalist philosophers in the lineR. Guenon and J.Evola.
But he turned out to be something different ang eereer indeed.

On my part, | am not disappointed. In spite of gesalledqueer—an
adjective whose connotations Prof. Dugin pretehds e does not know—,
now | am really starting to like this debate. Wiy opponent begins to get
irritated, and resorts to derogatory labeling, sblass bluffs, and arguments
of authority, answering to practically nothing bétsubstance of what | have
said, | begin to understand that | was even mafa than | had imagined at
the outset.

! Aristoteles em Nova Perspectiva. Introducdo & Bedds Quatro DiscursofAristotle

in a New Perspective. Introduction to the Theoryhef Four Discourses] (Rio de Janeiro:
Topbooks, 1996 an@omo Vencer um Debate sem Precisar Ter Razdo. Aetidma
Eristica de Arthur Schopenhaupgtiow to Win a Debate without the Need to be Right.
The Eristic Dialectics of Arthur Schopenhauer] (R@®Janeiro: Topbooks, 1997).
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| am especially glad when my contender uses wdrds d¢ontrast in
such a way with his real conduct that in order twlly disprove him, all |
need to do is to invoke the testimony of his owmoas.

Prof. Dugin is an ostensible preacher of war andogele. He
confesses that he hates the whole West and thatelslared goals are to
incite a Third World War, to wipe the West off tfeee of the Earth, and to
establish everywhere what he himself defines asivgersal dictatorship. He
has already said that nothing makes him saddertti@fact that Hitler and
Stalin did not join forces to destroy France, Endlaand everything else
they found on their way, distributing to the whaoleiverse the benefits that
they had already lavished on the inmates of the@ahd AuschwitZ.

When a man with these ideas calls me aggressiveramabrous, |
cannot but conclude that | am facing a living exlanpf delusional
interpretatior? one of the defining traits of the revolutionaryntaity, | feel
as satisfied as Dr. Charcot did when, before ardexo&c audience, his
patients reacted exactly as according to the paintlinic psychiatry he
wished to illustrate.

2. Attacks

| am also sad with his hysterical and aggressitacks against my
country, my tradition and myself personally.

(1) No, Prof. Dugin. Who attacked your country amr tradition
was not I. It was Lenin and Stalin, whom you coasigreferable to Ronald
Reagan and even to Barack Obama. | just said thiewd that all Russians
who applauded those two should work to pay comgmmséo the families
of their victims. Is this offensive? Or was Justizeated only for Germans,
while the Russians and the Chinese have a celestiificate of immunity?
Of your religious tradition | also did not say amyig that you had not said
before: that it is a state religion, which hastashief the czar or whoever is
on his place; that therefore it cannot expand beéyits1borders except by

2 See Aleksandr Dugin, “Czekam na Iwana £ego” [| am Wating for Ivan the
Terrible], interview by Grzegorz Gornkronda (Warsaw), December 11, 1998, 130-146.
Also available at http://niniwa2.cba.pl/rosjal0.htm

% A pathological framework firstly described by Fearpsychiatrist Paul Sérieux in 1909
which is distinguished from other forms of psychafelusion for not bearing sensorial
disturbances, but only a morbid reorganization fe¢ tlata of a situation. See Paul
Sérieux,Les Folies Raisonnantes, Le Delire d’Interpretat{@aris: Alcan, 1909). Also
available at http://web2.bium.univ-paris5.fr/livdhcote=61092&p=27&do=page.
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politico-military occupation of foreign lands. Whiaave you been doing if
not demonstrating this with notable constancy?

By the way, if you really believe in holism and leativism, you have
to admit that it makes no sense to individualizefdults of politicians while
at the same time absolving the collective entiigt thave them power and
support. Either we are all free and responsible/iddals—but you consider
this an abominable Western ideology—, or then, oy, ghe collectivity
whose soul is projected and condensed into a Stalozar is guilty of the
acts of Stalin and the czar.

(2) It is highly significant your choice of the wbfattack” instead of
“offend” or “insult,” either of which being much m® adequate to designate
a merely verbal assault. Prof. Dugin openly presctiee destruction of
Catholicism by force, by military and police meaespecially in Eastern
European countrieswhere the Catholic Church has suffered all softs o
persecution and restriction. It is understandalde by nurturing this bloody
dream he feels “attacked” at the least sign ofctsin against the Orthodox
Church by an unarmed man with no intention of wgpithoff the map. It is
also highly significant that after this disproportal reaction, which is
hysterical in the most literal and technical seokéhe term, he says that |
am the hysterical one. The revolutionary mind live# projective
inculpation.

3. Surprise

It is something | was not prepared to meet.

Oh, really? With his bazookas and tanks, he wasgpesl to stimulate
the slaughtering of some hundreds of millions afpgde, but he could never
have expected that one of them would complairtla.lit

4. Insult and retaliation

Knowing his manners of conduct better before, | Mowt have agreed to
participate in such a debatéd don’t like at all this kind of hollow
accusations and direct insults.

* Aleksandr Dugin, “Czekam na lwana @nego” [ am Wating for Ivan the Terrible],
interview by Grzegorz Gornyronda (Warsaw), December 11, 1998, 130-146. Also
available at http://niniwa2.cba.pl/rosjal0.htm.
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The first to insult was Prof. Dugin, and | have tweful habit of
retaliating. There is no worse insult than thelfhireiled insinuation, in the
style of the besbpera buffaschemer. Prof. Dugin tried to portray me to my
compatriots as a traitor to the homeland, an engyy country. A country
where he has never been to, of which he knows teebthing, and whose
support he now intends to win based on cheap filagtewithout warning it
that in the Universal Eurasian Empire it will hardiave a better luck than
Ukraine had under Russian dominion, or Tibet ur@dieinese occupation.
Did he really expect that after this he would getdloves treatment from
me? Those who know me know that | hate word-mincsweet poisons,
and deceitful intrigues whispered in mellifluoosi¢s. If you want to argue
with me, either you respect me, or hold your tedsr | am done with you.
Be a man.

5. Delight

So | am going to continue only because of somegabéns in front of the
group of gentle Brazilian young traditionaliststtiravited me to enter this
unpleasant kind of dialoguethat in other circumstances | would prefer to
avoid.

Why “unpleasant”? This is delightful!

6. Is everything politics?

For the beginning there are some short remarks ecoimg some
affirmations of Mr. Carvalhd:Political Science, as | have said, was born
at the moment when Plato and Aristotle distinguisbetween the
discourse of politicabgentsand the discourse of the scientific observer
who seeks to understand what is going on amonggdhats. It is true that
political agents may, over time, learn how to usetain instruments of
scientific discourse for their own ends; it is alsae that the scientific
observer may have preferences for the politicsh or that agent. But
this does nothing to alter the validity of the imit distinction: the
discourse of the political agent aims to produceaie actions that favor
his victory, while the discourse of the scientdizserver seeks to obtain a
clear view of what is at stake, by understandirg dbjectives and means
of action of each of the agents, the general sitmatvhere the competition
takes place, its most probable developments, aadnikaning of such
events in the larger picture of human existendéhé thesis is overthrown
by Marx in his analysis of the ideology as the imipbasis for the science
as such. Not being Marxist myself, | am sure tHageovation is correct.
“The function of the scientific observer becomesnemore distinct from
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that of the agents when he neither wishes nor aka sides with any of
them and keeps himself at a necessary distanceder ¢o describe the
picture with the maximum realism available to hinh.argue that that is
simply impossible. There is no such place in tlameof thought that can
be fully neutral in political terms. Every humanotight is politically
oriented and motivated.

It is | who was not prepared for something liketthlagrew up
listening to this gibberish about inevitable pckii engagement, universal
politicization of every human act, and | could hatve imagined that Prof.
Dugin would try to intimidate me with this sillyitk, a meaningless cliché
that no philosopher with some training can takdossty for a single
minute. Like every expression of thick ignoranttes one carries with it,
concentrated and compacted, a multitude of vulgafusions that only
education over time can undo. | do not have thestlgaetension of
remedying Prof. Dugin’s educational flaws, but asere suggestion, | will
present here a list of questions to which he walddwvell in paying some
attention in the coming years. Let us see:

(1) “Every human thought is politically oriented and wvated is a
statement based upon a mere confusion betweencamoand a figure of
speech. All human acts “may,” theoretically andaltie have closer or more
distant relations with politics, but not all of thecan be “politically oriented
and motivated” to the same degree and in the samses No political
intention moves me when | go to the bathroom, putmy pants, drink a
soda, eat a sandwich, listen to a Bach cantatangerthe papers in my
office or mow the lawn in my yard (unless the pwgof avoiding an
invasion of snakes be a political prejudice agaihsse gentle creatures).
The connection between human acts and politicsisltlited on a scale that
goes from 100 percent to something like 0.00000p8ftcent. When, for
instance, George W. Bush went for a pee, was thia political act to the
same degree and in the same sense as the dedlahinar against Iraq?
Quite clearly, the propositionEvery human thought is politically oriented
and motivatetjumps from the simple notice of a participatidrat may be
vague and extremely remote to the peremptory assest a perfectly non-
existent substantial identity and of an impossdp@ntitative equality. It is
not a concept. It is a figure of speech, a hyperbahd as such, it does not
depict any objective reality, but rather the emph#sat the speaker wishes
to confer on the issue—on a scale that can go faoptain demand for
attention all the way to the psychotic abolitiontbé sense of proportions.
Prof. Dugin’s assertion is clearly included in thtter category.
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(2) Every human act, by definition, participatesatgreater or lesser
degree in all the dimensions not only of human, Idat of existence in
general. No one participates in all of them at shene level and with the
same intensity. Thus, statements like “everythsghysics,” “everything is

atoms”, “everything is psychology,” “everything b#ology,” “everything is
theater,” “everything is a game,” “everything isigen,” “everything is will
to power,” “everything is economics” “everythingsex,” and &very human

thought is politically oriented and motivatecare at the same time
irrefutable and void. They cannot be refuted beeatleey do not say
anything.

(3) The statementThere is no such place in the realm of thought that
can be fully neutral in political termiss an elementary confusion between
genus and species: between politics as one of ¢hergl dimensions of
existence and the various historically existingodtes in particular. Even if
one would accepgd argumentandunthe hypothesis that all human acts are
political, this would in no way imply that each hambeing has to take a
position in every political contest taking place Ims time. The very
possibility of taking a position implies a previosslection of what contests
are relevant and what are indifferent or falseutisity towards a multitude
of political questions is not only possible, butais indispensable condition
for taking a position in any one of them in parkau

(4) | cannot believe that Prof. Dugin is naive ke tpoint of not
knowing that the definition of the goals of the ipodl game and the
delimitation of the opposing camps are themselwesldmental political
attitudes. “Shaping a debate” is the fastest anst mfficient way to win in
advance. Now, once a political contest is definadtead of taking sides
with one team or the other, nothing prevents aaitifrom rejecting this
very contest, and proposing in its place a totdifferent one, disregarding
the first one not only as irrelevant, but as faldris refusing to choose
between opponents that, in his opinion, are onadskvs projected on a wall
in order to deceive him. In this case, he must remautral towards the
other contest precisely in order to be able to takesition in his own.

This debate itself exemplifies this with the utmdsirity. Prof. Dugin,
just as Western globalists, wishes to force mehtmse between “the West
and the Rest.” He yells that no one can remainrakabncerning this
contest and insists that, in order to bring it moemd, we all have to quietly
accept the simple prospect of a Third World Waressarily vaster and
more destructive than the two previous ones.

From my point of view, even if the whole populatiohthe planet
would swallow this proposal and decide to join ahd¢he two armies, this
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would not make the contest morally legitimate, duld not prove it to be an
unavoidable historical fatality, nor would it inyaway make it an adequate
expression of the true antagonisms that divide nmaink

Why, by the way, should the fundamental choice tba geopolitical
nature and not, for example, of a moral or religiome? Why should good
and bad people be distributed into separate gebgaborders instead of
being scattered a bit here, a bit there, withouy aational or racial
uniformity?

For me, much more than a hypothetical and artlficbmtest between
“Westerners” and “Easterners,” what is at stakeayo the mortal fight
between the whole of globalism—in its triple WestdRussian-Chinese, and
Islamic versions— and the millennial spiritual antvilizational values
which will be necessarily destroyed in the cour§ehe fight for global
dominance, no matter who turns out to be the “wirine

These values are not “Western.” Who does not krfowgxample,
that the Orthodox Church cannot join the “Eurasjaoject” without
becoming a passive instrument in the hands of G& Kwhose name has
been switched for the nth time), as it has in &Eotady become under the
leadership of a patriarch who is a notorious agehtthis macabre
institution? Read the works of the great Orthodexlition, asPhilokalia or
The Way of a Pilgrimand compare them with the ideological speeches of
Prof. Dugin. What can there be in common between dpotheosis of
contemplative life and the prostitution of everythito the dictates of the
political fight? What agreement can there be betw@ar Lord Jesus Christ
and the devil?

In the same way, practically everything in Islamsmrituality—and
even in Islamic philosophy—has been lost ever sgeeerations of enraged
youths decided to Islamicize the world on the badiderrorist attacks,
inspired in the doctrines of the Muslim Brotherhpadhich are but a
“liberation theology,” a gross politicization ofaghwhich Islam once was.
Compare the writings of Mohieddin Ibn ‘Arabi or daéd-Din RGmi with
those of Sayyd Qutub, the mentor of the Brotherhaod you will have an
idea of what a free fall really is.

The general politicization of life—one of the typicfeatures of
Western modernity, which Prof. Dugin says he hdbes,to which, as we
shall see later, he is a helpless and passivedgdieal slave— evidently also
had spiritually disastrous results in the West. dibgradation of Judaism by
a modernizing liberalism since the beginning of nireeteenth century, as
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depicted by Rabbi Marvin Antelman o Eliminate the Opiatéwas a sort
of miniature laboratory which prepared the way dor identical operation
carried out in the twentieth century, on a muclgearscale, in the Catholic
Church, culminating in the complete disaster of i@mluVatican Il. As for
the Protestant churches: who is not aware thatWwld Council of
Churches, which gathers together so many of thema icommunist
institution, and that those not infected by commanhave fallen sick with a
“theology of prosperity” as materialist as commumisself?

To all these cases, Eric Voegelin’s warning applidhe modern
form by which a mass democracy is organiggdrein included, and even
preeminently, the “totalitarian democracies” of Bas China, and the
Islamic world] is spiritually the more dangerous to the individual
personally, for the political propaganda fills hepirit with abstract clichés,
which are infinitely distant from any essential geeness of the personal,
and therefore radically negate the best and unifpetures of the entire
human being®

Confronted with facts such as this, the man whmase interested in
the eternal life than in political fights, insteatltaking part in the contest
among globalisms, very likely will do what he candepreciate it, discredit
it and dilute it into the greater contest betwdsn €ity of God and the City
of Men, and included in the latter are the Syndicthe Eurasian Empire,
and the Caliphate.

Thisis my fight, not the one which Prof. Dugin tri@seéngage me in
against my will, putting on me the strait jacketaoparty which is not mine
and never could be. For this purpose, he twistsnteaning of my words
until he makes them say the opposite of what they thus committing
against me the most grave offense one can comraihstga philosopher:
denying the individuality of his ideas and reducithgm to a copy of the
collective discourses he despises.

(5) As if revealing a universally known truth tdhdlbilly to whom it
is an absolute novelty, Prof. Dugin informs me tifnat Platonic-Aristotelian
distinction between the viewpoints of the agent afdthe observer no
longer applies because it was “overthrown” by Kdarx. Prof. Dugin chose
the wrong customer to sell his product to. Twoadkss ago | already
critically examined this Marxist presumption andnastrated its utter

®> Rabbi Marvin S. AntelmanTo Eliminate theOpiate, 2 vols. (Jerusalem: Zahavia,
1974). Volume 2 was published in 2002 by Jerusaetionist Book Club.

® Eric Voegelin,The Collected Works of Eric Voegelirol. 8, Published Essays 1929-
1933 ed. Thomas W. Heilke and John Von Heiking, (CditanUniversity of Missouri
Press, 2003), 238
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absurdity in my boolo Jardim das AflicdeSto which | refer those who are
interested, relieving me from repeating here whakplained there. Karl
Marx did not “overthrow” a thing; he just fabricdteunder the name of
praxis a psychotic confusion between theory and pradtioa) which many
intellectuals have not yet recovered. When ProfgiBubrandishes this
confusion before my eyes as if it were a truthrdedly established—to the
extent that in order to disarm his opponent it wlosuifficient to mention it
in passing, without the need to even argue in #@goif—, he is only
demonstrating he has never examined it criticaliyjiting himself to
incorporating it, as dogma, into his personal idggl A sucker is born
every minute, as P.T. Barnum already taught.

(6) Besides the obvious fact highlighted above, elgnthat in order
to take a position in a single contest it is neagsto stay neutral in a
multitude of others—since the denial of all neutyalvould bring with it the
impossibility of taking a position—the fact remaifst even in the mind of
a particular agent, even if he is the most poliycactive and engaged one,
the viewpoint of theoretical observation must remfarmally distinct from
the viewpoint of the planner of actions, or thetagir of the masses, that is,
the agent must first be a neutral observer sohlbanight later act upon a
situation that he has mastered intellectually. f.PBugin himself bears
witness to this when, a few lines down, he confegisat: 1n my courses in
the sociological faculty of Moscow State Universiiyhere | chair the
department of the Sociology of International Relasi, | never profess my
own political views and | give always the full sjpem of the possible
political interpretations of the facts, but | donrtsist on one concrete point
of view, always stressing that there is a chdice.

What is this if not a differently phrased reprodmetof what | had
said in my second message? Please read it aghims tfue that political
agents may, over time, learn how to use certaitrumgents of scientific
discourse for their own ends; it is also true that scientific observer may
have preferences for the politics of this or thgetrd. But this does nothing
to alter the validity of the initial distinctionhé discourse of the political
agent aims to produce certain actions that faver victory, while the
discourse of the scientific observer seeks to odatlear view of what is at

” O Jardim das Aflicdes: De Epicuro & Ressurreicdo @ésar. Ensaio sobre o
Materialismo e a Religidao Civil[The Garden of Afflictions: From Epicurus to the
Resurrection of Caesar. An Essay on Materialism #wedCivil Religion], 2nd ed. (Séo

Paulo, E-Realizacbes, 2004), 107-119), availablenhtsia://www.olavodecarvalho.org/
traducoes/epicurus.htm.
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stake, by understanding the objectives and mearatadn of each of the
agents, the general situation where the competiiidies place, its most
probable developments, and the meaning of suchi®wethe larger picture
of human existence.”

In short: when Prof. Dugin speaks as a scientifiseover, he tries to
understand a given situation. When he speaks aagant, he tries to
promote actions which may lead to the victory of party. And who, by
Jupiter, does not do the same? The intellectualvarohl means of scientific
observation are so different from the means oftigali action that the very
efficacy of the latter requires a preliminary sep@an between the two
viewpoints, a preparatory measure without which irtheubsequent
application in the domain of practice would onlynigrabout confusion, lies
and endless self-deceit, as the history of the Marmovement has
demonstrated with evidence to spare.

If Prof. Dugin, in his academic activity, obserthe same distinction
that | do, he obviously does not believe in himseifen he says that this
distinction was “overthrown” by Karl Marx.

The sole difference that could exist between ubisncase—and | say
“could” because it does not necessarily have tetexis that he assures us
that, once a sufficiently clear description of thentending forces is
obtained, that is, once the task of the scientiiserver is completed, it is
necessary to make a choice and “this choice i®mnigtthe freedom (sic) but
also the obligation (sic)You are free to choose bybu are not free to
choose not

Now, an obligation to take a position cannot beoalis. It is relative
by definition. It is only valid if we accept thatd scientific description is
truthful, that it is the only possible one, or east the most accurate of all,
and that the contest it describes is so imporsmyital for human destiny,
that every refusal to take a position in it woukl unforgivable cowardice.
Come on, how many university professors can bragutabaving reached
such a certain and definitive description of rgaltuch a precise equation of
essential antagonisms that whoever listens to tkenorally obliged to take
a position according to the terms of the oppositileey have defined? In my
modest opinion, the only one who reached such aecborand final
description was Our Lord Jesus Christ when He gwtlwe had to choose
between Him and the Prince of this World. Univergirofessors by and
large project onto the audience the conflict thgatages itself in their souls,
and only the more presumptuous among them prodiaisthe essential
conflict of the world, towards which nobody has tight to remain neutral.
The question then fatally arises: What if the desion is false? If | disagree
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with the description, why should | take sides ihygothetical conflict that
exists only in the mind of my professor, and thagesinot correspond to the
facts as | see them? Why would | not have the rightemain neutral
between professorial hypotheses and to pick mysglfown fight? Once
more, neutrality reveals itself not only as possibbut as a necessary
condition for taking a position.

Prof. Dugin does not understand these subtletiestifty on the
infallible authority of Karl Marx, he sincerely eggts the world to accept to
play the game by his own rules and, without furthéo, to enroll in one of
the teams. For my part, | have better things to With no intention of
offense | return my enrollment form—blank.

7. Will to power

The will to power permeates the human nature inléigths. The distance
evoked by Mr. Carvalho is ontologically impossibRlato and Aristotle
were bothpolitically engageadot only in practice but also in theory.

(1) Prof. Dugin claims to be the apostle of the dlbse, of Tradition,
of the Spirit, but he cannot be that at all sineadbcrees the primacy of the
political and denies the autonomy (or even the ipogg) of contemplative
life, reducing it to an instrument or camouflagetioé “will to power.” The
hypothesis that St. Theresa, for example, in coplatimng Our Lord Jesus
Christ was “doing politics” or exerting the “wilbtpower” reflects the same
aforementioned confusion [6(1) e 6(2)] between atmemote participation
and a quantitative equality.

(2) Having this confusion been undone, it is naetthat “Plato and
Aristotle were bothpolitically engagednot only in practice but also in
theory.” Plato explains in his Seventh Letter that decided to dedicate
himself to philosophy precisely after he becamdldssoned with politics.
That his philosophy could have had later politidavelopments does not
imply that it was itself political activism, jussdrof. Dugin is not engaged
in political activism when describing a politicatuation, as he himself
confirms it. As for Aristotle, his foreign statustamatically prevented him
from participating in Athenian politics in any wagnd throughout the
works he bequeathed us his positions are so praaehioderate, that is, so
politically neutral, that they were able to equaligpire the most diverse
politics, from St. Thomas Aquinas to Karl Marx.

(3) The appeal to “will to power” as a universapinatory key is
highly meaningful. This Nietzschean topos comeskhlmact the scene every
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time someone wishes to deter us from seeking anatisolution for human
conflicts and to invite us to participate in redemwg bloodshed. Prof. Dugin
does not hide that this is exactly his goal. Bubrider to achieve it, he needs
to incur once more into the unpardonable confusietween proportional
participation and quantitative identity. Are allrhan acts permeated by
“will to power™? Certainly. But to what degree? Amdhat is the proportion
between this motivational force and the other fertevolved? When you
have sex with your wife, there is certainly a taayount of will to power at
play. But if it predominates over will to pleasuedfection, the impulse to
please the beloved one, etc., then that will nadrbact of licit sex anymore,
but rape. Ask your wife whether she cannot telldiiterence. The apology
of “will to power” as the ultimate explanation ofilman acts is not a valid
description of reality; it is not even a theory:ista morbid projection, in
phony theoretical language, of a compulsion tongxtish all other human
motivations, especially love and the will to knodgde. It is no surprise that
the inventor of this contraption was a poor wrewstth no money, with no
prestige, with not even a girlfriend, forced to @aecourse to prostitutes
who ended up infecting him with syphilis, which reatim insane and
eventually killed him. It was no coincidence that second explanatory key
in which he placed his bet was ... resentment.

8. Eurasianism and communism

8. “The photos that | attached to my first messagewhy of a humorous
synthesis, document all the difference betweepdhigcal agent invested
with global plans and means of action of imperighle and the scientific
observer not only divested of both, but firmly dedito reject them and to
live without them until the end of his days, sitieey are unnecessary and
inconvenient to the mission in life that he hassemoand that is for him
the only reasonable justification for his existeficelThe indignity
demonstrated a little above against “Russian-Clihepoles and
completely ridiculous identification between the r&sianism and the
communism is the bright testimony of the extremetigity of Mr.
Carvalho.

| have never “identified” Eurasianism with communijsat least not
from the ideological point of view, though I incleidboth in the category of
revolutionary movements, in the precise meaniniyé ¢p this expressioh.

8 See my lectur@he Structure of the Revolutionary Mi(Richmond: The Inter-
American Institute for Philosophy, Government, &atial Thought, 2009), 1 h., 47
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Yet, politics is not a mere confrontation of idegiles. It is a contest for
power between well defined and concrete human groBpof. Dugin will
not be cynical enough to deny that the group ctlsgrém power in Russia is
the same that dominated the country at the time communism.
Substantially, that group is the KGB (or FSB, wheseiodical change of
name has never changed the nature of the instijutiwhat is worse, it is
the KGB with its power monstrously amplified: oneoihand, if in the
communist regime there was one police agent forye4@0 citizens, today
there is something like one for every 200, whicmigtakably characterizes
Russia as a police state; on the other, the alluttiwfestate properties among
the agents and collaborators of the political mglwho became “oligarchs”
overnight without breaking their bonds of subjectio the KGB, provides
this entity with the privilege to act in the Westder several layers of
disguise, with a freedom of movement that wouldehbegen unthinkable at
the time of Stalin or Khrushchev.

Ideologically, Eurasianism is different from commsm. It is, as
Jeffrey Nyquist said, “right-wing Bolshevism”. Y&teology, as Karl Marx
himself defined it, is just a “dress of ideas” cealing a scheme of political
power. The scheme of political power in Russia tlz@nged its dress, but
continues to be the same—maintaining the same @eoplthe same
positions, performing the same functions, with teame totalitarian
ambitions as ever.

There is no partiality in saying the obvious.

9. Counting corpses

The evaluation of the major global forces is basedhe presumption of
the scale that could be taken as the meastlre quantity of humans
killed.

Huh? And what is it that differentiates a persama&fortune from a
global tragedy if not the number of victims? Thssnio “presumption;” it is
the very definition of the terms being used. “Geadet is the systematic
annihilation of an ethnic, political, or religio@®mmunity. “Democide” is
the extermination of a civilian population by iafive of its own
government. Period. If the number of human beingedered does not serve
as a measure of the gravity of a genocide or dedepevhy then should we
distinguish between the Holocaust and any indiViduenicide committed

min., 42 sec.Philosophy Seminaxideo, http://philosophyseminar.com/multimedia
/video/166-the-revolutionary-mentality.html.
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by an isolated racist, with no power of governmeWwt?at’'s more: if the
amount of victims does not make any difference, lvaw one tell apart a
serial killer from the author of a single crime? &lthen, is to be done with
the notion of recidivism, which universal jurispamte proclaims to be an
aggravating factor for crime? Could jurists of @thes and countries have
been mistaken in raising penalties according tobmrmof crimes?

It is no coincidence that those guilty of the gesatgenocides and
democides are always the ones who try, in a panmxpé rhetorical
desperation, to throw mud in the water, by appgatm the absurd and
insulting argument that numbers do not make arferdihce.

Prof. Dugin goes even a bit farther: he placestémm “genocide”
between attenuating quotation marks when refertinghe murder ofL40
million unarmed civiliansdoy the governments of Russia and China, but he
uses the same term without any quotes—thus denbtergl and precise
meaning— when he talks about the deaths which cedur combatduring
American interventions in Afghanistan, Iraq and yab and which are
incomparably smaller in number.

That is a complete inversion of all sense of propor an insane
logorrhea of one who, having no argument, despgrates to bewilder the
audience to prevent it from seeing the bare andecreality.

10. Dugin contra Dugin

It is not so evident and is rather example of paltanti-communist and
anti-Russian propaganda than the result of “sdiergnalysis”. Yes, | am
political agent of EurasiaWeltanschauungAt the same time | am
political analyst and scientist. The two aspects’tdoorrespond fully. In
my courses in the sociological faculty of Moscowat8tUniversity, where
| chair the department of the Sociology of Inteiorél Relations, | never
profess my own political views and | give always fall spectrum of the
possible political interpretations of the facts,t budon’t insist on one
concrete point of view, always stressing that theechoice.

As | have commented above, Prof. Dugin demonstiates, through
his own example, that it is not possible to underdta political situation,
and much less to efficiently act upon it, withoustf observing the Platonic-
Aristotelian distinction between the viewpoint bétobserver and that of the
agent, a distinction to which, a few lines befdre,had denied any validity.
Even when the observer and the agent are syntkdesizihe same person,
the perspectives from which that person looks at fdcts must remain
formally distinct and unconfusable.
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11. The duty to choose

At the same time this choice is not only the fremadbut also the
obligation. You are free to choose byhu are not free to chose ndthere
is never such a thing as political or ideologiaattrality”.

We now return to the issue of being forced to ckodde right to
choose does not mean a thing if it does not algwyirtine right to choose
between the various proposals of choice. Why wawddhave the obligation
to choose precisely between the alternatives affeyeProf. Dugin, without
being able to propose different alternatives, atifferent set of possible
choices? Prof. Dugin himself, with exemplary candexercises this very
right that he denies to others. “National-Bolshevikn whose name he
speaks in this passage] affirm objective idealism . and objective
materialism . . ., refusing to choose between the@nly God has the right
to impose the ultimate, final, unappealable chaipen us. “He that is not
with me is against me,” and “He that gatherethwith me scattereth,” said
the Lord. Since then His apish satanic imitat@gehnot stopped pretending
to have in their hands the definitive, obligatodyoice, crystallized in a
macabre dualism. | could not show the absurdityhed better than Otto
Maria Carpeaux did | in a memorable essay on Sipaiegs, which
summarizes the issue:

For years European consciousness was mistreatedhdysupposed
obligation of choosing between Hitler and Stalinh€tte is no other
alternative!” Then, they wished to force the wasldtonsciousness to
choose between Stalin and Foster Dulles—“ther@isther alternative!”
And now and everywhere they continue to imposeeladt®rnatives upon
us, which are so similar to the absurd fight betwdee two Houses of
Montague and Capulet, which is the true themRarheo and Juliet . .It

is this truth which Mercutio recognizes in thatrerte lucidity of the hour
of agony, shouting—and we shout with hiA: plague o’ both your
houses and amert?

® Alexandre Douguind,e Prophéte de I'Eurasism{@aris: Avatar Editions, 2006), 133.

19 Otto Maria CarpeauxA politica, segundo Shakespeaf@olitics, according to
Shakespeare], iBnsaios Reunidos 1942-197&ollected Essays 1942-1978o0l. 1, ed.
Olavo de Carvalho (Rio de Janeiro: Universidade€dkade and Topbooks, 1999), 783-
784.
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If there are three houses instead of two, may tlague come
threefold. No Duginism in the world can force mectwose between the
Syndicate, the Caliphate, or the Russian-ChinespifemBut Prof. Dugin
even simplifies things for me, by synthesizing lder two in the Eurasian
Empire, reducing the alternatives to the good aidlidm of the Montagues
and the Capulets, and trying to make us wear atjatieet of obligatory
choice.A plague o’ both your houses!

12. Arms

So it is quite erroneous to present Mr. Carvalhogeif as “neutral” and
“impartial” and myself as “engaged” and “ideolodlgamotivated”. We
are both ideologically engaged and scientificatlyalved. So | continue
to regard our photos not as “professor vs the wdriut rather two
“professors/warriors vs each other”. Finally in Hrens of Mr. Carvalho is
a gun. Not a cross, for example. By the way, thee some photos of
myself bearing a big orthodox cross during religi@eremonies. So, that
would illustrate nothing. Our religions are diffateas our civilizations
are.

It is certain that both of us appear in the phatalgling guns, but what
guns? Mine is a hunting shotgun, which may occadipie used for home
defense, but which is normally used for sport andny case, has served
eminently (see new photo) to kill snakes beforey thike my smaller dogs
(not the big one, which eats them thinking theyramving sausages). Prof.
Dugin’s guns, on the other hand, are war weapaerved for the exclusive
use of governments, created specifically to kilimam beings (nobody has
ever hunted snakes or armadillos with bazookaswks). Moreover, this
kind of weapon was not designed to kill one or fveople, but rather to kill
them wholesale, by the hundreds, by the thousatals.can he say that this
difference “does not illustrate anything”? Is themeally no difference
between self-defense and mass murder?

13. Dugin contra Dugin (2)

“Both professor Dugin and | are performing our respive tasks with
utmost dedication, seriousness and honesty. Bsetlesks are not one
and the same. His task is to recruit soldiers fa battle against the West
and for the establishment of the universal Euradtampire. Mine is to
attempt to understand the political situation ok tiworld so that my
readers and | are not reduced to the condition lafdomen caught in the
gunfire of the global combat; so that we are nagired by the vortex of
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History like leaves in a storm, without ever knayvimhence we came or
whither we are being carried.l agree here in one point. It is true that “to
recruit soldiers for the battle against the Wesl fam the establishment of
the universal Eurasian Empire” is my goal. Butsitpossible only after
having achieved the correct vision of the worldbgllosituation based on
the accurate analysis of the balance of forcesvaaid actors.

Once more Prof. Dugin confirms, after having dentedhe formal
and indispensable distinction between the viewpamhtthe scientific
observer and that of the political agent.

14. The difference between us

So up to this moment Mr. Carvalho and myself weehthe strictly one
and the same task. If our understanding of theingadorld forces and
their identification differs that doesn’'t mean auttically that | am
motivated exclusively by political and geopoliticdioice and himself by
the “neutral”, purely “scientific’ reasoning. We earboth trying to
understand the world we live in, and | presume Wmatboth are doing it
honestly. But our conclusions don't fit. | wondehyvand try to find
deeper reasons than simply the obvious fact of my mleological and
political involvement. We both want to make our lgobetter and not
worse. But we both have different visions of wisthe Good and Euvil.
And | wonder where lies difference.

The difference is the following: after having talk@ositions on issues
with that indecent hurry of youth, | soon climbeaosh over my views and
spent thirty years—not thirty days—struggling witty own doubts, among
countless perplexities, without being able to bnmngself to make common
cause with anything, except in an experimental @mogisional way. | only
resumed expressing my political opinions at 48 yea#drage, after having
reached some conclusions that seemed reasonabks &nd even so, | have
always warned people about the possibility thatighihbe wrong. Prof.
Dugin has never been in doubt for even a single Haytook side with
National Bolshevism when he was very young, and Hgmerto remained
faithful to the same program, now amplified as Biaaism. He simply did
not go through that period ofal abstinence of opinions which is absolutely
necessary to the education of a serious intellectua
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15. The difference between us (2)

| believe it is rather the result of the divergent¢he mutual civilizations;
we have respectively different ontologies, antbiogies and sociologies.
So the culpabilization and demonization of eacteoth the result of the
necessary mutuakthnocentrit positions and not the final arguments for
the choice of lesser evil.

Absolutely wrong. As we will see later, Prof. Duginmind was
molded much more by Western intellectuality thanalby Eastern spiritual
tradition, while one of my main formative influersceyas Swami Dayananda
Saraswati, director of the Academy of Vedic StudieBombay** After that
experience, | still allowed myself to be imbuedhatrientalism, to the point
of becoming the author of Islamic studies that wamn award from the
government of Saudi Arabia. The difference betweshes in our personal
intellectual experience, not in our “civilizatiohs.

16. Anesthetic quotes

“He employs all the usual instruments of politicafopaganda:
Manichean simplification, defamatory labeling, péidus insinuation, the
phony indignation of a culprit pretending to be @ngé and, last, not least,
the construction of the great Sorelian myth — df-&éfilling prophecy —
which, while pretending to describe reality, builda the air an
agglutinating symbol in hopes that the false magob®e true by the massive
adherence of the audienceStressing the presumed fact of the communist
Russian-Chinese “genocide” Mr. Carvalho does exati#® same game of
the pure political propaganda playing on the falsmanitarian sensibility of
the Western audience, not remarking, by the wagyrdlal, existing here and
now, massive and planned genocide conducted inakigtan, Iraq or Libya
by American bloody murderssif]"

| have already explained above the monstrous yalsit that
comparison, which is based on a complete inver@brthe sense of
proportion. The slaughter of 140 million of theinarmed fellow citizens
does not turn the rulers of Russia and China irdoogidal murderers,
except when the word genocide is placed in patigrcashioning quotation

1 See my testimony about it on the Introductory Not& Longa Marcha da Vaca para
0 Brejo & Os Filhos da PUC. O Imbecil Coletivo [IThe Collective Imbecile 1, The
Long March of the Cow Down to the Swamp & The SohPUC] (Rio de Janeiro:
Topbooks, 1998).
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marks. However, the total of deaths of soldiercambat, two thousand
times less numerous, is “massive and planned geémoconducted by
American bloody murdersic]’. No quotation marks in the original.

17. A question of style

| imitate here the very “scientific” style of polénimposed by Mr.
Carvalho.

What a farce! Prof. Dugin has already been callfgericans
“bloody murderers” for many years now, and he hasen needed my
literary incentive to do so. Moreover, the sciaatdharacter of a text does
not reside in the politeness or impoliteness ofsitde, but rather in the
substance of its arguments. Prof. Dugin himsetfepts as scientific the
writings of Karl Marx, whose style is a thousanchés more violent than
mine and, in addition to that, devoid of that huisine attenuation which is
never lacking in what | write.

18. My stupid opinion

“Of course, | do not say that Professor Dugin ishbnest. But he is
honestly devoting himself to a kind of combat thgtdefinition and ever
since the world began, has been the embodiment epaellence of
dishonesty.” This thesis | find really stupid. | don’t affirmhat Mr.
Carvalho is stupid himself, no way, but | feel graly that the usurpation
of the right of global moral judgment in such af§aas what is ‘honest’ or
‘dishonest’ fits perfectly into the old traditior extreme stupidity.

(1) To begin with, the opinion that politics, bydalarge, is the realm
of impostors and crooks is the same as that illtetr by Shakespeare in
Romeo and Juliednd other plays; therefore my stupidity is attiemsunded
in an illustrious historical precedent that cefiaidoes not legitimatize it,
but, in any case, ennobles it.

(2) Yet, what is most fascinating in this passagé¢hat Prof. Dugin
suddenly emerges speaking as a mouthpiece foratadidttural relativism,
the latest and prettiest offshoot of the Westermenoism he says he hates
with all of his strength.

It is useless to demand consistency from a man wiakes a
profession of faith in militant irrationalisi, but only for the benefit of

12 Alexandre Douguind,e Prophéte de I'Eurasism&46-147.



100

myself and my readers | ask how Prof. Dugin carsipds reconcile the
non-existence of universal moral norms with his llp expressed
Christian belief in the universal validity of them Commandments.

(3) It should be noted that even though he qualifiey opinion as
“stupid,” he does not even try to show why it igmt. This adjective, he
supposes, should make proof of itself. Once stanagestupid, my opinion
automatically becomes stupid by the mere powerhef tubber-stamp.
According to Aristotle, this manner of speaking tth@retends that a
proposition is obvious, universally acknowledgeal] & the public domain,
when in fact it is none of those things, is theyveefinition of eristic or
contentious argumentation, the false rhetoric shalgogues and deceivers.
“Again (c), reasoning is eristic if it starts froopinions that seem to be
generally accepted, but are not really such.”

19. Judgement by guesswork

So being really clever and smart, Mr. Carvalho canssly supplies very
stupid argument in order to be nearer to the Amearidght ‘Christian’
public he tries to influence.

(1) Again, Prof. Dugin’s judgment about me is pgrgesswork; he
does not have the least idea of what my real &iesviare. | have never
sought to influence the American right, though | dot exclude the
possibility of trying to do it one day, if it seemasnvenient to me. | have
only addressed that audience when invited, onaacesporadic occasions.
All my work as professor, writer, and lecturer isedted to the Brazilian
public, through articles published in the Sao Paubss, a radio program in
Portuguese, and weekly classes (also in Portugimstie 2,000 students of
my online course,Philosophy Seminar The recently founded Inter-
American Institute has as its goal the congregatibmtellectuals of the
three Americas for the exchange of information apehion. It is not a
militant or a propaganda organization, althoughaty and must make moral
pronouncements in extreme cases, such as the anprent of one of our
fellows in Venezuela. In fact, the Institute is sodifferent to all
“Westernist” politics that it counts, among itssfirfellows, Dr. Ahmed
Youssif El-Tassa, a Muslim who lives in China.

(2) The reiterated use of pejorative quotation mackaracteristic of a
crude, second-rate literary style, turns up herddoy, by a mere graphic

13 Aristotle Topics103b23.
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artifice, that American Christians are ChristiaN®w, as for Prof. Dugin,
who openly denies the universality of the Ten Comamaents through his
relativistic profession of faith, make no mistakeatt he is a genuine
Christian.

20. Reality was invented in the Middle Ages

And one philosophic pointiYet, the millennial philosophical technique,
which those people totally ignore, teaches that deénitions of terms
express only general and abstract essences, logiassibilities and not
realities.” The question what reality is and how it corresgonal the
“definitions” or “ideas” differs considerably in vaus philosophical
schools. The term itself “reality” is based on tein word “res”, “re”,
“thing”. But that word fails in Greek. By Aristotlnere is no such word
he speaks abopragma (deed),energeia but mostly aboubn, the being.
So the “reality” as something independent (or padependent-in
Berkley, for example) from the mind is Westerrsipbledieval concept
and not something universal.

(1) Absolutely wrong. The non-existence of a word a certain
language does not automatically make the correspgndaoncept
unthinkable to the speakers of this language, sineeconcept may also be
expressed in paraphrases, symbols, or mathemdbcadulae, or even
remain implicit. For native tongues to effectivelynit the cognitive
possibilities of their speakers, as claimed by thértunate Benjamin L.
Whorf, it would be necessary to demonstrate fhat they are incapable of
drawing, building, imitating by gestures, makingsio) dancing, etc. If the
stock of words could limit the stock of percepticsd ideas, each person
would only be able to perceive things whose nanegsdd already known in
advance, and babies would be unable to correclypasifiers before they
could pronounce the word “pacifier.” The univerdmands not only with
nameless things, but also with nameless idea$allenge Prof. Dugin, for
example, to find a word in Portuguese or Russiat ttames the concept
which | have just expressed in the last sentenbes Word does not exist,
whence one concludes, according to the criteri@sgmted by Prof. Dugin,
that the aforementioned sentence was never thoaghtyritten, nor read.

(2) It is true that the termmealitas realitatis, only appeared in
Medieval Latin, as derivative from the Ancient loates, rei This latter
term, usually translated as “thing,” already haslassical Latin the meaning
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of “all that is, or somehow exist$¥'Since the time of Cicero it has served as
one of the possible translations of the Greek wamd“being.” The term
realitas therefore, brings nothing new, designating ohly quality of being
res To imagine, based upon a precarious knowleddeabtf, that nobody
had known of the existence of a being independktiteohuman mind until
medieval vocabulary moved the teres from the substantive class to the
category of quality is the same as to supposertbhody had noticed the
existence of the virile force before the term ‘ttyi’ was invented. Why,
why, porca miseria,does Prof. Dugin compel me to explain to him these
things which he could well have asked his Latirches in school?

(3) For Plato, the Ideas or Forms are objectivetistang beings,
independent of the human mind. For Aristotle, tlaens applies to the
universal principles of ontology and the objectghbysical nature. The so-
called “realism of Ideas” is such an essential conegmt of Platonism that
practically no Plato scholar has ever question€d itdo not need to
recommend to Prof. Dugin some years of study da#oRic bibliography of
oceanic dimensions, from Diogenes Laertius to Giavd&Reale. | do not
even need to remind him of Plato’s persistent cdndgminst sophistic
doctrines that made truth a servant of human™V#.simple reading of the
most famous passage Tfie Symposiunms enough to show the magnitude of
his error. The ldeas are defined there as “evargs-not growing and
decaying, or waxing and waning.™® In the Phaedo,Plato contrasts the
stable eternity of Ideas with the inconstancy efhliman mind, which seeks
to get closer to them “through questions and arsWwarithout ever being
able to completely apprehend th&hnhat does this have to do with the

* Francisco Anténio de Souz&lovo Dicionario Latino-Portugué$New Dictionary
Latin-Portuguese] (Porto: Lello, 1959), 856.

1> Not even Paul Natorp, who in 1903 presented a iKarihterpretation of Platonism,
explaining the Ideas aspriori forms, came to reducing them to projections oftthman
mind. A priori forms, after all, are preconditions that mold the postied of the mind
and, for this very reason, do not depend on itllatSee Plato’s Theory of Ideas. An
Introduction to Idealismtrans. Vasilis Politis and John Connolly (AcadanMerlag,
2004).

1% See on this the magisterial essay by Jean Bor&¥aton ou la restauration de
l'intellectualité Occidentale” [Plato, or the resttion of Western intellectualitylJean
Borella (blog), November 15, 2008, http://jeanborella.blogspotA2008/11/platon-ou-
la-restauration-de.html.

7 PlatoSymposiun210e2.

18 Giovanni Reale,Por Uma Nova Interpretacdo de PlatddToward a New
Interpretation of Plato] trans. Marcelo Perine ($awoillo: Loyola, 1997), 126.

19 PlatoPhaedo78d1.
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human psyche which, dependent on the senses, riefdree marked by
mutability and inconstancy? Giovanni Reale sumsupt “ldeas are
repeatedly qualified by Plato as the true beingndén itself, stable and
eternal being.”

Independent of the human mind are, for Plato, mdy ¢the eternal
Ideas, but even the phenomena of the physical wibdd illustrate them
before our eyes: “God devised and bestowed uponsim to the end that
we might behold the revolutions of Reason in thawé® and use them for
the revolving of the reasoning that is within d5The visible heaven is not
only external to the human mind, but superior ti ithe point of serving as
its measure and model, helping it overcome itsnstancy and fallibility
through the contemplation of a natural symbol eféternal ideas.

A good account of the Platonic studies throughbettimes idmages
de Platon et Lectures de Ses Oeuvies Ada Neschke-Hentschke,in
which twenty scholars review the most renowned rpregations of
Platonism, from Antiquity through the twentieth aay. Look it up: you
will not find a single interpretation denying theisgtence of the “realism of
Ideas.” It is subjective idealism, which reducesergthing or almost
everything to projections of the human mind, thusing far beyond
sophistical relativism or Pyrrhonian skepticismatths the truly modern
phenomenon—unknown to Ancient Greece. This is arothoint that
historians of philosophy have never questioffed

21. Reality and concept

Different cultures don’'t know what “the reality” raes. It is a concept,
nothing else. A concept among many others.

20 PlatoTimaeusA7b-c. See also PlaRepublic10.530d and 10.617b.

1 Ada Neschke-Hentschiavec la collaboration de Alexandre Etienlmeages de Platon
et Lectures de Ses Oeuvrkss Interpretations de Platon a travers les Siefll@ages of
Plato and Readings of His Works. The Interpretatioh Plato Over the Centuries]
(Louvain-Paris: L’Institut Supérieur de Philosophigditions Peeters, 1997).

%2 The books on this are numerous, and the onlycdiffy in citing them is thembarras
de choix | randomly suggest four of the best: Alain RepduEre de I'Individu.
Contribution a I'Histoire de La Subijectivit@aris: Gallimard, 1989); Ferdinand Alquié,
La Découverte Métaphysique de 'Homme chez DescéP@ris: P.U.F., 1950); Charles
Taylor, Sources of the Self. The Making of Modern Ider{t@gmbridge, Mass., The
Harvard Univ. Press, 1989); Georges Gusdbds Sciences Humaines et la Pensée
Occidentalell: Les Origines des Sciences Humai(fearis: Payot, 1967), 48#-
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Reality cannot be a concept because, meaningHhatlis,” it is the
total realm of experience, open and therefore ucdie to any concept, the
realm within which men exist and produce concepg¢sifdes sausages, cars,
poems, crimes, laws, etc.). If reality were butoacept, we would not be
able to exist within it and would need to use sarter name— “universe,”
“‘world,” “being,” “totality,” or whatever one wislee—to designate that
which transcends, encompasses, and contains usd3ethe word “reality”
is not the best one for this, but the intentionahtent at which it points,
lying behind a variety of words and symbols thanpat the same thing, is
universally clear. Prof. Dugin here commits the ssieal error of
psychologism, so well analyzed by Husserl, whiclmstgts in mistaking
thought for the thing thought of, attributing teethlatter the limitations of the
former® For example, when we think “universe,” this thoudias some
positive content, but we know immediately—or we dde-that the real
universe infinitely transcends this content. Th@pacity to subjugate
thought to the consciousness concerning the urdbiek or extra-thinkable,
or supra-thinkable, is in all epochs and cultufes mark of sound human
intelligence—which Henri Bergson called the “openls’ in opposition to
the “closed soul” which only acknowledges the eetise of what it thinks.
Open souls are Confucius and Lao-Tse, Plato anstadle, Ibn ‘Arabi and
ROmi, Shankara and Ramana Mabharshi, Soloviev andidy. Closed
souls are Spinoza and Rousseau, Kant and Fichte, &ha Lenin, Mao and
Pol-Pot, in short, all revolutionaries.

22. Intellectual racism

Thus, to impose it as something universal and estenis a kind of
intellectual “racism.”

Every charge of racism, whether in quotes or notsgpposes the
equal dignity of all races, which is a universahcept founded on the
general uniformity of human nature. The denialled tiniversal identity of
human nature in the name of the diversity of raaes cultures would set
them as the insurmountable limit of all human krenge, automatically
justifying, for example, the incommensurability Wwetn a “Jewish science”
and an “Arian science,” and thus leading to the tnstigpid and truculent
racism. Tertium non datur either there is a universal human nature, or

23 See Olavo de Carvalho, “Edmund Husserl contraicofsjismo” [Edmund Husser
Against Psychologism] (unedited transcripts of ®#ss Instituto de Artes Liberais, Rio de
Janeiro, 1996).
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nothing can be argued against racism except inndmae of a cultural
convention that, on its turn, cannot rationallyeg# anything against strange
or adverse cultures which may have opposite coroent

23. Absolute and relative relativism

Before speaking of the “reality” we need to studyefully the concrete
culture, civilization, ethnos and language.

Yes, of course, but we need not to fall into tharenof taking mere
cultural facts as epistemological norms. The singassibility of studying
comparatively various cultures presupposes theeusahty of the criterion
of comparison. Yet, whenever this criterion is igpad by empirical data,
one will recognize it was not as universal as duti have been—or as was
initially supposed. Precisely because of that, ah&erion will need to be
corrected. This is the exact opposite of denyirggpbssibility of a universal
criterion. For a science cannot study differentuwrels and at the same time
proclaim that it is doing so based on cultural ypdejes devoid of any
scientific foundation. Relativism is, by definitiorelative, that is, limited.

24. Absolute and relative relativism (2)

The Sapir/Whorf rule and the tradition of the ctdduanthropology of F.
Boaz and structural anthropology of C. Levy-Straiessch us to be very
careful with the words that have full and evidentaming only in the
concrete context. The Russian culture or the CRinssciety have
different understandings of “reality,” “facts,” “hae,” “object.” The

corresponding words have their own meaning.

We go back to the same point: either cultural nakah is relative, or
no comparison between cultures is possible. If, aayong different images
of elephants, images which are documented in varcultures, we cannot
discern a common structure and its reference tert@io animal that exists
In nature— an animal which was not invented by ahyhose cultures—,
how can we compare these images and say that etifferultures have
different ideas about elephants? By definition,rev@omparison between
points of view presupposes a comparative grid énabmpasses all of them
and cannot be reduced to any of them.
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25. Subject and object

The subject/object dualism is rather a specifituieaof the West.

What nonsense! No oriental doctrine has ever dethisddualism as a
datum of experience, a datum, by the way, impircthe simple fact that we
do not know everything that is around us. Actuafat some doctrines did
was to deny absolute validity to dualism on thenplaof metaphysical
universality. | say “some doctrines” because evbAe tost extreme
proponent of the doctrine of Absolute Unity, Mohded lbn ‘Arabi,
acknowledged an insurmountable residual dualismvdxt the soul and
God, as a requirement resulting from Divine logelit

26. Logical essence

The “logic essence” is the other purely Westernceph There are the
other philosophies with different conceptual sttwmes—Islamic, Hindu,
Chinese.

To say that “logic essence’ is a purely Western concept” amotmts
saying that, outside the West, nobody has ever laddm to distinguish
between the content of mere idea (its logic esgesmue the real nature of a
being (its real or ontological essence). Oh, howl these Orientals should
be in order for Prof. Dugin’s statement to be watimething! And yet he
says that | am the one who is offending them.

27. Existence and proof

“From a definition it is never possible to dedudwt the defined thing
does exist.”To prove the existence is not an easy task. Hemlégg
philosophy and before him Husserlian phenomenologg to approach
the “existence” as such with problematic success.

(1) Prof. Dugin here falls into a gross confusi@tween being aware
of existence and explaining it. If we could notdare of it, the desire to
explain it would never occur to us. This appliebtth existence in general
and the existing objects. As for the former, lidet | cannot add anything
to the words by Louis Lavelle:

There is an initial experience which is implicit &l others and which
provides each one of them with its gravity and beftis the experience
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of the presence of being. To acknowledge this pieses to acknowledge,
in the same act, the participation of the selféing?*

Without this basic experience, no other one is ipessand it would
be an unthinkable foolishness to try to make tharaness of the presence
of being depend upon the possession of a “proakistEnce is an initial
datum, not a subject of proof. No proof of anythimguld be possible, as
Mario Ferreira dos Santos taught, without the ahitadmission that
“something exists” or “there is something.”

(2) It is also silly to say that Husserl or Heidegdried to “prove
existence.” In order to save the honor of Prof. iDugthich would be much
tarnished by his saying such a thing, | even powvdéod the hypothesis that
his translator might have mistaken the English vgnwmbe” for “prove,”
writing “prove” where he should have written “prébéleither Husserl nor
Heidegger ever tried to “prove existence.” Whatytltkd wasto probe
existence. Leibniz already said that the fundanteqtzestion of all
philosophical investigation is: “Why is there sommag, rather than
nothing?”. Note well: “why” and not “if.” If nothig ever existed, nothing
would be ever investigated. The existence of emgdecannot be an object
of doubt or investigation; but one may investigatedoubt its causes, its
foundations, its reason for being, its forms, itacture, and so forth.

As for the existence of this or that being in madtar, being aware of
them is also a precondition for seeking any exglana

28. Stage-play

28.“In order to do this, it is necessary to break tigell of the definition
and analyze the conditions required for the existeof the thing. If these
conditions do not reveal themselves tosb#-contradictory, excluding in
limine the possibility of existence, even then ditistence is not proved. In
order to arrive at that proof, it is necessary tatlger from the world of
experience factual data that not only corrobordte existence, but that
confirm its full agreement with the defined esseneecluding the
possibility that the existing thing is somethingyvalifferent, which
coincides with the essence only in appearandei$ a kind of positivist
approach completely dismissed by the structurafisohlate Wittgenstein.
It is philosophically ridiculous or too naive staent. But all these
considerations are details with no much importaridee whole text of

24 Louis Lavelle La Présence Totalgotal Presence] (Paris: Aubier, 1934), 25. )
2> Méario Ferreira dos Santdilosofia ConcretgConcrete Philosophy] (Sdo Paulo: E-
Realizacbes, 2009), 67.
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Carvalho is so full of such pretentious and incari@r fully arbitrary)
affirmations that | can not follow it any more.dtrather boring. I'd rather
come to the essential point.

(1) This is not an argument; it is mere stage-playg name-dropping
and feigning superiority as a pretext to evade sudision that one is
shamefully losing. What | described in the parpgrguoted by Dugin is an
elementary precept of scientific methodology thatdeast since there is no
other to substitute for it— continues to be usedalhlaboratories and
research institutes of the world, which could narecless about what
Wittgenstein, Lévi-Strauss, Boas, Whorf, Sapir, it quantithink. Note
that, exactly as he did with the latter three arghBrof. Dugin did not make
the least effort to defend the opinions of the fertwo. He did not even say
what their opinions were. He did not present or manze them; he did not
even point at where they could be found. He limitéaiself to indicating
them vaguely, fleetingly, by adding footnotes caritay a few titles of
books, but making no reference to page numberser Ak had done so, he
took all of those opinions to be so infallible ad@monstrated as if
suggesting that whoever does not accept thentotum and without
discussion is automatically disqualified for thebdie and does not even
deserve any comment. Who cannot see that this tisphibosophy, not
argumentation, but rather a grotesque attempt tahidation through the
appeal to authorities who are taken as so incaiikstand so universally
accepted that it is not even necessary to repeat thley say, for simply
mentioning their names is taken to be enough tollimmmediately in the
poor interlocutor the most pious and genuflectiegtisnent of reverential
awe? This is not even amgumentum auctoritatifut rather a caricature of
one This is, as Aristotle would say, taking “opinionsat seem to be
generally accepted, but are not really such” asn@es. It is eristic at its
most ignoble, abject, and contemptible.

Note that some lines above [20(3)], | relied oni@terpretation of
Plato that is indeed a millennially established numsty— and whose
knowledge is in fact mandatory to every philosophydent—, but not even
then did | allow myself to the privilege of takirigat interpretation as so
universally accepted so as to exempt me from piadymroof of what | had
said. | summarized the interpretation, providedceypaimary and secondary
textual sources, and argued in favor of it in a waat all could understand
what | was talking about and then judge by theneselvhether | was right
or wrong. Prof. Dugin, on the other hand, would take the trouble of
doing this: he simply alluded to half a dozen naimnepassing and moved
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on, inflating his chest, simulating superiority datiirowing contempt on his
half-cocked and uncultured adversary, who is no¢newveserving of
explanations about such obvious and eminently-kndhings. What a
comedy!

(2) Prof. Dugin, in believing that anything thatesie folks have
“dismissed” is automatically excluded from the deaatellectual universe,
reveals an uncritical, and indeed fanatical subms$o thecreme de la
cremeof the relativist, structuralist, and deconstroigist modern Western
intellectuality which, from that traditionalist grective he claims to be his
own, should not and could not have any authorigllat

Beset by an adversary to whom he does not know teheswer, the
apostle of Orthodox Christianity divests himselflo$ religious garb and
suddenly begins to speak like a Parisian intelldctu an editor ofSocial
Text

(3) In all erudite debate, it is basic and esserbadistinguish
between that which is still under discussion arat thhich can be taken as
presupposed by reason of its universal acceptamt@&sabeing a part of the
usual academic education. Without a common groafmshared superior
culture, no discussion is possible. The basic daftathe history of
philosophy are the most typical example of whanltalking about. No one
can enter a philosophical debate without takinggfanted that his opponent
knows the essentials of Platonism, Aristotelianisi8cholasticism,
Cartesianism, and so on, and is able to distinguishthe history of
philosophy, between consensual points, establislyed long tradition of
studies, and problematic areas, still subject w@stigation and discussion.
Therefore, it is not tolerable that an academicatish on the one hand, does
not know the basic data of the history of Platonegamd, on the other hand,
take a few recent doctrines, quite disputed andignpd, as if they enjoyed
universal and consensual acceptance, and as i ggainst them were a
sign of ignorance and ineducation. Whence | cay eohclude that Prof.
Dugin’s education was very deficient as regardsiesaicphilosophy and
overladen with fashionable readings which madengreéssion upon him to
the point of consolidating themselves on his misdbaarers of definitive
conclusions—so definitive as the universal consensd historians
concerning Platonic realism or the modern origin egistemological
subjectivism. It is difficult to discuss with a naithat inverts the proportions
between the certain and the doubtful, by ignorimgversally accepted
premises and resorting to the authority of a nastert consensus.

(4) What is worse, the fellow does not even realizgretends not to,
that all those presumed authorities he rubs on o$g nwith a triumphant air
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stand in the line of succession of the Kantiantage which, according to
him,?® is the supreme incarnation of Western perversity.

Since an impassable chasmaopriori forms was opened bigant
separating subject and object, the most typical aotbrious Western
thinkers have fallen prey to an obsessive pas&ondiscovering some
aprioristic constraint that, behind our backs, tgrand molds the perception
we have of the world. Each one of them seeks temittiat chasm by trying
to prove we cannot know anything directly, that rgtlang comes to us
through deforming lenses, through an iron veil cévious interpretations
that the illustrious author of each new theorye likk Kant redivivus, is the
first to uncover. Large is the roster of discover@ aprioristic constraints. |
will confine myself to mentioning the most eye-d¢atg ones. These
constraints are not alwayspriori in a strict, Kantian, sense; some of them
are formed in the course of experience. Yet, ramgi unknown to all
individual cognoscent subjects whose frame of kedgé they form and
determine, they function as autherdipriori forms as regards the conscious
cognitive acts performed by such poor unfortunadattires. Here we go:

1. Hegel says that the invisible laws of Historypetsede every
individual consciousness (his own excepted, of ®yrso that when we
believe to know something, we are in fact deludes: History who thinks,
it is History who knows, it is History who, possessthe “cunning of
reason,” moves us hither and thither, accordirg secret plan.

2. Arthur Schopenhauer declares that individuabcausness lives in
a world of illusion and that it is moved, unknowiygby the force of the
universal Will, which determines all for no reasairall.

3. Karl Marx says that class ideology—a systemnoplicit beliefs
which pervades with invisible omnipotence all thdture around us—pre-
forms and deforms our worldview. Only the proledarcan tear this veil
apart and see things as they are, since its dastogy, as it is not based on
any interest to exploit its neighbors, coincidethvabjective reality.

How it was possible that the first one to discaves objective reality
was precisely Karl Marx himself, a bourgeois whdydknew proletarians
from a distance, is something he does not expdaid,neither do I.

4. Dr. Freud says that our entire view of thingsmslded and
deformed, from the earliest childhood, by virtdehe struggle between Id
and Superego, so that what we understand as realggnerally no more
than a projection of unconscious complexes, a distofrom which we can

26 Alexandre Douguind,e Prophéte de I'Eurasism&32-133.
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only free ourselves through several years of attgngbsychoanalytical
sessions twice or thrice a week—which cost a fartoythe way.

5. Carl G. Jung says nobody has yet gotten todhkhbottom of this
issue. We are not separated from reality merelyth®y structure of our
childhood psyche, but also by cognitive schemestening to the dawn of
time—the “archetypes of the collective unconsci@ss’ The Jungian path
to liberation, offering no guarantee of succesgsgirough some decades
devoted to the study of mythology, comparativegiehs, alchemy, magic,
astrology, you name it. The only difference betvdeing and the other
delvers into a priori forms” is that, in his last years, he at least Hasl
manliness to recognize that he no longer underséotidng, and that only
God knows the answefs.

6. John B. Watson and B. F. Skinner say that iddiai consciousness
does not even exist; it is a false impression eckdily the mechanical
interplay of conditioned reflexes.

7. Alfred Korzybski and Benjamin L. Whorf say tlve¢ only imagine
to know reality, but unfortunately “Aristoteliangyudices” embedded in the
structure of our language, and deeply ingrainedoum subconscious,
preclude us from seeing things as they are.

8. Ludwig Wittgenstein says that we know next tadhimmy about
reality; all we do is to go from one “language gartw the next, having
hardly any control, if any, over what we do.

9. Lévi-Strauss says that when we intend to knoavetkternal world
and act as masters of ourselves, we are but unoossc following
structural rules embedded in society, culture, faonder, language, etc.

10. Michel Foucault goes all out and says thatdmtneings do not
even think: They “are thought” by language, havimg active say in the
matter.

11. Jacques Derrida’s deconstructionism puts tise tail on the
coffin of the cognitive pretensions of human coaasness, by swearing that
nothing we say refers to data of the external wodohce all human
discourse only points to another discourse, whichts turn, points to yet
another, and so on and so forth; thus the univefdeuman cognition is
beset on all sides by a wall of words with no extegal meaning
whatsoever.

Do | need to say more? Whoever knows the standaineense of
readings assigned to philosophy students nowadayEurope or in the

2" Memoirs, Dreams, Reflectionsans. Richard and Clara Winston (New York: Paoth
Books), 354 and 359.
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Americas, will recognize that these eleven stagasd—aheir many
intermediaries—describe the most influential lifeegolution of Western
thought in the last 200 years. Well, we observinis line a pronounced trait
of uniformity: the general and increasingly ostbtesiproclamation of the
inanity of individual consciousness, its ever moonplete submission to
anonymous and unconscious forces that determineeinitmits to it on all
sides. So many are the aprioristic determinantsh &1 their force, and so
high are the walls they raise between the knowungiext and the known
object, that it is startling that, with so many apgtysical, gnoseological,
sociological, anthropological, and linguistic hataps, the poor human
individual is still capable of noticing that cows/g milk and chickens lay
eggs.

Based upon these findings we can raise some qusstio

1. Faced with such a general and implacable askauithed against
individual consciousness on behalf of impersondl @vllective factors, how
much chutzpah or how much ignorance does it take feerson to continue
to proclaim that “individualism” is the definingdture of modern Western
culture?®

2. How can this fellow openly declare his hatredtloé Kantian
heritage and at the same time rely on it, by takings an absolute and
unappealable authority that dispenses with the reedarguments and
whose mere mention is supposed to be enough tb lshuopponent’s
mouth?

3. How can this strange sort of mind conciliateat®wed horror of
the “separation of subject and object” with thea@éwonfidence it places in
those doctrines that most emphasized this sepayatidhe point of denying
the human individual every and any access to usaleand even particular
truths?

According to Aristotle, human beings have a natgrtilfor knowing
the truth, a gift which is only hindered by accitinfactors, or forced

8 This individualism does exist, indeed, but nothweiit internal contradictions that
sometimes turn it into the reverse of what it setmse. Who can deny, for instance, that
the impact of egalitarian and collectivist ideoksyi apparently adverse to all
individualism, ended up fomenting in the massessaits of individualistic ambitions
reinforced by an impatient spirit of demand. Whao d&ny that “sexual liberation,” one
of the strong points of modern leftism, awakensaawriety of erotic satisfaction that
raises selfish individualism to its ultimate consewgces? Without the “collectivist”
demands of feminism, no woman would have the sugieselfish pretension of “being
the owner of her own body” to the point of beliagyim the right to kill a baby just to
keep her waist slim.
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deprivations. According to those illustrious digecers of &a priori forms,”
precisely the opposite is the case: knowing thi tisia rare and exceptional
event that, on the most hopeful hypothesis, mag h@ppened to them, the
pioneer uncoverers of forbidding veils, but whiduld never happen to the
rest of the human species.

A phenomenon which has always caught my attentidhe fact that
the governments of some of the most powerful natmm Earth have always
strived so hard and spent so much money on reseanodd at creating
technical means to subjugate and enslave somesanigsignificant and
defenseless, according to those masters, as individiman consciousness.
Why put so much effort into debilitating and sulgtigg that which, by
itself, can do nothing and can know nothing? Pawimgs, behaviorist
control, Chinese brain-washing, MK-Ultra, Kurt Lels social and
psychological engineering, neuro-linguistic prognaimg—the list could go
on forever. The plain observation of the grotesqoatrast between the
alleged debility of the victim and the magnitudetioé resources mobilized
to tame it is enough to show that there is somgthamong with all
philosophies of the aprioristic determinant, that with the whole
intellectual lineage of the legitimate and bastriddren of Immanuel Kant.
The appeal to this lineage made by Prof. Duginhwite devotion of a
believer, only shows that, in his effort to intiraté his opponent, he feels no
shame in resorting to the most inept, contradigtamd inconsistent
resources.

| sincerely hope that he acting like this out of didimvellian
posturing, because if he really believes in thisohkaleidoscope of
incongruities, we are facing a case of “delusiontdrpretation” to a degree
never before envisioned by the discoverers ofgghthology.

29. Oh, how hateful | am!

The text of Mr. Carvalho breaths with the ddegired It is a kind of
resentment (in the Nietzsche sense) that givesahipeculiar look. The
hatred is in itself fully legitimate. If we can'tate, we can't love.
Indifference is much worse. So the hatred thatstdér. Carvalho apart is
to be praised. Let us now search what he hateswdrydhe does it.
Pondering on his words | come to the conclusion leahates the East as
such.

Many things have | hated in this world, almost afs/aunjustly.
During my childhood, penicillin shots, above atiptigh they saved my life.
Later on | came to hate bread pudding—which almkd&td me once, not
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through any fault of its own, but through mine aenwhen | stuffed myself
with its fluffy substance way beyond anything recoemded by human
prudence and, amidst the gripping of a Homericstintal colic, | wound up
becoming disgusted with that innocent dish forevdrated those hideous
institutions called musical conservatories, whete ame understood the
mathematical incommensurability between ten fingargl seven keys,
which for me was an invincible obviousness. | asentually came to hate
Euclidian geometry, after suspecting that my teadm&d the perverse
intention of making a fool out of me when he statedh the most innocent
face in the world, that points with no extensiorakit when added together,
would make up a line segment. Later in my life telsapractically all the
Brazilian governments | got to live under, with #neception of the brief and
honorable administration of President Itamar Fraricalso hated several
kinds of movies and even made a list of them, utiietitle “I hate with all
my strength”. court-room movies, movies about suffe millionaires,
movies about neurotic families, medical doctor megyi Americans-on-
holiday movies, etc.

Yet, throughout the 64 years of my existence, arsay this in all
sincerity and after a careful examination of coasce: | have never hated a
single human being, at least for longer than af@nwutes. When someone
irritates me beyond what is bearable, | shoot hifmlainating look, say
couple of terrible things, and make lurid threatginst him, and two
minutes later | am laughing and patting the fellawthe back. Who knows
me knows that | am like that.

The hypothesis that | might have hated entire igaiions, or that |
still hate them, is the most clownish psychoticjgcton | have ever seen,
particularly if it is claimed that the object of nnysane hatred is the East. |
have hated Eastern civilizations so much that lad¢€eld to them many years
of my life, giving my best to understand and expldiem to my students in
a spirit of undeniable sympathy and devotion, abuagpired by the rule of
Titus Burckhardt, a traditionalist author whom PrbBlugin has or should
have as one of his reference points: “In ordemieustand a civilization it is
necessary to love it, and this is only possible gu#the universal values it
contains.™ If | hate Eastern civilizations, why did | writevehole book to
show the presence of these values in the Hinduideabf caste® Why did

29 Titus BurckhardtLa Civilizacién Hispano-Arahdrans. Rosa Kuhne Brabant (Madrid,
Alianza Editorial, 1970).

% Olavo de Carvalho, “Elementos de Psicologia Esili [Elements of Spiritual
Psychology], (class handout, Seminario de Filosdfes87).
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| dig out of a dusty file th&Commentaries on René Guéno®siental
Metaphysicswritten by my master of Chinese matrtial arts, MickWeber,
and also published that work with an introductiord anotes? Why did |
talk so much abouthe Way of a [Russian] Pilgrimyhich was then totally
unknown in Brazil, that even a leftist publishepkonotice and became
interested in its publication? Why was | the fissazilian scholar to deliver
a lecture on René Guénon in the hostile precinet thool at University of
Séo Paulo? Why did | spend twenty years respegtfilidying the mystic
practices of Islamic esoterism, seeing in thempwling to the perspective
of Frithjof Schuon’s “transcendental unity of retigs,” a spiritual treasury
of universal value? Why was I, in the Brazilian gdia, the first columnist
to call the public’s attention to the names of R&u&non, Titus Burckhardt,
Seyyed Hossein Nasr, and so many other spokesmehaoécteristically
Eastern doctrines? Why then did | write a symbekegesis of some of the
Islamic prophet'sahadith—a work, by the way, for which | was awarded a
prize by both the El-Azhar University and the Sagovernment? In fact,
Prof. Dugin, even you only became known and wonesaadience in Brazil
thanks to my newspaper articles and radio programahich | mentioned
you several times,sine ira et studio,highlighting the international
importance of your work and recommending it to &ttention of Brazilian
students in a time when nobody in the country,ewan in high academic,
political and military circles had ever heard ymame. | must indeed be a
madman: so much love for an object of hatred caly be cured with
electroshock therapy.

On this point, the true barrier that separates mom fProf. Dugin is
not that which distinguishes a fanatic Occidentafiom an enragé
Orientalist. The difference is that, imbued by #hastotelian creed in the
power of knowing the truth beyond all my personad aultural limitations,
| looked to those civilizations with the loving gaaf one who saw in them
the values Burckhardt referred to, values whichndpeiniversal, were also
mine. Prof. Dugin, in his turn, looking to themtlvihis mind cluttered by
cultural conditionings that he believes to be irsaple, denies to those
civilizations universality of values and can onbesin them an invincible

31 Michel Veber,Comentarios a “Metafisica Oriental” de René Guér@ommentaries
on René Guénon’s “Oriental Metaphysi¢s’ed. and comp. Olavo de Carvalho (Sdo
Paulo: Speculum, 1983).

32 Olavo de CarvalhoQ Profeta da Paz. Ensaio de Interpretacdo SimbddieaAlguns
Episodios da Vida do Profeta Mohammé@ihe Prophet of Peace. Essay of Symbolic
Interpretation of Some Episodes in the Life ofRhephet Mohammgdessay, computer
printout, 1986).
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antagonism, whose only resolution must be war aeddestruction of half
of the human species.

30. Resentment

That explains the structure of his resentment.

Resentment against what? What evil have Easteilizations done
to me besides a couple of falls that | sufferechartial arts gyms?

31. Putting words in my mouth

He attacks Russia and Russian holistic culture tteadismisses with one
gesture of indignation), the Orthodox Christianifthat he consider
“morbid”, “nationalist” and “totalitarian”), Chingwith its collectivistic

pattern), the Islam (that is for him the equivaleft‘aggression” and
“brutality”), Socialism and Communism (in the tinoéthe cold war they
were synonyms of the East), Geopolitics (whichalregantly denies the
status of science to), the hierarchy and traditiorextical order, the
military values . . .

Here comes Prof. Dugin again putting in my mouthrdgowhich |
neither said nor thought, which are of his own a@&xdlusive invention,
words calculated to be easily demolished so thatnght simulate a
landslide victory. | cannot remember having craed the Russian culture
for being “holistic,” only for producing so many maerers of Russians. In
truth | cannot see any “holism,” any sense of comigusolidarity, in a
society where people dedicate themselves more dhgwhere else in the
world, with the exception of China, to killing tmeompatriots. And | do not
refer only to the time of socialism. In the twolegbelaborated by Prof. R. J.
Rummel showing the ten biggest mass murderers,foan¢he twentieth
century and one for all previous human history,Russian and the Chinese
show up twice: they have killed like madmen sirfegytcame into the world
and have doubled their fury in the turn of the leettury® If the Russians
were already among the leaders in violence befamnaunism, they
continue to occupy this position after it. Accoglito data from the Polish
magazineFronda—the same one to which Prof. Dugin gave his 1986
interview—in Russia, 80,000 Russians are murdenegtyeyear, 10,000

% Rudolph J. Rummel's website, “Deka-Megamurdererstittp://www.hawaii.edu/
powerkills/MEGA.HTM.
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abortions are performed each day, the populationsibly decreasing and,
though seven million couples do not have childr® number of child
adoptions is so meager that there are more orphdhat country today than
at the end of World War Il (how much “community igalrity” in
comparison with the Americans, world championstiitdcadoption!)** | do
not have any historico-sociological theory to expléhese facts, but to
pretend that so much violence, so much crueltynmasoots in the Russian
culture, that everything is the fault of mean fgrars infiltrated in the local
government, is the ultimate “conspiracy theory,émf the basest and most
stupid kind that can be imagined. And if Prof. Dugtill insists that all this
Is the fault of the “liberal privatizations” of théeltsin era, he better stop
blaming foreigners and go ask a few questionssddader, Viadimir Putin,
who, as head of the privatizations committee at tin@e, lined the pockets
of his KGB colleagues with money, as he did in faith his own as welff®

As for Islam as such, | cannot remember sayingn@lsiword against
it, but rather against the modern politicizationiteftheology, which does as
much harm to the Islamic religion as ‘“liberationedlogy” did to
Christianity.

32. Oh, how hateful I am! (2)

In his hysterical hatred toward all this he fintie goal in my person. So
he hates me and makes it feel. Is he right tors@eel and in Eurasianism
the conscious representation of all this? Am IEast and the defender of
the Eastern values? Yeis,is exact So his hatred is directed correctly.
Because all what he hates | love and | am readietend and to affirm.
For me is rather difficult to insist on the greas®f my values.

This paragraph, as so many others by Prof. Dugs,dnly value as
self-fulfilling prophecy. | have never hated Prafugin, but now | am
seriously considering the possibility of beginntogdo it if he does not drop
this foolishness. He is certainly the most elusind stubborn debater | have
ever confronted. Incapable of refuting a single ohmy ideas in the field of
logic and factual argumentation, he resorts to témeain of divinatory
pejorative psychology and, attributing to me badtisgents that in truth

3 “Rosja_w_cyfrach_rozpad_i_degeneracja” [Russia Nombers: Breakdown and

Degeneration], Fronda March 16, 2011. http://www.fronda.pl/news/czytaj/
rosja_w_cyfrach_rozpad_i_degeneracja.
% Seele Systéme Putin [The Putin SysteBVD, directed by Jean Michel-Carré
(Franceles Films Grain De Sable, 2007).
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exist only in his mind, he tries to destroy my righion in the public square.
And notice that he does so with the inflamed elogeeof a person who
piously believes in what he is saying. This is riberefore, simply an
artifice. It is hysterical feigningstricto sensu Imagining things, getting
emotional with them as though they were really leapmy, and making a
public display of emotion in a convincing performans the very definition
of hysterical behavior. When he calls me “hystdyidae is just calling me
names. When | apply the same word to him, | amtnyotg to insult him; |

am only making an objective, scientific diagnob&sed upon patent facts.

33. Guénon and the West

There are many other thinkers who methodically diescthe positive
sides of the East, order, holism, hierarchy andatieg essence of the
West and its degradation. For example, Guenors $ure that he hadn't
much of enthusiasm regarding communism and colieati, but the
origin of the degradation of the civilization hensexclusively in the West
and Western cultureprecisely in Westermdividualism(seeThe crisis of
the Modern Worldor The East and the Westt is obvious that modern
Eastern societies have many negative aspects. Byt dre mostly the
result of modernization, westernization and theveesion of the ancient
traditions.

René Guénon does say that the West is the vangifiatdcadence,
but he casts the blame for this, and for all th# ievthe world, on the
underground action of the “Seven Towers of the Dewhich are more
Eastern than Prof. Dugin himself (see further expi®ns below on item
35). | am not subscribing to this theory; | am jpsinting out that it is
neither viable, nor honest, to appeal to René Guém a legitimating
authority for an anti-Occidentalisénoutrance.

Furthermore, Guénon never had an interest in destyaghe West. He
was interested in saving it, and the main path tleaddvocated for this end
was the full restoration of the Catholic Churchtsprovidential mission as
Mother and Master. The hypothesis of an “Eastercupation” only
occurred to him as a secondary alternative in #s® ©f a complete failure
of the Catholic Church, and even so, he never ¢coed®f this alternative in
the form of a war, of military occupation. What ineagined was a sort of
Islamic cultural revolution, in which Sufi sheiksould conquer, through
subtle influence, the hegemonic control over Wesistellectuality (Frithjof
Schuon and Seyyed Hossein Nasr tried to implenmesiptogram).
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He never suggested war as a solution. On the egnta said that
war and generalized chaos would follow almost itadbly from the failure
(or the non-adoption) of the two previous altewedi In short, he did not
see war and chaos as solutions, but as parts ofprbielem. Nothing,
absolutely nothing warrants the appeal to Guénanthority in order to
justify a war enterprise of such proportions ast tvdich the Eurasian
Empire promises to us.

34. The world upside-down

In my youth (early 80-s) | was anticommunist in tBaenonian/Evolian
sense. But after having known modern Western @atilon and especially
after the end of Communisinhave changed my minand revised this
traditionalism discovering the other side of theialist society, which is
the parody on the true Tradition, but neverthelissswuch better than
absolute absencef the Tradition in Modern and Post-Modern Western
world.

(1) | understand perfectly the mutation which Pmtigin’s mind
went through. There are no people more isolatedhapeless in the world
than traditionalist intellectuals, who see evemythsacred and precious be
mercilessly destroyed, day after day, by the adeafienaterialism, of cynic
relativism, of brutality and, what may be even vegref banality. Few of
them are prepared to carry their option for theritsgd its ultimate
consequences by accepting total historic defeatctimplete humiliation of
spiritual values, as a divine sentence destinegrécede the apocatastasis,
the end of all things and the advent of a “new kaaand a new earth.” They
are beset by that great temptation of clingingdme last earthly hope, to
some politico-ideological life-raft which promisdés “restore Tradition”
through material, politico-military, action. It iat the moment of such
temptation that the desperate soul goes throughut@tion, turning 180
degrees, and starts to see everything upside-déwwoman who has been
raped once may go to the police and report thegberor, but if she is raped
repeatedly, fifty, sixty times, she might end ugldeg some relief in the
stupid idea that rape is, after all, an act of lod® government in the world
made a more obstinate and brutal effort to wipetthditional religions off
the face of Earth than the communist regimes inskuand its satellite-
countries like China, Vietnam, Cambodia (and Chsnstill working on it in
Tibet). To say that there was “anti-religious petg®n” in these countries
Is a euphemism. What happened there was genocigegoal simple, the
systematic annihilation of religious culture andaérgymen themselves.
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Pastor Richard Wurmbrand tells us that, in the camst prisons in
Romania, each priest was asked to renounce hgioelor else, and before
his eyes, the teeth of a priest of another religuwonld be pulled out in cold
blood. But the soul of the desperate traditionaiistapable of withstanding
the sight of so much evil, may in a moment of wesssnhold on to the mad
hope that there might be some secret good in allawil, some divine secret
conveyed to the world in paradoxical language. Hié then begin to see
monsters as angels, taking Lenin, Mao, Stalin aslePBt for messengers of
providence disguised as devils. The most ostensbkg hatefully anti-
traditional society that ever existed begins toeappto him as a mere
“parody of tradition,” which is preferable, aftdf,do the “absolute absence
of the Tradition in Modern and Post-Modern Westesrld.” When that
happens, he is ready to join the Eurasian movement.

(2) Moreover, what “absence of Tradition” is th&® an Orthodox
Christian, Prof. Dugin should admit the obviousnénsd the Christ did not
come to save nations, but souls. The strength ofstn tradition in a
society is not measured by the degree of centngliauthoritarianism that
prevails in it, even if in the name of ecclesiadtimuthority, but by the vigor
of the Christian faith in the souls of believens.this respect, a few recent
statistical data might enlighten Prof. Dugin’s minith 2008, research
conducted by the German institute Bertelsmannudtiftoresented Russia as
the country where young people #ne leastreligious. Can this be a sign of
the vigor of “tradition”? In comparison, Brazil camn third place among
the countries with the most religious yodtHut the universe of beliefs of
these young people was rather confuse: many dibel®ve in heaven or
hell, others doubted eternal life, still others edxup Catholicism with
reincarnation, and many did not know the most batements of the
Catholic dogma. Ultimately, the poll showed thatp@alohn Paul Il was
right when he said that “Brazilians are Christiartheir sentiments, but not
in their faith.” The same applies to Russia, wheaecording to an
Ipsos/Reuters poll, 10% of those who say they aithftil in fact believe “in
many gods¥ With an Orthodox Church headed by KGB agents,sthie
“tradition” that seems to be really alive in Rus@ashamanism (after all,

% Fernando Serpone, “Brasil é o terceiro pais maeligioso entre os jovens, diz
pesquisa” [According to poll, Brazil comes third @my the countries with the most
religious youth],Folha de S&o PauloJuly 24, 2008, http://www1l.folha.uol.com.br/
folha/mundo/ult94u425463.shtml.

37 patricia Reaney, “Belief in Supreme Being StrongrMivide Reuters/Ipsos Poll,”

Reuters, April 25, 2011. http://www.reuters.com/article/20Q4/25/us-beliefs-poll-

iIdUSTRE73024K20110425.
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two of the Seven Towers are located in Russia,aatiird one in a territory
that belonged to the former USSR)s there a place in the world where the
majority of people have not merely a vague beliefGod” or “in gods,” but
rather a defined and clear Christian faith, sohd anshakable? Yes, there
is. A recent Rasmussen poll revealed that 74% oéragans—three quarters
of the population—declare, loud and clear, thay thelieve that Our Lord
Jesus Christ is the living Son of God, who cam#h&oworld to redeem the
sins of humanity® This is the central dogma of Christianity, be étilic,
Orthodox, or Protestant. This is the irradiatingtee of Christian tradition.
Tradition is alive where faith is alive, not whe@mmuno-fascist dreams of
an “organic society” usurp the authority of faithile its population turns its
back on “the only necessary thing.”

35. The Seven Towers of the Devil

So, | love the East in general and blame the Wést.West now expands
itself on the planet. So the globalization is Wesimtion and

Americanization. Thereforee, | invite all the resjoin the camp and fight
Globalism, Modernity/Hypermodernity, Imperialism Mae, liberalism,

free market religion and unipolar world. These pmana are the
ultimate point of the Western path to the abyss filial station of the evil

and the almost transparent image of the antichdstadjal/erev rav. So
the West is the center of kali-yuga, its motor higsrt.

No, it is not. He who seeks to secure the presiig&uenonism for
the Eurasian cause should at least read René Guzmroectly. Guénon
never interpreted the East-West symbolism as asdviamichean opposition
between good and evil. As a profound scholar iangt tradition, he always
took into consideration one of the most renowmadadith, in which the
Islamic prophet, pointing towards the East, stat€de Antichrist will come
from there.”Among the main centers of diffusion of “countertigion,” as
Guénon called them, there is none, according tq looated in the West;
but there is one in Sudan, one in Nigeria, oneynaSone in Irag, one in
Turkestan (inside the former USSR), and — surprid@kre are two in the

3 Jean-Marc AllemandRené Guénon et les Sept Tours du DigBkeris: Guy Trédaniel,
1990), 117-f.

39 «79% Believe Jesus is Savior, 26% Believe ObamanBo U.S.,” WorldNetDaily,
April 24, 2011, http://www.worldnetdaily.com/indghp?pageld=291121.
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Urals, well within Russian territof}). Projected on a map, the Seven Towers
form the exact contour of the constellation of Uxgor. The bear, Russia’s
national emblem, represents in traditional symbolthe military class,
kshatriyg in cyclical rebellion against spiritual authorityJean-Marc
Allemand mentions, respecting this matter, “thecéor militarization that
inevitably accompanies Marxism and serves as gsliaAnd he continues:
“This excessive warlike feature—and utterly invdrte relation to the
original and subordinate function of the militagste—is the ultimate result
of the revolt of thekshatriyas in this sense, the USSR is really the land of
the Ursa.** How can a great expert in “sacred geography” maivk or
pretend not to know, so basic a piece of infornm&iédnd how has Putin’s
Russia changed if not towards an even greateram##tion of society? And

Is this phenomenon not in line with the Eurasianjgot? And is it not
concomitant with the domination of the Chinese stycby the military and
with the “Sovietization of Islam,” which Jean Ropian authoritative
spokesman for Guenonism, considers to be one ahtst sinister features
of modern spiritual degradatiofi?

36. Assymmetry

36. Mr. Carvalho blames the East and loves the Wt here begins some
asymmetry. | love the East as a whole includingdask sides. The love is the
strong, very strong feeling. You don't love onlyodoand pure sides of the
beloved one, you love him wholly. Only such loveasal one. Mr. Carvalho loves
the West but not all the West, only its part. Thieeo part he rejects.

Prof. Dugin recognizes a basic difference betwesn while he
adheres to the East as a whole, with its virtuessams, with its saints and its
criminals, its sublime accomplishments and its abations, | do not do the
same with the West. For | examine it criticallyddrncan only approve, with
a sound conscience, part of it—that part which amststent with the
Christian values that first established it. Piofigin realizes all that, but he
fails to grasp the obvious meaning of this diffeenhe identifies himself
with a geographic area and a geopolitical powenth general values which
are not embodied in any geographic territory oamy of the powers of this

0 Jean-Marc AllemandRené Guénon et les Sept Tours du DiaBe See also Jean
Robin, René Guénon. La Derniere Chance de I'Occid@aris: Guy Trédaniel, 1983),
64-ff.

1 Jean-Marc Allemandiené Guénon et les Sept Tours du Diab®®.

%2 Jean RobinRené Guénon. La Derniére Chance de I'Occidéat
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world. When Christ said, “my Kingdom is not of ghivorld,” He implied
that no mundane power would ever embody His messxgept in a
provisional and imperfect way, so that none of theauld ever have the
authority to represent Him in plenitude. For evemager clarity, He also
taught that “the gods of nations are demons,” tiatinig Christians to offer
to any of them the devotion and loyalty that wewe dnly to Him. When |
decline to make common cause with any of the géugall alternatives
offered by Prof. Dugin, | am only refusing to wagsldemons, and more
importantly, to do it under a Christian pretext.vile as today have the
powers of this world been so ostensibly hostil€Ctoistianity. And if it is
true that “the Spirit blows where it will,” the ofation of every Christian is
to follow it wherever it goes, instead of lettingmiself be hypnotically
paralyzed in the worship of false divinities.

37. Conspiracy Theory

To explain his attitude in front of the East he emkappeal to the
conspiracy theory. Scientifically it is inadmisgbland discredits
immediately Mr. Carvalho thesis but in this debatdon’t think that

scientific correctness is that does mean much.n'tdoy to please or
convince somebody. | am interested only in thehtr(tincit omnia

veritas). If Mr. Carvalho prefers to make use af ttonspiracy theory let
him do it. The conspiracy theory exposed by the Garvalho is however
a banal and flat one. There are other many theofi@ more extravagant
and brilliant kind in their idiotism. | have writtethick volume on the
sociology of the conspiracy theory, describing mutiore esthetic
versions (for example assembled in the Adam Parfleyoks,

“extraterrestrial ruling the world,” David Icke's€ptiles government” or
R. Sh. Shaver underground “dero’s” impressivelykexbin the Japanese
film “Marebito” by Takashi Shimitsu). But we havehat we have. Let us
try to find the reason why a serious Brazilian-Armoan professor take the
risk of looking a little bit loony making appeal tiee conspiracy theories?

Any resemblance between my theory of the subjebistbory and any
“conspiracy theory” which raises the alarm abouéralinvasions or the
“reptilian government” is only an artificial, inguig, and forced analogy, to
which an inept debater will resort, in desperatiton,get away from the
discussion. Here again Prof. Dugin proves himsetapable of finding his
bearings amidst the complexity of the questionavehraised and hides his
lack of intellectual preparation behind a theatradféectation of superiority.
| never expected he would perform, in front of thalience, such an act of
obscene moral strip-tease.
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Anyone who knows how to read will understand rightay that my
explanations on the nature of historical action exactly the opposite of a
“conspiracy theory.” | demonstrated in a previonsssage that the actual
contest for power in the world makes use of instata which are not only
normal and inherent in the political fight, but whiare indeed the only
existing ones. Without continuity over generatioti®gre is no historical
action, and only a few types of human groups hheenteans to fulfill this
requirement. If among those means the control theeflow of information
Is included, this is only due to a trite observatiactually a commonplace in
historical methodology, according to which the dmfmation of facts
produces new facts; therefore, the control overfline of information is
absolutely essential to any group or entity thanpllong-term historical
actions. TheCouncil on Foreign Relationgor example, managed to remain
totally secret and unknown for fifty years, evemough its membership
included practically all the owners of the majordiaeoutlets of the Weét.
Once the period of obligatory discretion was ovPgvid Rockefeller
publicly thanked journalists for their five-decaald silence. Should we hide
this fact only out of a yokelish fear of being edll“conspiracy theorists™?
Whatever our interpretation of these facts mayeecannot deny that they
convey a long-term and constant purpose of comgpthe information that
reaches the public and of exercising great domearwithin the bounds of
what is humanly possible—over the direction of fcdl events. To
compare obvious statements such as these with theuacement of a
“Martian invasion” is childish hyperbolism, and otiat can only expose its
author to humiliation and mockery.

38. Conspiracy Theory (2)

It seems that | know the answer. The serious didei®not much serious
argumentation consisia the necessity for Mr. Carvalho to differentiate
the West he loves from the West he doesn't 8wédr. Carvalho proves
to be idiosyncratic. He not only detests the East Eurasianism and
myself), but also he hates the part of the Westfit$o make the frontier
in the West he uses the conspiracy and the termdiSgte” (he could use
also “Synarchy,” “Global Government” and so on)t bs accept it for a
while, we agree on the “Syndicate.” The descript@n“Syndicate” is
amazingly correct. Maybe the feeling of correctnessMr. Carvalho
analysis from my side can be explained by the tlaat this time | fully
share the hatred of Mr. Carvalho. So | agree vhigéhdaricature description
of the globalist elite and with all furious imagepplied to it. Here our

3 Gary Allen, The Rockefeller FiléSeal Beach, CA.: '76 Press, 1976), 52-53.
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hatred coincides. Mr. Carvalho affirms that the @gate takes control
over the world against the will and the interesalbipeople, their cultures
and traditions. | agree with it. Maybe the Rothktlor Fabian myths are
too simplistic and ridiculous, but the essenceus.tTherds such thing as
global elite and its acting

In admitting that the Syndicate exists and operateshe way |
described, Prof. Dugin shows that either my vergibthis phenomenon is
not a conspiracy theory at all, or that he himseHot averse to entertaining
conspiracy theories whenever it is convenient for to do so.

39. Free competition ideology?

But this elite deals with concrete ideological, mmmical and geopolitical
infrastructure In other words this elite is historically and geaphically
identified and linked with special set of valuesl anstruments. All these
values and instruments aabsolutely WesternThe roots of these elite
goes into the European Modernity, Enlightenment #rel rise of the
bourgeoisie (see W. Sombart). The ideology of #iiie is based on the
individualism and hyper-individualism(G. Lipovetsky, L. Dumont). The
economical basis of this elite isafitalism and LiberalismThe ethosof
this elite isfree competition

I limit myself to responding to the last sentenajch summarizes
the whole paragraph. When | read Prof. Dugin’sraffition that theethosof
the globalist elite, the Syndicate, is free contpetj | started wondering: On
what planet does he spend most of his time? ity possible that he does
not know the history of this entity so complete8es he really not know
that the most constant activity of this elite ie tHSA, for at least fifty years,
has consisted in trying to impose, not only upooneenic activity, but upon
all domains of human existence, all sorts of restms and state controls?
Does he not know, moreover, that the clash betvileemolicies of state-
control imposed by thestablishmenand the good and old market freedom
so dear to traditional Americans is the fundamentaiflict in American
politics? Then, let him read articles by Thomas &gwRush Limbaugh,
Michael Savage, Phyllis Schlafly, Star Parker, Nedvuto, Larry Elder,
Ann Coulter, Cal Thomas, Walter Williams and humdiethousands of
other conservative commentators who, for decad®es hot done anything
but protest against the elite’s obsessions abouopwism and statism. For
it is one thing to pass judgment based on steredtympressions; but it is
quite another to look up close, from the realmadit$, at the political fight.
The history of the confrontation between consesvatand statism has been
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told so many times that | can confine myself tooramending to Prof.
Dugin the reading of a few books, well-known to tAmerican public,
which give an account of it in a rather clear aefirdtive way™**

True, at the international level, the globalistteslidoes promote
freedom of market among nations; but then, a gquesteeds to be asked:
why exactly does it try impose abroad the oppaositthat which it tries to
iImpose at home? As early as the nineteenth ceRtayMarx himself was
among the most ardent defenders of the opening fupnarkets to
international trade because he knew that nationalddss were a
considerable obstacle to the expansion of the néeolary movement. Note
well that the behavior of the elite in every coynmanifests the same
apparent contradiction: draconian state controlthimji market freedom
abroad. But it is no coincidence that such freedsnrestricted to the
economic realm; for also at the international levle same elite that
promotes it is busy trying to establish all sofftstate controls by means of
organizations such as the UN, the WHO, the ILO;~etontrols which span
over nutrition, health, education, security, amdshort, over all dimensions
of human life. Quite clearly, this freedom of imtational trade is only a
dialectical moment in the process of institutinglagl state control.

40. American National Interest?

The strategic and military support of this elitdr@m the first quart of the
XX centuryUSA and after the end of the WWHNord-Atlantic Alliance
So the global elite, let it be called “Syndicates, Westernand concretely
North American

To use a nation as strategic and military supp®rbne thing; to
defend its interests is something else entirelyl Aave explained already,
the Syndicate lodges itself into the governmentsesferal Western nations
in order to use their strategic resources andamnylipower to its own ends,
which are generally opposed to those countries’ tnodwious national
interests. What “American national interest” di@ tSyndicate serve when it

* See George H. Nasfihe Conservative Intellectual Movement in Americaes 1945
(Wilmington, Del.: The Intercollegiate Studies ihste, 1996); Lee EdwardsThe
Conservative Revolution. The Movement that Remaueriéa (New York: The Free
Press, 1999); Mark C. Henrie edArguing Conservatism. Four Decades of the
Intercollegiate ReviewWilmington, Del.: The Intercollegiate Studies tihge, 2008);
Robert M. Crunden ed.The Superfluous Men. Conservative Critics of thesrgan
Culture (Wilmington, Del.: ISI Books, 1999); Jeffrey Hafthe Making of the American
Conservative Mind. National Review and its Tiri@dmington, Del.: ISI Books, 2005).
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helped the USSR—even after World War Ill—transfortself into an
industrial military power capable of threatening émsan security? What
“American national interest” did it serve when élped China in the same
way? What “American national interest” do the like$ Soros and
Rockefellers serve when they subsidize everywhand,especially in Latin
America, the most outrageously anti-American lefisovements? What
“American national interest” does the Syndicatevedpday in helping the
Muslim Brotherhood, the spearhead of Islamic amtiedicanism, to seize
power in nations that were previously allied orffansive to the USA?

41. Fabricating unity

Seeing that clearly I, as the conscious repregeeataff the East, make
appeal to the humanity to consolidate all kindghef alternatives and to
resist the globalization and Westernization linked. | appeal first of all
to Russians, my compatriots, inviting them to refpso-Western and pro-
globalist corrupted elite that rules now my courdnd to come back to
the spiritual Tradition of Russia (Orthodox Chasiity and multi-ethnic
Empire). At the same time | invite Islamic peopteldaheir community, as
well as all other traditional societies (Chinesglidn, Japanese and so on)
to join the battle against the Globalization, Weststion and the Global
Elite. The enemy is fighting with new meanwith post-modern
informational weapons, financial instruments andbgl network. We
should be able to fight them on the same groundt@amgbpropriate the art
of the network warfare. | sincerely hope that Lalimericans and also
some honest North Americans enter in the sameg#wgainst this elite,
against the Post-Modernity and unipolarity for theadition, social
solidarity and social justice. S. Huntington usedsay the phrase «the
West against the Restidentify myself with the Reahd incite it to stand
up against the WesgExactly as first Eurasianists (N. S. TrubetskeyN.
Savitsky and other) did. | think that to be conerand operational the
position of Mr. Carvalho should be rather or wits (the East and
Tradition) or with them (the West and Modernitye titnodernization). He
refuses obviously such a choice pretending thatethe a “the third
position”. He prefers not to struggle but to hde. hate the East and to
hate the globalist elite. That is his personal sleai or maybe the decision
of some North American Christian right, but it isany case too marginal
and of no interest for me.

Here Prof. Dugin completes his strip-tease, dimgshimself of his
last piece of garment. Given that it is obvioushpossible to reconcile, at
the doctrinal level, proposals as antagonisticaansunism and Islamism,
fascism and anarchism, traditional spirituality atidtatorships that crush
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religion by fire and sword, Eurasianism artificjalbuilds a negative unity,
based on sheer hatred of a supposed common en@&mge e has to divide
the world in two—the West against the Rest, and Rest against the
West—and then set out to build the “Ideal City” &h®on nuclear war and
the destruction of the planet. It is no wonder teath a man can only
imagine himself to be hated, because hatred iseqcliéarly the sole
sentiment he knows.

What is even more significant is that he excludesdreelevant the
possibility of allying with forces that are aliendaoblivious to this conflict,
by calling them “too marginal and of no interest foe.” Whatever values
which are not capable of being embodied in a getal power are indeed
contemptible and are of no interest to him. Thraughhistory, the highest
values have been many times on the weak side ahdiva few. The history
of the origins of Christianity illustrates thattime clearest way. Actually, the
Christianization of Russia, undertaken by unarmexhka surrounded by
countless dangers, is also an exemplary case. Pugin forbids us to take
side with that which is simply right. He forbids teslove the good simply
for its own sake. He only allows us a choice betweewers. Powers which
are armed to their teeth. Had he been a Bible ctearahe would have
obviously refused to take the side of that minoggct whose leader was
flayed with a whip and hung defenseless on the rAamed with that air
of infinite superiority, he would have invited us torget the Christ and
choose between the powers of this world, betweletePand Caiaphas.

42. Putting words in my mouth (2)

Loosing the rest of the coherence Mr. Carvalhatteemerge all he hates in one
object. So he makes the allusion that the globelitd and the East (Eurasianism)

are linked. It is new purely personal conspira@otly.

| do not remember having attempted to fuse togetherSyndicate,
the Eurasian Empire, and the Caliphate into a siggpbal entity. On the
contrary, in my first message | had already madeléar that “the
conceptions of global power that these three agsntse to implement are
very different from one another because they stem fheterogeneous and
sometimes incompatible inspirations. Thereforey thiee not similar forces,
species of the same genus. They do not fight ferskame goals and, when
they occasionally resort to the same weapons ((@mele, economic
warfare) they do so in different strategic contextbere employing such
weapons does not necessarily serve the same okettirhere could be no
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clearer expression of the mutual independenceeotittee forces. If between
them, in spite of the contest that keeps them sépdyrthere are “vast zones
of fusion and collaboration, as flexible and chaggas they may be,” this
does not retroactively affect the heterogeneitythadir origins and of the
values that inspire them. In fact, “vast zones u#idn and collaboration”
have always existed between antagonistic powersioagexample, in the
case of the USSR and Nazi Germany, and yet, thasneaer led to the
fulfillment of Prof. Dugin’s golden dream: the uiaition of tyrannies in a
total war against the West.

Collaborations between the Syndicate, the RusskanegSe scheme,
and the Caliphate are so notorious and well doctedethat there is no
point in insisting on this. The wars that the Aman government is right
now waging for the exclusive benefit of the MusliBrotherhood, the
massive American investments that transformed &rbah China into a
threatening industrial power (against the prote§® many conservatives!),
or the very special aid given by the USA to theorestruction of the USSR
after World War Il, on terms far more generous thlaose offered to the
other Allied countries—such are historically indisgble examples that no
Duginian straw-man is big enough to hide from view.

His attempt at spinning my explanations, so singid clear, into a
mythological construction of the world headquartrsvil—something like
KAOS from the “Get Smart” series—is so artificiah ridiculous, that his
impulse to caricature backfires on him, the authiosuch a spinning feat,
and shows him as a true clown.

43. Putting words in my mouth (3)

It could enlarge the panoply of the other extravaga. It should sound
something like this: “the globalist elite itselfd&rected by hidden devilish
center in the East” . . .

A tireless builder and demolisher of straw-men,eheomes Prof.
Dugin again, attributing to me ideas which are aad could not be mine,
and which are in fact—and here comes a twist of utmost irony—his
own. The belief in “Eastern devilish centers,” wthiare supposedly
directing the course of evil in the world, is ateigral part of the “traditional
doctrine” of René Guénon, a doctrine to which hésstbes without
reservations and to which | have accorded, overldbe twenty years, a
prudent and critical admiration at most.
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44. Putting words in my mouth (4)

... or “the East (and socialism) is the puppethim hands of the devilish
bankers and fanatics from CFR, Trilateral and sb Gongratulations. It
is very creative. The free fantasy at work.

| have never stated that Soviet socialism or theeguonent of the
USSR were puppets in the hands of “devilish banketAtlanticist
conspirators,” or anything of the sort. Who statesit was Aleksandr Dugin
himself when, based on the opinion of his fellow rdsianist Jean
Parvulesco, he said he believed that “the KGB wmes Atlantic Order’s
center of most direct influence . . . the maskhat tOrder” and that “it is
well possible to speak of a ‘convergence of spesgabices’ of a ‘fusion’ of
the KGB and the CIA, of their unity in lobbying thie geopolitical level*®

Not having anything more intelligent to say agains, Aleksandr
Dugin accuses me of...believing in Aleksandr Duginlisl a sin | have
committed occasionally, but not with respect t@ {oint, regarding which |
clearly insisted on the mutual independence ofdhbsee blocks—both in
what concerns their historical origins and theijecbves and respective
ideologies—and pointed out just local and occagioababorations that do
not jeopardize this independence at all.

As usual, Prof. Dugin, incapable of responding tp statements,
substitutes them for his own and, throwing puncires kicks at himself, he
swears that he is beating the hell out of me. Hoesche expect me to react
to this if not with a mix of compassion and hilg#t

Also, this topic provides me with a timely occastonmake it clear
that the Duginian theory of the “war of continentsself is every inch a
“conspiracy theory,” one which plainly has its oah the occult, as for
example, in the ideas of Helena P. Blavatski andeABailey. Since | have
no space to explain this here, | would like to dthe readers’ attention to
my study entitled “Aleksandr Dugin and the War odn@inents” which,
beginning today, May 23, 2011, will be published ghapters on my
personal website (olavodecarvalho.org). Read it tetildne whether Prof.
Dugin, in labeling me as a “conspiracy theorisg§”ar is not putting into
practice an old communist trick: “Accuse them ofawvigou are doing, call
them what you are.”

> Alexandre DouguineLa Grande Guerre des ContinerfBaris: Avatar Editions, 2006),
40.
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45. Western or Catholic Church?

What Mr. Carvalho lovesMere | would rather finish the debates. But |
think that it is possible to pay little more atientto “the positive” forces
described by Carvalho as victims of the globakelithey representhat
Mr. Carvalho loveslt is important. He names theMlestern Christianity
(ecumenical style-see his description of his visit to the Methodist
Church, being himself Roman CatholicXionist Jewish Stateand
American nationalist right wingerd presume he excludes neocons from
the list of love, because of their evident beloggio the global elite). He
admires also the simple Americans of the counteygmersonally | also
find them rather very sympatethic).

Why does Prof. Dugin label “Western” that Church iehh has
denominated itself Catholic (universal) since itggio, that Church which
has always had saints and martyrs of all racescandtries, that Church
whose influence has penetrated much deeper and lasinegly the Middle
and the Far-East than that of the Russian Orth@haxch and which today
places more hope in its African and Asian faittthdn in its debilitated and
corrupt Western clergy?

His insistence on considering everything througle thias of
geopolitics, as if the phenomena of spiritual ratwere determined by the
whims of the powers of this world, leads him togtvand caricature even
historical facts of the greatest magnitude.

46. The Catholic Church and the American right

This set of positive example is eloquent. It isvi&iof the American
political right.

Prof. Dugin, no doubt, is unaware of the vast rigbahti-Catholic
bibliography poured onto the market every year iy American political
right, a phenomenon that makes me sad, but whasteese | cannot deny.
No, the Catholic Church is natrivia of the American political rigfit

47. Love for the strong

We can consider it agight side of the modern WesOr better
“paleoconservative” side of the Modern West. Histally they ardosersin
all senses. They have lost (as P. Buchanan shwd)dttle for the USA,
including for the Republican party where the mamsipons were taken by
neoconservative with clearly globalist and impestatision. They are losers
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in front of the globalist elite controlling now Wopolitical parties in USA.

They are living in the past that immediately prexsedhe actual (Post-
Modern and globalist) moment. But at the same tihey don’'t have the
inner strength to stand up to the Conservative Réoo—Evolian or wider

European style.

Even supposing thapaleoconservativesre indeed a chronically
losing minority (I will leave this to be discusséater), why should we
always take the side of the victors of the day? Piag. Dugin not read the
epigraph by José Ortega y Gasset in my previousages where | proclaim
loud and clear my aim to do exactly the oppositéhi, and support what is
good and right even when its chances of victory mmimal? With the
greatest naiveté, he thus exposes one of the ufgasires of his thought:
the worship of power as such, the cult of the viotes, the idolatry of Force
well above the Truth and the Good. To me, Prof.iegChristianity seems
more and more as a publicity-facade concealingyadiéferent religion.

48. The two utopias compared

The yesterday of the West prepared the today oMbst as global West
The yesterday Western values (including the WestEhristianity)
prepared the today hypermodern values. You carooefhis last step, but
the precedent step in the same direction can noegarded as serious
alternative.

Why not? If Prof. Dugin believes in making a mis#eaand tattered
Russia of today into the great world empire of tonow, what can there be
of so infeasible and utopiaa,priori, in the hope for restoring a Christianity
that is visibly growing while even Russia’s popidatis dwindling?°

49. Christianity and the “organic society”

The Western Christianity stressed the individualtlas center of the
religion and made the salvation the strictly indial affair. The
Protestantism led this tendency to the logical &&hying more and more
the holistic ontology of the organic society the sféen Christianity
arrived with the Modernity to self-denial (deisntheism, materialism,
economism). French sociologist Louis Dumont in bicellent books
“Essai sur l'Individualism” and “Homo Aequalis” ®hs that the

46 «Catholicism Shows ‘Robust’ Growth, New Report SAyCatholic News Agency,
February 21, 2012, http://www.catholicnewsagenay/o@ws/catholic_church_shows
_robust_growth_in_u.s._membership_new_report_says/.
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methodological individualism is the result of thaieion and direct purge

by the Western scholastic of the early and origitaieco-Roman

theological tradition conserved intact in the Byzamand Eastern Church
as whole.

(1) Neither in the Gospels nor in the writings lo¢ t=irst Fathers do |
find the slightest mention of an “organic societytiose construction should
have a logical or a chronological priority over thalvation of individual
souls. Can Prof. Dugin show me where—in what vei®er Lord revealed
any intention of merging his Church with the kingdof Caesar? Quite to
the contrary, the Church was born, grew, and sawdltbns of souls in an
overtly anti-Christian society, and all the expansit enjoyed after the
conversion of Constantine cannot be compared, opgition, with the
transformation of a group of twelve apostles intanaversal religion whose
area of influence that, at that time, went far bwlydhe borders of the
Roman Empire. If an “organic society” were@nditio sine qua nofor the
existence and expansion of Christianity, none af tould have happened.
The very advent of the Church would have been isiptes The absolute
and unquestionable priority of the salvation ofiwdlal souls over the
creation of an ‘organic society” was definitivelgtablished by Our Lord
Jesus Christ when he declared that “The Sabbathnweate for man, not
man for the Sabbath.” Therefore, from a Christimmpof view, societies
should be judged not by their greater or lessegdbicity,” but by whether
they foster or debilitate the faith, or the salwatof souls.

(2) If we admitad argumentandurnthat Western Christianity led to
“‘individualism” by its own fault(and that in condemning it for this, as a
whole, we are not committing the crime of “intetleal racism,” denounced
by Prof. Dugin on item 22), then we also have tosoder what results the
“holism” of the Orthodox church has yielded in Ra8sHow hard can it be
for someone to see the affinity between an “organmety” dominated by a
state Church and the Soviet society, which wasigedsover by a Party
endowed with an infallible doctrine? Prof. Duginmiself stresses this
affinity. Thus, if Western Christianity “producedidividualism, the Eastern
Christianity “produced” communism, the slaughter1af0 million people
and the largest wave of anti-Christian persecutiat the world has ever
known. Nothing that has happened in the Westerridnercomparable to
such monstrosity.

If we take into account that in the highest tengfléindividualism,”
that is, in the USA, Christian faith and commurstlidarity are still alive
and active— while, in contrast, the Russians thairtback on the faith and
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refuse to perform the most obvious gesture of huswdidarity, the adoption
of orphans—, it becomes obvious that Western “iidialism,” as
detestable as it may seem, has been less harmtbketealvation of souls
than Russian “holism.” | cannot say that this deutnnection of cause and
effect has actually existed (an in-depth discuseiahis point would require
hundreds of pages): | just limit myself to reasgniaccording to Prof.
Dugin’s premise§’

It is true that the Christian faith has declinedVWestern Europe as
much as in Russia, but we have just seen [28(4}]ttie prevailing current
of European thought since Hegel cannot be calledividualist” in any
identifiable meaning of the term, since it stresesinanity of individual
consciousness and its absolute subjection to imapatsand collective
factors. It is also notorious that, in the fieldpaiitics, statist and collectivist
policies—like fascism, socialism, Fabianism, laborj and third-
worldism—nhave prevailed in Europe, throughout tertieth century, to a
degree incomparably greater than they have eveheean the USA.

If American “individualism” is compatible with th@ersistence of
Christian faith, then it cannot be an evil compé&rato anti-Christian
genocide and to the later dwindling of the Christiaith in “politically
correct” Europe or in Vladimir Putin’s Russia.

50. Syncretism

This social vision of the Church as the body ofi§thn the Catholicism is
more developed than in Protestantism and in th@dllaism of the Latin
America more than in other places. The Catholiorgas imposed here by
force in the time of the colonization. But the itamhal spirit of aborigine
cultures and the syncretic attitude of the Spaiisti Portuguese elites
gave birth to the special religious form of Cathisim—more holistic than
in the Europe and much more traditional than exétgnndividualistic
Protestantism.

Substantially, the paragraph above is divided imto propositions,
one unnecessary, and the other wrong. After all; bauld an older religion
not be “more traditional” than its revolutionary sdgidence? And his
statement that Catholicism was more syncretic itinLAmerica than in
Europe is but proof of boundless historical igneeanThe contribution of

*” And this effort should take into account that loubumont himself, on whose
authority Prof. Dugin’s argument rests, recognides individualism was already present
in the Church since its beginnings. Thereforeariirot be a later “distortion.”
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indigenous cultures to Latin American Catholicismaswnegligible in
comparison to the ocean of symbols, myths, andst@&rtforms from
European paganism which the Church absorbed anshtrated'®

51. Protestantism and individualism

Mr. Carvalho prefers Western kind of the Christigpiihat was according
to L. Dumont and W. Sombart (as well as to M. Wghbe direct
forerunner of Modern secularism.

| do not know to what degree Dumont, Sombart, areb&/ can be
blamed for that monstroysost hoc, ergo propter hagophism(i.e., “after
this, therefore because of this”), which consists attributing to
scholasticism the errors of Protestantism. Eveninalism could not, by
itself, generate such a spectacular disaster wittheuinterference of other
factors, entirely foreign to this question. | wdkamine this later. But, to
begin with, the qualification of Protestantism awdividualistic” is based on
the unforgivable simplism which confuses doctripadclamations with real
political conduct. Protestantism, in its Calvinisriety, created the first
totalitarian society of the Modern Age, in an “ongast” version very
similar to the Russian one, where state and Chianched a compact unit,
exerted draconian control over all areas of samal cultural existence, and
smothered, with prison and death sentences, anyulsep® toward
individualism, even in private lif€ The English Reformation, which began
by killing in a year more people than the Inquasitikilled in many
centuries, was essentially an endeavor of civilegoment and resulted in
the creation of a state church that, in the nanfeeetiom of conscience, had
among its priorities the implacable persecutionhaolse who dared to exert
such freedom in a pro-Catholic sense. Quite clearigividualism” was, in
that context, a mere ideological pretext for thaldsshment of a ferociously
centralizing “holism.®

“8 Friedrich Heer, Thelntellectual History of Europevol. 1, trans. Jonathan Steinber
(New York: Doubleday, 1968), 1-26.

9 See Michael WaltzeiThe Revolution of the Saints. A Study on the CsiginRadical
Politics (Harvard University Press, 1982).

0 See the classic study by Michael Dayiegurgical Revolution vol. 1, Cranmer’s
Godly Order. The Destruction of Catholicism Througturgical Changerevised edition
(Ft. Collins, CO: Roman Catholic Books, 1995).
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52. Jews

Some words about the Jewish state. From the pbinew of the quantity
of violence the tender love of Mr. Carvalho to tA®nism is quite
touching. The inconsistency of his views reachee hhe apogee. | have
nothing against Israel, but its cruelty in repnegsthe Palestinians is
evident.

Prof. Dugin attempts to be ironic, but only manatpebe ridiculous.
The rockets that the Palestinians fire practicalgry day at non-military
areas of Israel are never reported by the intemalibig media, whereas any
raid by Israel against Palestinian military instains always provokes the
greatest outcry all over the world. In a similasHen, Prof. Dugin—who, as
an intellectual, should be immune to the Westeraliapebut is in fact its
slave—wishes me to judge everything according ® $ble sources of
information he knows or acknowledges—which, for heme the voice of
God Himself.

Do you really want to impress me with this sillyujoalistic cliché,
Prof. Dugin? | know the facts, my friend. | knowetkdose of violence on
both sides. | know, for instance, that the Israpéser use human shields,
while the Palestinians almost always do it. | knibnat, in Israel, Muslims
have civil rights and are protected by the polwhjle, in countries under
Islamic rule, non-Muslims are treated as dogs dtehtoned to death. The
number of Christians murdered in Islamic countriesches several tens of
thousands every yedr!l have not read any of this in theew York Timed
saw it with my own eyes in documentaries which lligemedia hides. | do
not live in a make-believe world.

53. Jews (2)

In Israel there are traditionalists and moderniatgjglobalist forces and
representatives of the global elite

Oh, really? So Israel is a democracy where allenis of opinion
have a right to freedom of expression? Now, tell mbat is the fate of

1 See the testimony of Michael Horowitz in “Chrisiiy is Arguably the Most
Persecuted religion in the World&ssyrian International News Agendyecember 5,
2012, http://www.aina.org/news/20101204231447 .hthorowitz is one of the most
renowned researchers of anti-Christian persecutidme world.
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Christians and of friends of America in territoried@minated by your
cherished anti-imperialist, leftist, and Eurasiaarfds?

54. Jews (3)

The antiglobalist front is formed there by the aktnerican, ant-liberal
and anti-unipolar religious groups and by the &fti-capitalist and anti-
imperialist circles. They can be good, that to s&wrasian” and
“Eastern”. But the Jewish State itself is not sdnreg «traditional». As a
whole it is a modern capitalist and Atlantist gnaind an ally of American
imperialism. Israel was different at the time armdld be different in the
future. But in the present is rather on the othde ®f the battle. More
than that, the conspiracy theories (Syndicate andrg include almost
always the Jewish bankers in the heart of the ¢kibalite or world

conspiracy. Why Mr. Carvalho modernizes the comr&yir theory
excluding from the main version the «Jews» resiystery.

(1) How wonderful it would be if Prof. Dugin couldeach an
agreement with himself and tell us, once and fpmvdlether my description
of the Syndicate “is accurate,” or it is a “conggy theory.” | cannot argue
with a double-mouthed monster.

(2) The presence of Jewish bankers in the higtesiraf the Syndicate
is the most obvious thing in the world, as alsdhis presence of Jewish
militants in the revolutionary elite that estabéshBolshevism in Russia. It
Is also obvious that these two groups of Jews lwliaborated to bring
misfortune upon the worltf. They continued to collaborate even during the
time when Stalin started a general persecutionnagdhe Jews and your
dear KGB began to return to Hitler the Jewish reksywho had fled from
Germany. Their collaboration lasts to this day. ddarRothschild, for
example, is the owner ofe Monde the most leftist and anti-Israel
newspaper of the European big media, just as tHeb&wgers, another
Jewish family, are the owners of the American daiyich is the most
ferocious publisher of lies against Israel. Mr.o@g Soros, a Jew who
helped the Nazis to seize the property of othersJéwances all sorts of
anti-American and anti-Israeli movements in the ldiodust recently, a
mission of American Jews, subsidized by billionlaloNGOs and impressed
by the brutal murder of a Jewish family committgdabPalestinian terrorist,
traveled to the region to pay a visit of solidarity . to whom? To the
relatives of the dead? No. To the murderer’'s mbther

%2 See Alexandre SoljénitsynBeux Siécles Ensemble. 1795-1988, 2 (Paris: Fayard,
2002), 40, 50, 53, 264, 336.
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Such are the Jews you speak of, pretending that ahe the most
genuine and pure expression of universal Judaisthey were so, | would
be an anti-Semite. But who actually are these Jemusmention? They are
the ones whom Our Lord called the Synagogue ofrnSatal defined as
“those who say they are Jews, yet are not.” Thesgaople who, like the
members of the infamous Jewish Committee of the i@onmnst Party of the
USSR, avail themselves of their ethnic origin idesrto remain infiltrated in
the community that has generated them and to be tabbetray it more
easily, to hand it over to its executioners, taléanto the slaughterhousg.
These are the ones you serve when you judge vittyntiseir murderers.

(3) My position on the State of Israel is very sien@nd strictly
personal. It has nothing to do with Atlantism verdsturasianism. | do not
intend to impose it on anyone. In the first plategems to me that, after all
the suffering the Jews went through in GermanyRussia, and a little bit
everywhere in Europe, it would have been sheermamity to deny them a
piece of land where they could live in peace arfdtgaamong their own. |
am proud that a Brazilian—the great Oswaldo Aranhes-the head of the
General Assembly of the UN when the State of Iswe@$ created. The
content of the policies that would come to be a€ldfty the Israelis in their
newly-established nation is of little importanceah this matter. Even if
they intended to eventually institute a communistadorship there, this
could never justify taking away their land and tm@tg them in a new
Diaspora. In the second place, as a Catholic,iebelthe Jews will have a
providential mission to fulfill at the end of timésnd that therefore it is the
duty of Christians to protect them or, at leastsawe them from extinction
when they are threatened. The bull by Pope Gregq@271-1276), which,
having incorporated sentences by his predecessuorecénce IlI and
Innocence 1V, forbids false accusations to be bnbwagainst the Jews and
commands the faithful to let them live in peaces leen a constant
inspiration for me?

3 See the memoirs of Rabbi Yosef Yitzchak SchneersBhince in Prison(Brooklin:
Sichos, 1997).

> See Roy H. SchoemaS8alvation Is from the Jews. The Role of JudaisiBaivation
History from Abraham to the Second Com{Bgn Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1995).
*> Fordham University, “Gregory X: Letter on the Jewagainst the Blood Libel,”
Internet History Sourcebooks Project, http://wvakdham.edu/halsall/source/g10-
jews.html.
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55. Love for the strong (2)

My opinion: American paleoconservatives, traditioAaerican right are
doomed. Their discourse is incoherent, weak anddiosyncratic.

(1) A man who takes post-modernism as an absolttesaty and, at
the same time, condemns it as the utmost express$igviestern corruption
should not call anyone incoherent.

(2) The same applies to the man who curses traditioght-wingers
and, a few lines later, calls out for their support

(3) Even if paleoconservatives were condemned featlieto allege
this reason to deny them support would be immardlextremely cowardly.
The man who only takes the side of those who seepe tstrong should not
call anyone weak. To run under the wings of thengjris the conduct of a
cheap woman, not of a man. How can Prof. Dugin salkmuch about the
“ethics of warriors” and forget that one of thedmost commandments of
this ethics is the duty to protedb$ que son los menos contra los que son
los mas'?

(4) Finally, it is not true that traditional congatives are doomed to
extinction. It was they who elected the most betbenerican president of
all times (chosen in several polls as the “greabéAmericans,” ahead of
Washington and Lincoln), and it was they who crédtes largest popular
movement that ever existed in the USA—the Tea P&tyasianism does
not have one hundredth of this support even in iRuss

56. Multiculturalism

If some honest and brave people among North Amegieant to fight the
globalist elite as the last stage of the Westestohy, as the end of the
history, please join our Eurasian troops. Our gjleigs in some sense
universal as universal is the globalist challeny¢e have different
traditions but defending them we confront the comnememy of any
tradition. So we will explore where lie our respeetzones of influence in
the multipolar worldonly after our common victory over the Beast,
american-atlantist-liberal-globalist-capitalist-RBdsodern Beast.

This is very beautiful. What does Eurasianism peamis for after the
world war that will destroy the West? A multicullirsociety where
different ethnicities will each have their represdion in Parliament’ But

* Alexandre Douguind,e Prophéte de I'Eurasisma0.
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Is this not what we see already in the parliameftall Western nations?
Could it really be that Prof. Dugin has never heafdhe Black Caucus,
Islamic lobby, etc.? Why start a world war with fhepose of getting to the
exact place where we already afe?

57. Warrior spirit

Once the West had its own tradition. Partly it hast it. Partly this
tradition has given the poisonous germs. The Westild search in its
deep ancient roots. But these roots lead to thenmsmmindo-european
Eurasianpast, the glorious past of the Scyths, Celts, 8@nGermans,
Slavs, Hindus, Persians, Greeks, Romans and tlodistib societies,
warrior style hierarchical culture and spiritual stig values that had
nothing in common with present day Western mertantapitalist
degenerated civilization.

It really would be very good if the West could reep its warrior
spirit and get rid of its bourgeois pusillanimifyBut | can assure you that
this spirit has no roots whatsoever in Persia,dndr Russia. The Western
warrior spirit goes back to the Christian knighttao the Middle Ages, the
great navigations, the conquest of America, and‘itiesternization of the
world"—in short, it goes back to everything thabRPiDugin abominates and
that leftist activists, subsidized by the Syndicdtee KGB, and chic third-
worldism, have strived to discredit and to dispardgough a cultural “dirty
war”. But as Nietzsche used to say, one cannot tgip destroy a thing
except when one substitutes it. It is not enougbutiothe West off from its
roots and then accuse it of not having roots: inhécessary to insert a
Eurasian graft into it and persuade the West thaagtanism is its true
roots.

" n fact, in the economic field he promises ussame thing: “regulation by the State of
strategic sectors (industrial-military complex, urat monopolies and similar ones) and
maximal economic freedom for medium and srmalhmercée Note well: there is no big
private industry, nor big private commerce. Smalll anedium commercial companies
prosper under the wings of the omnipotent Statd. dm not mistaken, this is what
already exists in China.

%8 J. R. Nyquist wrote excellent things about thisigbookThe Origins of the Fourth
World War(Black Forest Press, 1999).
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58. Revolt and post-modernism

To return to the Tradition we need to accomplible revolt against
modern world and against modern Wesibsolute revolt-spiritual
(traditionalist) and social (socialist). The Westin agony. We need to
save the world from this agony and may be to sheeWest from itself.
The Modern (and Post-Modern) West must die.

How can post-modernism possibly die having suchodefollowers
even in Vladimir Putin’s Russia?

59. Salvation by destruction

And if there were the real traditional values is fibundations (and they
certainly were) we will save them only in the pregeof the global
destruction of the Modernity/Hypermodernity.

“Salvation by destruction” is one of the most freqticlichés of the
revolutionary discourse. The French Revolution psmah to save France by
the destruction of thA&ncien Regimeit brought her fall after fall, down to
the condition of a second-class power. The MexRawolution promised to
save Mexico by the destruction of the Catholic Chuit transformed that
nation into a supplier of drugs to the world andmoserable people to the
American social security system. The Russian Réxwmiyromised to save
Russia by the destruction of capitalism: it transfed her into a graveyard.
The Chinese Revolution promised to save China ey dbstruction of
bourgeois culture: it transformed China into a ghlaarhouse. The Cuban
Revolution promised to save Cuba by the destrucfamperialist usurpers:
it transformed the island into a prison of beggaBrazilian positivists
promised to save Brazil by the destruction of thenarchy: they destroyed
the only democracy that then existed in the contimad threw the country
into a succession of coups and dictatorships whrdly ended in 1988, in
order to give way to a modernized dictatorship wraleother name. Now
Prof. Dugin promises to save the world by the detibn of the West.
Sincerely, | prefer not to know what comes next.e Tievolutionary
mentality, with its self-postponing promises, whiafe always prepared to
turn into their opposites with the most innocertefan the world, is the
worst scourge that has afflicted humanity. The nemdf its victims, from
1789 to this day, is not less than three hundrdtiomipeople—more than
all epidemics, natural catastrophes, and wars anmaigpns have killed
since the beginning of time. The essence of itsodisse, as | believe to have
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already demonstrated, is the inversion of the sefgeme: it consists in
inventing a future and then reinterpreting, in tigt this future—as if it
were a certain and totally-proven premise,—theeneand the past. It is a
matter of inverting the normal process of knowledgeinversion according
to which the known is understood though the unknaive certain through
the dubious, the categorical through the hypothktitt is a structural,
systematic, obsessive, hypnotic falsification—a itmaol-cultural
crystallization of “delusional interpretation.” BtrProf. Dugin conceived a
Eurasian Empire and then he rebuilt the historyhefworld as if it were a
long preparation for the advent of that beautifulrdSian thing. He is a
revolutionary like any other. Just immensely mamegntious.

60. Not even a fart’'s worth of effort

So the best representatives of the West, of thp deéd noble West should
bewith the Rest (that is with us, Eurasians) and againstthe Rest. It is

clear that Mr. Carvalho chose the other camp pdetgnto choose neither.
It is a pity because we need friends. But it istaghim to decide. We

accept any solution — it is the inner dignity afhan to find his own path
in History, Politics, Religion, and Society.

If Prof. Dugin needs allies to help him combat 8wndicate, he may
count on me. But frankly, for his Eurasian Empireill not make even a
fart’'s worth of effort.
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Fourth Segment



Olavo de Carvalho’s Closing Remarks

My debate with Prof. Aleksandr Dugin is over, therdy remaining
for each side to present their conclusions, whisimce they will be
published in tandem, will break away from the patt®f replies and
rejoinders that properly constitutes a debate.

| have a clear conscience of having proven my gowhereas my
opponent has proven absolutely nothing. Nor digpleet him to. It is of the
nature of ideological discourse to take as ungoesble premises the very
beliefs and values that it seeks to uphold, thudosmg itself in a circular
reasoning that excludas, limine, the possibility of proof.

Diderot never proved anything, nor did Jean-Jacdqmssseau, Karl
Marx, Lenin, Adolf Hitler, Che Guevara.

Ideological discourse does not prove anything: ideg orders,
concealing them, so as not to offend the most seasbeneath an imitation
of judgments about reality.

A proof is only possible when you descend fromgamantic level of
current discussions, which is stuffed with hiddessuemptions and murky
connotations, analytically dismember a whole tapto explicit judgments,
and confront them with the initial, universal, aswlf-evident data of human
existence.

Philosophical meditation essentially consists iepptng back from
ideas and opinions toward the founding experienoésall human
knowledge. These experiences are at the same timersal and individual:
they repeat themselves more or less equally inhathan beings and
incorporate themselves at the bottom of the soelach one of them as data
of their deepest intimacy.

An example is the experience of the structure aicep which |
described in two notes posted on a blog which lehalkandoned to the
moths, if there are electronic moths (see “The aluihilosopher” and
“Memoirs of a Brontosaurus” at www.olavodecarvatitg/blog). Another
instance is the experience of the continuity of thibstantial, real self
beneath the mutability of psychic states and offéine of the body, as well
as the inconstancy of the subjective, Cartesiam. $ekexplained this
extensively in my course “The Consciousness of Imatfity,” which | hope
will be published in book form this year (see thegvgam of the course at
www.olavodecarvalho.org/avisos/curso_out2010.html).
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The discourse of the political agent is inevitabsed on conventions
and pseudo-consensuses which must be insulatedeveny possibility of
analytical examination for that discourse to actigs goals.

Philosophical meditation decomposes these convesjticevealing
and bringing their implicit premises to judgment the tribunal of the
founding experiences, the utmost—or maybe sole—unead our sense of
reality.

The reader who is patient enough to compare my peves articles
with the explanations on the philosophical methddcW | have scattered
through my books, class handouts, and recordedsesumwill understand
that those articles never have a “stand-takingtattar, but are examples—
terribly condensed ones—of application of the @olshical method to the
analysis of current political discourse.

The fact that some hasty readers try to explaimthe expressions of
some ‘“ideology” of mie only shows that they are unawasethe basic
condition of possibility of all ideological discae: the existence of a social
and political group to which the speaker is bound drganic ties of
commitment and participation. As this conditiomy case is not filled even
in dreams, that is, as this group does not exigtjdaological cataloguers
find themselves forced to make one up, nominatiegasa representative of
the Israeli government, of “Opus Dei,” of the “TRarty,” or of any other
organization with which | only maintain relationd oomplete mutual
ignorance. In this, Prof. Dugin has exceeded my tmdspressing
expectations, classifying me as spokesperson otaifeglobalism, which |
abominate, or at least of its “conservative wingtiich for me is not at all
different from its opposite wing.

Overlooking these theatrical displays which dersame insecurity in
my opponent, | would wish only to add to what hasrbsaid a few notes of
a historical nature, which | hope will be usefut the understanding of the
issue being debated.

In the field of conspiracy theories Prof. Duginsismething like an
authority. Not only has he written a book aboutntkecovering Martian
invasions, underground temples, and even a castdiind reptiles—, but he
has also distinguished himself, if not as an ineeMt least as a successful
propagandist of one such theory, certainly the mpossumptuous of them
all.

That theory is presumptuous not only in the reathto alleged
explanatory power, which encompasses nothing fess &ll human history,
but also in the politico-military effects that g@res to unleash: the alliance
of Russia with China and the Islamic countries,wadl as with part of
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Western Europe, in a total war against the UnitiadeS and Israel, followed
by the establishment of a worldwide dictatorship.

Prof. Dugin is not a dreamer, a macabre poet cgatnaginary
hecatombs in a dark dungeon infested with rats.isH#ne mentor of the
Putin government and the brains behind Russiangiongolicy. His ideas
have long ceased to be mere speculations. Oneiofritfaterial incarnations
is the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, whictheyat together Russia,
China, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, and Uast@an and intends to be
the center of a restructuring of military powertlie world: Another one is
the Paris-Berlin-Moscow axis, which has been thpleawf the eye of
Russian diplomacy for yeafs.

The “war of the continents” theory was created by BEnglish
geographer at the turn of the twentieth centurgearthe impact of one of
the most interesting episodes of that time: Endkargtruggle against
Germany and Russia for dominion of Central Asiae TGreat Game,” as
Rudyard Kipling called it, was an entangled stotyich involved, besides
military personnel and diplomats, a whole castpés, bribed politicians,
thieves, smugglers, tribe chieftains, secret segnary mystics, sorcerers,
corrupt maharajahs, seductive courtesans, andrmay @f men of science:
geographers, linguists, botanists, zoologists, ethdologists. At the time,
what the London government feared the most wasatihatlliance between
Russia and Germany would sink its claws into thaaavhich was so much
coveted by its natural wealth and strategic pasi@md thereby put the
security of the British Empire at risk. The confldragged on for decades,
with an advantage now for one side now for the mtb#imately flowing
into World War 1.

On January 25, 1904, the geographer and politahsst Halford J.
Mackinder (1861-1947) presented to the Royal GegwgcaSociety the
thesis that Central Asia was the “pivot of Histogrid that in the following

! See my article “A Suggestion to the Right-Thinki@heck into a Mental Hospital,”
Diario do Comércio(Sao Paulo), January 30, 2006, http://www.thearterrican.org/
commentary/265-a-suggestion-to-the-right-thinkimgak-into-a-mental-hospital-.html .
2 See Jean Parvulescdladimir Poutine et I'Eurasig(Paris: Les Amis de la Culture
Européenne, 2005)

3 See Peter HopkirkThe Great Game. The Struggle for Empire in Cenfrsia (New
York: Kodansha, 1994) and Karl Mayer and Shareeair BBrysac, Tournament of
Shadows. The Great Game and the Race for Empi@eiiral Asia(Washington D.C.:
Counterpoint, 1999).
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decades Russia, based on that area, was in a th@sttageous position to
expand its powet

Halford J. Mackinder

With no intention of creating a general theory oistbry, or of
postulating a geographical determinism a la Bucitel rather recognizing
that all he could do was to speculate about “sommpe@s” of the
geographical determinants of the historical prochksckinder stressed that
geography imposed precise limits upon human ingatfavoring some
actions and rendering others difficult.

The geographical configuration of the Russian stepad specially
favored the action of nomadic hordes which, comfirggn the depths of
Asia, rode through the area on horseback to inW&ldstern Europ@.The
consequences of this had been portentous:

A repellent personality performs a valuable so@ialction in uniting his
enemies and it was under the pressure of exteardblism that Europe
achieved her civilizatiof.

For a thousand years a series of horse-riding psogrherged from Asia
through the broad interval between the Ural moumstand the Caspian

* Halford J. Mackinder, “The Geographical Pivot dftdry,” Geographical JournaR3,
no.4 (April, 1904): 421-444.

®> “Thus the core of Euro-Asia, although mottled witbsert patches, is on the whole a
steppe-land supplying a wide-spread if often scaasture, and there are not a few river-
fed oases in it, but it is wholly unpenetrated bgtevways from the ocean. In other
words, we have in this immense area all the camtifor the maintenance of a sparse,
but in the aggregate considerable, population e$éroiding and camel-riding nomads.”
Ibid., 429.

® Ibid., 423.



148

sea, rode through the open spaces of southern&Rwsul struck home
into Hungary in the very heart of the European pgula, shaping by the
necessity of opposing them the history of each h&f great peoples
around—the Russians, the Germans, the French,tdtians, and the
Byzantine Greeks.

What swayed the tides of fate in favor of the Eewps were two

factors. First, the intrinsic limitations of therbarians’ attack potential:

That [the barbarian invasion] stimulated healthy growerful reaction,

instead of crushing opposition under a widespresgpatism, was due to
the fact that the mobility of their power was cdmed by the steppes,
and necessarily ceased in the surrounding forestsnmuntain$.

Secondly, the evolution of maritime technique, whicaugurated the

era of the great navigations:

The all-important result of the discovery of thep€aoad to the Indies
was to connect the western and eastern coastajatens of Euro-Asia, .

.. and thus in some measure to neutralize theegical advantage of the
central position of the steppenomads by pressing upon them in rear. The
revolution commenced by the great mariners of thki@bian generation
endowed Christendom with the widest possible miytidli power. . . .

The broad political effect was to reverse the retet of Europe and Asia,
for whereas in the Middle Ages Europe was cageddrt an impassable
desert to south, an unknown ocean to west, andridgrested wastes to
north and north-east, and in the east and southwas constantly

threatened by the superior mobility of the horserard camelmen, she
now emerged upon the world, multiplying more thamty-fold the sea

surface and coastal lands to which she had adcess.

But this did not lead to the end of land-powerthis kind of power

was concentrated in the East, while the West furtteveloped maritime
power, it was not only due to diversity of geograptonditions, but because
of a difference of cultures:

It is probably one of the most striking coincidesmag history that the
seaward and the landward expansion of Europe shomlda sense,
continue the ancient opposition between Roman areklG Few great
failures have had more far-reaching consequencas the failure of

" bid.,

8 Ibid.

% Ibid.,

427.

432-433.
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Rome to Latinize the Greek. The Teuton was civilized Christianized
by the Roman, the Slav in the main by the Greelk. the Romano-Teuton
who in later times embarked upon the ocean; it thasGraeco-Slav who
rode over the steppes, conquering the Turanians The modern land-
power differs from the sea-power no less in the@®of its ideals than in
the material conditions of its mobility.

If the era of the great navigations had favoredofer in more recent
times, the evolution of technique indicated thatdigpower, hence Euro-
Asia, received a fresh invigoration:

A generation ago steam and the Suez canal appeahede increased the
mobility of sea-power relatively to land-power. Raiys acted chiefly as
feeders to ocean-going commerce. But transconaheailways are now
transmuting the conditions of land-power, and naehean they have
such effect as in the closed heart-land of Eurga As vast areas of which
neither timber nor accessible stone was availabledad-making. . . The
Russian army in Manchuria is as significant evigené¢ mobile land-

power as the British army in South Africa was d-pewer’

In the medium term, everything favored Russian heggy:

The spaces within the Russian Empire and Mongoéasa vast, and their
potentialities in population, wheat, cotton, fueshd metals so incalculably
great, that it is inevitable that a vast economarldy more or less apart,
will there develop inaccessible to oceanic commerce

At this point came a decisive generalization, whwauld make
Mackinder famous:

As we consider this rapid review of the broaderenis of history, does
not a certain persistence of geographical relatipnbecome evident? Is
not the pivot region of the world’s politics thahst area of Euro-Asia
which is inaccessible to ships, but in antiquity ¢gen to the horse-riding
nomads, and is today about to be covered with warktof railways?

. . . Russia replaces the Mongol Empire. Her pressm Finland, on
Scandinavia, on Poland, on Turkey, on Persia, amjrand on China,
replaces the centrifugal raids of the steppemernhénworld at large she
occupies the central strategical position held lgyn@ny in Europe. She
can strike on all sides and be struck from all sidgave the north. The full
development of her modern railway mobility is mgralmatter of time*

10 1bid., 434.
1 bid., 435-36.
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And the prediction that would become so influen@ial international
politics in the twentieth century:

The oversetting of the balance of power in favotirthe pivot state,
resulting in its expansion over the marginal lamfisEuro-Asia, would
permit of the use of vast continental resourcesflémt-building, and the
empire of the world would then be in sight. Thigghtihappen if Germany
were to ally herself with Russia. The threat of san event should,
therefore, throw France into alliance with the esea powers, and
France, Italy, Egypt, India, and Korea would becosee many bridge
heads where the outside navies would support antmiesmpel the pivot
allies to deploy land forces and prevent them froomcentrating their
whole strength on fleets. . . . The developmenhefyast potentialities of
South America might have a decisive influence ufma system. They
might strengthen the United States. . . .

In Mackinder’s piece, the following features arthea visible:

1) He does not propose any general theory of lyisiexcept for a
methodological rule, quite obvious, by the way, aadang to which “the
actual balance of political power at any given tisyeof course, the product,
on the one hand, of geographical conditions, battnemic and strategic,
and, on the other hand, of the relative numbeiityir equipment, and
organization of the competing peoplés.”

2) The generalizations he puts forward are quitel@nt and limited
to a determined length of time, accessible to histeerification: the period
that begins with the first barbarian invasions antininates in the epoch of
the “Great Game.”

3) He does not create any plan for world dominatanthe contrary,
he insists on the balance among the relative fonEdke several powers—
the “balance of power.” Describing Russia’s growtitential, he does not,
in any moment, suggest it should be obstructedustrited, but only that
measures should be taken in order to avoid thahttmmparable land-power
of the Russian Empire might be also transfiguréd andominant sea-power,
for if that came to pass, “the world empire wouldr be at hand.”

Prudent, rational, and balanced at each of itssstéfackinder’s
exposition has become a model of that which coudehbecome a
“geopolitics” with a just claim to being a sciemtistudy.

Yet, his successors would transform it into sonmgghiery different.

Mackinder, of course, described the situation b point of view
of a “sea-power.” His theory, however, was enthatssally adopted by the

2 bid., 437.
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adversary power, but with an inverted sign, anchsbdecame one of the
foundations of the new science, or pseudosciericgeopolitics.” Its name
was coined by Swedish political scientist Rudolellgn (1864-1922), a
disciple of German geographer Friedrich Ratzel, whs a friend of Darwin
and Haeckel and who created the racial concepteo$tate. One of the first
to reform Mackinder’'s theory according to a “langirspective, however,
was German general Karl Haushofer, who, accorairggveral sources, was
a disciple of the Armenian thaumaturge Georgesdviich Gurdjieff and
also founded the secret society Vril, which heldesief in a civilization of
superior men which existed in the center of thetftaAccording to the
testimony of the respected physicist Willy Ley, wiled Germany in 1933,
Vril, which was founded on the eve of the Naziserto power, proclaimed
to have secret knowledge that would enable theargment of the German
race to the point of making it identical with thederground men. The name
of the organization was inspired by Edward Bulwgttdn’s novel The
Coming Racé€1871), where the word “vril” meant a subtle enemjgtantly
analogous to th€hi of the Chinese traditional cosmology and Hesa of
the Japanese, and capable of conferring extragydp@vers on those who
managed to awaken it through ascetical practices.

When Adolf Hitler was in jail with his collaboratdRudolf Hess,
Haushofer, who had been Hess’ professor, visitéld bbthem several times
and conveyed to them, if not the teaching of \atl|east the rudiments of
his own geopolitical doctrine, whose influence meeaquite visible irMein
Kampf

The origins of this doctrine go back to Haushofaogurn in Japan,
where he was able to verify how effective the loggvernment's
international plans were in comparison with thewsling failure of Kaiser
William II's imperialist projects.

At the time, the government of Prime Minister Pencatsura kept the
population in a permanent state of alert by warnihgthrough vast
propaganda campaigns, against the imminent risklépanese economy’s
destruction should the following two closely linkgotoblems not be
vigorously attacked:

1. Surrounded by countries with a much larger paah, Japan
would soon be out of the game if the number of dapa did not rise by 40
million, reaching the figure of 100 million.

2. It was impossible to squeeze 100 million people the exiguous
Japanese territory.

The obvious conclusion, soon accepted by all theuladion, was that
the country needed to enlarge its territory throadiold policy of conquest.
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Redoing the calculations, Haushofer noted thataffirst premise was
a reasonable conjecture, the second one was at petethe density of
Japan’s population was smaller than that of Germmamg the Japanese
territory could house another 40 million peopleheiit any inconvenience.
The policy proposed by the Katsura government dit stem from any
objective need, but from a choice, an act of wilpan did not need foreign
territories: it just really, really wanted to becem@n imperialistic power.

However, rather than being a disappointment to Hafes, this policy
was received by him with enthusiasm, and gave henidea of adopting it
as a model for German policy-making: if the Japarg®/ernment obtained
the enthusiastic adherence of its population tointperialistic projects
through a system of lies and half-truths based emadyraphic data well-
arranged for this end, why could the German govermmot do the sam&?

Yet, lying to the people should not imply that t@vernment would
fool itself. A serious study of political and ecaonic geography, well
coordinated with an objective strategic considenabf the possibilities of
imperialistic expansion, should lay the groundwimkthe unification of the
national will through the impact of an intense cargp of propaganda.

It was to this synthesis of geography, strateggedend propaganda
that he gave the name of “geopolitics.” Howeveosththree elements have
not always remained distinct and rationally cooatial throughout his
works and the intense pedagogical action that H#asltame to exert upon
German intellectuals, politicians, and military men

Karl Haushofer (left) with Rudolf Hess.

13 See Andreas Dorpalefihe World of General Haushofer. Geopolitics in set{Port
Washington, NY: Kennikat, 1942), 7-13.
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The theory of the “war of the continents” was aslopted by Russian
nationalists, such as the renowned linguist Nicolaybetskoy, and many
changes and additions have been made to it oveddbades until it has
been given its current form by the hands of Préékdandr Dugin.

Dugin gives Mackinder a non-negligible credit f@aving “understood
the precise objective laws of the political, ge@ima and economic history
of mankind,* an honor which had previously been bestowed upon
Montesquieu, Hegel, Giambattista Vico, Auguste Gxniderbert Spencer
(in partnership with Charles Darwin) and Karl Maaithough each one of
them discovered “objective laws” which were quitdedent from those of
the others.

The Mackinder-Dugin Theory certainly enjoys the inef simplicity:
everything in history is reduced to contest for powetween world powers
that dominate the seas and those that rule ovext grdensions of land.
Cultures, laws, institutions, costumes, values, ®y8) and even religions
are all born out of that contest. As simple as.that indeed the case of
asking: “Why hasn’t anyone told me about that be?6r

| cannot swear that Mackinder, a simple geograpme strategist
with no greater philosophical ambitions, would awer of the
transfiguration of the “war of the continents” irtttat metaphysical duel of
titans depicted by Aleksander Dugin. Clarifyingstissue would require a
time investment which | cannot make now. In ansecd use the expression
“Mackinder-Dugin theory” in order to distinguish ftom Mackinder’'s
original theory. Also the Duginian theory could matve gone very far in its
generalizing impulse had it started from Mackindedeas alone. In order to
formulate it, Dugin had to dig for other sourcespexcially the teachings of
Helena Petrovna Blavatski (1831-1898nd Alice Bailey (1880-1949).

For Dugin, the conflict is not just about a strigggilmong states. It
takes on the proportions of a war between two waelds, two systems of
opposed and irreconcilable values which preserge tlespective identities
through the ages and go on as if reincarnatingesihe remotest times, in
successive historical agents—states and nationshichware not always
aware of being moved, as Chinese shadows on ahyalhese invisible and
omnipotent super-agents: “Atlantism” and “Eurassamii:

14 Alexandre Douguind,a Grande Guerre des Continer{Raris: Avatar Editions, 2006),
12. An English version of his book is availabléntip://www.amerika.org/texts/the-great-
war-of-continents-aleksandr-dugin/.

15 See Helena P. Blavatshsis Unveiled(London, J. W. Bouton, 1877) arfithe Secret
Doctrine (London: Theosophical Publishing House, 1888). 8lse René Guénon,e
Théosophisme, histoire d’'une pseudo-réligiParis, 1921).
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In the ancient history the ‘maritime’ powers whoclme the historical
symbol of the ‘maritime civilization’ as a whole vee Phoenicia and
Carthage. The overland empire opposing CarthageRease. The Punic
war is the purest image of the opposition of ‘miam civilization’ and
‘overland civilizations.” In the Modern Age and the recent history the
‘insular’ and ‘maritime’ pole became England, ‘Mists of the seas,’” and
later the giant island-continent America. Englaas,well as the ancient
Phoenicia, mostly employed sea trade and the cdtion of the coastal
areas as its basic instrument for domination. Tin@eRician-Anglo-Saxon
geopolitical type generated a special ‘mercantpialist-market’ pattern
of civilization founded first of all on economic &dmaterial interests and
the principles of economic liberalism Therefore,sple all possible
historical variations, the most general kind of aitime’ civilization is
always linked to the ‘primacy of economics abovétjes.

As against the Phoenician pattern, Rome represensadnple of warlike-
authoritarian structure based on administrativaroband civil religiosity,
on the primacy of ‘politics above economics.” Roiméhe example of a
non-maritime, overland, purely continental typecofonization, with its
deep penetration into the continent and assimilatd the submitted
peoples, automatically ‘Romanized’ after the corsuln Modern History
incarnations of the ‘overland’ power were the RassEmpire and also
Central European imperial Austro-Hungary and GemmaRussia—
Germany—Austro-Hungary’ are the essential symbols of ‘gdiigal
land’ during Modern History®

Dugin insists on the essential and millennial uartygl continuity of
the conflict, as well as of the two adversariesstgred separately:

So generalizing the ideas of Mackinder, it is palesio say that there is an
historical ‘conspiracy of the Atlantists,” pursuittyyough the centuries the
same geopolitical purposes oriented to the intecdsthe ‘maritime
civilization’ of neo-Phoenician kinf.

The theory clearly fits into the Kantian traditioof aprioristic
determiners, which set boundaries to the field winln perceptions and
actions, from above the horizon of individual caossness, and secretly
guide the course of events:

Therefore, we are dealing with a ‘secret conspiratythe most ancient
kind, whose meaning and intrinsic metaphysical edusquently remain

16 Alexandre Douguind,a Grande Guerre des Continents-14.
7 Ibid., 16-17.
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completely obscure to its basic participants anéneto its leading
characters®

Mackinder’s ideas, limited as they were to the iBhitoutlook, could
not reach such a level of generality prior to becagnplemented by their
opposite—“oriental” and “terrestrial’—version. Duginforms us that this
fusion took place during the “frequent meetingfRaksian Eurasianists with
Karl Haushofer in Prague,” and he also tells us @éinaund 1920 the overall
Eurasian strategy, which stressed the need for @gpajécal alliance
between Russia, Germany, and Japan, was ready-vghatlliance which
the cleverness of the British policy had been ss&fcé in frustrating since
the middle of the preceding century.

In formulating this new strategy, continues Dudine Eurasianists
and Haushofer “for the first time . . . expressdthtstood behind the whole
European political history of the last millenniuhgving traced the path of
the ‘Roman imperial idea,” which from Ancient Rortteough Byzantium
had passed to Russia, and through the Medieval Balgire of the German
nations to Austria-Hungary and Germary.”

The millenary opposition between the two blocks wag only
geopolitical, but ideological and cultural:

Against ‘Atlantism’ personifying the primacy of inadualism, ‘economic
liberalism’ and ‘democracy of a Protestant kindargls ‘Eurasianism’,
necessarily  presupposing authoritarianism, hiesarctand the
establishment of ‘communitarian’, national-stateingiples over the
simply human, individualistic and economic concéths

The struggle between the two blocks crosses thiemmika by means
of two networks of mysterious agents who invisildliyect the course of
events. On the Atlantist side:

We can define . . . the "Atlantic ideology,” thdeblogy of “New
Carthage”’—the one that is common to all “influential agents,all secret
and occultist organizations, to all lodges and seosed clubs which
served and serve the Anglo-Saxon idea in the 28tkucy, penetrating the
network of all continental “Eurasian” powers. Andturally, in the first
place this immediately concerns English and Amaearicaconnaissance
services (especially the CIA), which are not simpie “sentinels of
capitalism” or “Americanism,” but the sentinels OAtlantism” . . .

EAIexandre Douguind,a Grande Guerre des Continenis-17.
Ibid.
2% |bid.
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working not only in the interests of each sepam@iantry, but in the
interest of a special geopolitical and, in the emdtaphysical doctrine
representing an extremely multi-planed, miscellaseand wide, but
nevertheless essentially uniform worldviév.

On the Eurasian side,

All those who restlessly worked for the Eurasianoon those who
hindered for centuries the propagation on the oent of individualist,
egalitarian and liberal-democratic concepts (repcoty as a whole the
typical Phoenician spirit of the ‘primacy of econicsabove politics’),
those who aspired to unite the great Eurasian psaplthe atmosphere of
the East, instead of in an atmosphere of the Welsé 4t the East of
Genghis Khan, the East of Russia or East of Germaaly of them were
‘Eurasian agents’, bearers of the special geopalitioctrine, ‘the soldiers
of the continent’, ‘the soldiers of Land’. The Esian secret society, the
Order of the Eurasianists, does not start at ath whe authors of the
manifest ‘Exodus to the East’ or with HaushofeGeopolitical Journal'.
This was, briefly speaking, only the revelatiorg ttutcome of a definite
knowledge which existed since the beginning of fitogether with its
relative secret societies and network of ‘influehéigents?

Dugin leaves no room for doubt that all or pradhcall wars in
history are nothing more than chapters of that aokk endless war between
Atlantists and Eurasianists, and that such war ttates therefore the
ultimate explanation of all human glories and meser

Order of Eurasia against Order of Atlantic (Atlales). Eternal Rome
against Eternal Cartage. Occult Punic war inwsibbntinuing during

millennia. Planetary conspiracy of Land againg $ea, Earth against
Water, Authoritarianism and Idea against Democrangl Matter. Does
not the endless paradoxes, contradictions, omissama vagaries of our
history become more clear, more logical and moesaeable, if we to

look at them from the perspective of an occult gditipal dualism?>

What is more: geopolitical dualism not only offees causal
explanation for so many evils and sufferings, dso @heir definitive moral
justification:

“Alexandre Douguind,a Grande Guerre des Continenti$.

22 |bid., 19. | do not know the date for the publicatof the manifesto Dugin refers to,
but the first issue of the Haushofer's “GeopolitReview” (Zeitschrift fir Geopolitik
was published in January 1924.

%% Ibid.
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Will not in this case the countless victims, by @himankind in our
century pays the bill for unclear political projectreceive a deep
metaphysical justification?

The excerpts quoted thus far suffice to uncoveermment feature of
Prof. Dugin’s style, one which, for being purelyaghic, is not obscured by
translation: | refer to his alternating use of agrtexpressions which are
now written with attenuating quotation marks andwnwithout them,
denoting his free transition, or better said, cemn between literal and
figurative meaning.

So, for example, the term Eurasian Order sometiamgsears as a
figure of speech meant to amass into a hypothetioél “all those who
restlessly worked for the Eurasian unidsit), even though they had no idea
that they had been serving some secret organizatind sometimes it
designates the organization itself as a concrsterical entity with a date of
foundation, hierarchies, rules, oaths, initiatites, etc.

This introduces into the mind of the reader a twbfmonfusion. On
one hand, it mixes into an indistinct paste botktdnical research and
“conspiracy theory.” On the other, it violates Ggodellinek’'s classic
warning, already mentioned in my second messadgleetalebate with Prof.
Dugin, that historical processes cannot be expthacrording to the same
criteria when they arise from planned and contdolietion and when they
result from a purely accidental convergence ofoastiof several separate
and unconnected agents. In the first case, thenaltinexus precedes the
action; in the second it is projected upon theoactex post factpby the
imagination of the historian. The degree of cettain both cases is rather
different

This twofold confusion enables Prof. Dugin to coctc@seudo-
historical conceptions which are infected to thmarrow with the three
typical features of the revolutionary mentality—timeersion of time, the
inversion between subject and object, and the swwer of moral
responsibility—, which rigorously reduces the sai@n value of his
speculations to nothing, while at the same timengjthening the force of
their appeal to the imagination of the militant s®s over which the
confusion itself exerts the fascination of a Sareimyth.

In order to see this with utmost clarity, one mhsgin by realizing
that “a great war of the continents” has never kapg in history. If there

4 Here | use the same recourse to quotation matksyith an opposite goal: when the
word comes between quotes, it designates what Prgjin seems to understand by it;
without quotes, what | understand myself.



158

were some wars of “sea-powers” against “land-poyéngre also were just
as many wars of sea-powers among themselves, argathe being true for
the land-powers, and precisely the latter two gsoofowars are among the
most notable and devastating of all time. The Negalc wars and the
invasion of Russia by Adolf Hitler are examplestthaeak for themselves.

Never, at any point in history, do we find a gehealiance of
“Eurasianists” against a confederation of “Atlatsi$ At most, there were
localized conflicts between the two blocks, punt#dawith equally
significant conflicts within each block (supposiragl argumentandupthat
they are blocks). The “great war of the continents”not a chapter of
history: it is a future goal, a plan conceived bgofP Dugin and his
predecessors to be carried out in the subsequeatég, creating a conflict
between Russia, China, and the Islamic countriesnenside, and America
and her allies on the other.

It is by taking this future ideal as a premise tloe interpretation of
the past that Prof. Dugin performs the magic totknaking a typical and
demential “conspiracy theory” look like a respetgdiistorical hypothesis.

To this end, he has to dissolve all borders betweshcharacterized
ideological groups—Nazis and communists, for exawgnd reassign their
members one by one, by forcedly enlisting themha secret troops of
“Atlantism” or “Eurasianism,” often attributing tdhem unconscious
intentions which do not have anything to do witkitravowed goals and
with the visible course of their actions.

For example: since Germany and Russia are defiednldhand as
“land powers,” being therefore natural allies agalitlantism,” the mortal
struggle between the two during World War Il hasb® attributed to the
action of “infiltrated British agents” who maniptéa Hitler and Stalin—the
poor devils, so naive!—and induced them into aitigial conflict instead
of joining them as brothers in the fight againg tommon enem¥. What
happened in the first half of the twentieth centusy thus explained
according to what Prof. Dugin thinks would have rbdeetter for the
attainment of his plans for the twenty-first cegtur

Among the British agents in the German High Commadedsingles
out Admiral Canaris, “betrayer of the Reicfi,as being one of those most
responsible for turning Germany against Russiaeatstof uniting them
against England. For decades, Hitler had promis€ttrush Bolshevism,”
making this one of the avowed goals of the Nazimeg Once in power, he

ZSGAIexandre Douguind,a Grande Guerre des Continen2s.
Ibid.
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unleashed ferocious persecution against the constsnwhile at the same
time he prepared an attack against the USSR weltlvance. But to Prof.
Dugin all this does not mean anything. It was ladl fault of some “British

agent”.

Likewise, World War |—when Russia sided with “Attast powers”
against its “natural allies,” Germany and Austriarigary—resulted from
the action of Atlantists infiltrated among Slavdplpatriots, who convinced
the Tsar that Russian racial identity was moretesgiaally decisive than the
territorial unity among different ethnicities (a gothesis that Dugin
imagines would have led to an alliance with Germamn identical
maneuver would have been carried out by Atlangsiés in the Germany of
the 1930s, who deceived the poor Nazis into belgevn the identity of
“Blood and Soil” when they should have noticed thatvas necessary to
choose between either one or the other.

Thus, the greatest events of the real history eftérentieth century
were nothing more than illusions. The true histmyProf. Dugin’s ideal
narrative, which those events have maliciously eated.

For the hypothesis of a “war of the continents” énjoy some
historical viability it would be necessary to prow least, that the wars
among land and sea powers were more frequent omitad portentous
consequences than other wars, above all the ongbhtfamong land powers
or among sea powers themselves. But it will be hardind in Russian
history wars which were vaster and more full of ssguence than the
invasions of Russia by France and Germany— two-fowers, according
to Haushofer and Dugin—or than the war between iRws®l Japan, also a
land-power according to the same authors.

If the mere existence of a “war of the continenssa hypothesis that
goes up in smoke, even more chimerical would beryoto prove the
existence of permanent conspiracies behind thoss, wat to mention the
existence, over the millennia, of secret organiresti—an “Atlantist Order”
against a “Eurasian Order’—devoted to their wagiigpf. Dugin sidesteps
any confrontation with this question by his altémmg use of words written
with quotation marks or without them, by sometirdesoting a mere figure
of speech and sometimes a presumption of the denerastence of the
organizations in question. In this way he is freeréason as if such
organizations really existed, drawing from this thest daring conclusions,
as well as to escape from trouble. when pressethsigidne wall with a
demand for concrete evidence, by alleging that tiemes of the
organizations were just figures of speech usecesigdate the spontaneous
and unpremeditated convergence of the actions IbtHase who restlessly
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worked for” the Atlantist or the Eurasian causegrevyf they had imagined
they had been doing something entirely differeigihfing for mere national
interests, money, or the propagation of faith,éeample). At this point, the
confusion between the anticipated unity of a plath #e retroactive unity of
a historical account is more than evident.

By reason of its own confusion, the “Eurasian” idesangs in the air
like a chiaroscuro cloud, fascinating the audienith the power of a poetic-
rhetorical discourse adorned with false scientfitter.

The greatest evidence that such an idea does nétagoa scientific
concept is the very description of the current Ewama block, such as
presented in the statements of Prof. Dugin. Acogrdo him, this block
essentially includes Russia, China, and the Islamimtries. | permit myself
to quote what | wrote about it months ago:

The three main agents of the globalizing processya have seen in a
previous article, are not species of the same gemons is a group of
governments, the other an international communitybibionaires, the
third a borderless religious culture, which is fdumscattered even
throughout enemy territory.

Only the first of them can be depicted in the useahs of geopolitics, but
to the extent that the project of the Russian Eeng@rpands into a
“Eurasian Empire,” every attempt at defining it gelitically runs into
insurmountable obstacles. As the Eurasian domi@ilso encompasses
Islam, it is almost comic that the great Russiaatsgist Aleksandr Dugin
presents the contest for power in the world asraggte between “land
empires” and “sea empires,” classifying “Eurasiaicag the former and
the USA among the latter. On one hand, Islam, afiteupying with great
ease its neighboring territories, reached globajegtion mainly as a sea
power. As soon as the second half of the ninthurgrtas Paolo Taufer
writes in his magnificent study oBspansionismo Islamico leri e Oggi
‘all major sea routes were in fact controlled by thuslims: from the
Strait of Gibraltar to the Sea of China, from thertp of Egypt that
communicate to the Red Sea to the ones of Syria.fok Russia itself
(then the USSR), its power in the twentieth cenwag based less on the
strength of its armies than on the active prese¢he Communist Party
and of the Soviet secret service in all nations emwtinents. There was
nothing “terrestrial” in the tentacular expansidntlee Kremlin in Africa
or Latin America. | cannot believe that Nikita Kkhchev's soldiers
carried on foot the missiles they installed in Culbdl962. The combat
between the Land and the Sea has no value evesyast®l, for a symbol
only works as such when it bears, embedded iif,itsea synthetical
fashion, a multitude of real facts, not fictionfieTEurasian empire is not a
symbol; it is a Sorelian myth—that is to say: iais immense carrot-on-a-
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stick, a hypnotic contraption conceived to engagéams of idiots in the
pursuit of a future that will never be what it priees.

If, in obscure times, the mission of intellectuslido call a spade a spade,
to exorcize empty words and to replace stupefylngass with an exact
representation of the state of things, the “EuresSianiserably fail to
fulfill their duty. The only thing they can allegas an attenuating
circumstance is that the strategists of the twe@mgtobalizing blocks are
also notorious less for their realism than for th@bdigious capacity of
concealing the world behind the projective imagetlodir respective
interests’’

27 Olavo de Carvalho, “Hypnotic ContraptiorDiario do Comércio(S&o Paulo), March
7, 2011, http://theinteramerican.org/commentary/By@notic-contraption.html.



Aleksandr Dugin’s Closing Remarks

Against Post-Modern World

| would like, at the conclusion of this debate witr. Carvalho, to
sum up the most important points:

Now | see that he was rather right in the beginrgtrgssing that the
asymmetry in our respective positions would evdhtudamage the whole
task. So it was. | don’t see any use in contindiregmutual critics because it
doesn’t help understand anything at all (for us fordthe readers). | can
now sincerely confess that | find the position af. i@arvalho too personal,
idiosyncratic and irrelevant. So | would like toncentrate myself on other
theoretical points that seem to me of real impaeafor the cause of the
Tradition, of anti-imperialist and antimodern stglgy that is my first and
only concern.

First of all | insist that theurrent world is unipolarwith the global
Westin its centre and with the United States ascitse The opposite
arguments of Mr. Carvalho didn’t convince me at all

This kind of the unipolarity hageopolitical and ideological sides.
Geopolitically isthe strategic dominance of the earth by North-Aozari
hyperpowerand the effort of Washington to organize the bataoicforces
on the planet in such a manner to be able to rude whole world in
accordance with its ownational (imperialistic) interestdt is bad because
it deprives other states and nations of their resvereignty.
When there is only one instance to decide whayist i@and who is wrong and
who should be punished we have a kind of ¢gfhabal dictatorship. We
should fight against itlf someone deprives us from our freedom we have to
react. And we will. The American Empire should estdoyed. And at one
point it will be. | am convinced that is not accapge.

Ideologically the unipolarity is based on tiModernist and Post-
Modernist valueghat are openhanti-traditional ones. | share the vision of
Rene Guenon and Julius Evola who considered theeldgl and its
ideological basis (the individualism, the liberanagocracy, the capitalism,
the comfortism and so on) to be the cause of thaducatastrophe of the
humanity and global domination of the Western uttits as the reason of
final degradation of the eartihe West is approaching to its eadd we
should not let it push all the rest with it intetabyss.

Spiritually the globalization is thereation of the Grand Parodyhe
kingdom of the Antichrist. And the United States irs centre of its
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expansion. The American values pretend to be “usalé ones. That it is
new form of ideological aggression against the mpldity of the cultures

and the traditions still existing in the other gast the world. | am resolutely
against the Western values that are essential Maieand Post-Modernist
ones and promulgated by the United States by forcby the obtrusion
(Afghanistan, Iraq, now Libya, tomorrow Syria aman) .

So,all traditionalists should be against the West and the globalization
as well as against the imperialist politics of @ditStates. It is the only
logical and consequent position. So the traditisteland the partisans of
the traditional principles and valusbould oppose the West and defend the
Rest(if the Rest shows the signs of the conservatiahefTradition—partly
or entirely).

There can be and there are really men in the Whestrathe United
States of America who don’t agree with the preséatte of things and don’t
approve the Modernity and Post-Modernity being tledenders of the
spiritual tradition of the Pre-Modern West. Theysld bewith usin our
common struggle. They should take part in our teagainst Modern World
and Post-Modern world. And we would fight togetlagainst a common
enemy. Unfortunately that is not the case of Mmv@klno. He shows himself
partly critical of the modern Western civilizatiobyt partly agrees with it
and attacks its enemies. It is a kind of “semi-comism” so to say. It is
frankly irrelevant and of no interest to me. Thare friends and there are
foes. Only that matters. All the rest is withouy amportance. Mr. Carvalho
Is neither. It is his choice. His anti-soviet amdi-dRussian pejorative myths,
stupid conspiracy theories, implicit cultural Westeacism, the resentment
to his own native country are not even worth @fag. No comments.

The other question is the structure of the possaie-globalist and
anti-imperialist front and its participants. | thithat we should include in it
all forcesthat struggle against the West, the United Staigainst the liberal
democracy, against Modernity and Post-Moderriltge common enemy
the necessary instance for all kinds of politidihaces. The Muslims, the
Christians, the Russians and the Chinese, thestkeftr the rightists, the
Hindus or the Jewswho challenge the present state of thindke
globalization and the American imperialism areuaity friends ands allies.
Let our ideals be different but we have in commaoa wery strong thing: the
present reality that we hate. Our ideals that défepotential(in potentia).
But the challenge we are dealing with is actuakg@tu). So that is the basis
for new alliance All who share negative analysis of the globaixa
westernization and post-modernization should coatei their effort in
creation of new strategy of the resistance to tmaipresent evil. And we
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can find th&‘ours” in the United States alseamong those who choose the
Tradition against the present decadence. Mr Caovédiesn’t belong to such
kind of persons. He has convincingly explained thatng the debate.

At this point we could raise a really important sti@t what kind of
ideologyshould we use in our opposition to the globalizatmd its liberal
democratic capitalist and Modernist (Post-Modejmpsinciples? | think that
all anti-liberal ideologies (the communism, soaalias well as fascism) are
not anymore relevantThey tried to fight the liberal-capitalism andeyh
failed. Partly because in the end of time it id that prevails; partly because
of their inner contradictions and limitations. Sois time to make the
accomplishdeep revisiorof the antiliberal ideologies of the past. What is
their positive side? Thevery factthat they wereanti-capitalist and anti-
liberal, as well as also anti-cosmopolite and anti-indigidst. So these
features should be accepted and integrated inutugef ideology. But the
communism doctrine is Modern, atheist, materiaisti cosmopolite. That
should be thrown out. On the contrary, the soaditlarity, social justice,
the socialism and generdlolistic attitude to the society argood in
themselves. So we need to separate the mateaatisModernist aspect and
reject them.

On the other hand in the theories of Third way (dga to certain
point to some traditionalists as Julius Evola) ¢heere some unacceptable
elementsfirst of all racism xenophobia and chauvinism. That is not only
moral failures but also theoretically and anthrogatally inconsistent
attitudes. The difference between the ethnos doessan superiority or
inferiority. The difference should be accepted and affirmedowitrany
racist appreciation There is not common measure dealing with thesihfit
ethnic groups. When one society tries to judgedter it applies its own
criteria and so commits the intellectual violendde same attitude is
precisely the crime of the globalization and Westtion, as well as the
American imperialism.

If we free the socialism from its materialist, atteand Modernist
features and if we reject the racist and narrowonatist aspects of the Third
way doctrines we arrive at a completelgw kind of the political ideology.
We call it Fourth Political Theory (first being the liberalism, that we
essentially challenge, the second the classical fdfrcommunism, the third
the national-socialism and the fascism). Its elabon startdrom the point
of intersectiorbetween different anti-liberal political theorielsthe past (the
communism and the Third way theories). So we artwvehe national-
bolshevismthat represents the socialism without materialiatheism,
progressism and Modernism and the Third way theaki¢hout racism and
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nationalism. But that is onlfirst step. The mechanical addition of deeply
revised versions of the anti-liberal ideologiedhed past doesn’t give us the
final result. It is only first approximation, prelinary approach. We should
go further and makappeal to the Traditiorand to Pre-Modern sources of
inspiration. There we have Platonic ideal State thedieval hierarchic
society and theological vision of the normativeiagband political system
(Christian, Islamic, Buddhist, Jewish or Hindu)hi§ Pre-Modern source is
very important development of the national-bolskevisynthesis. So we
need to find anew namefor this kind of ideology and “Fourth Political
Theory” is quite appropriate for this. It doesrétltus what this Theory is,
but rather what it isn't. So it is a kind of intitan and appeal rather than the
dogma.

Politically we have here the interesting basis foonscious
cooperation of the left-wingers and the right-wirggas well as with the
religious or other anti-modern movements (the egiste for example). The
only thing that we insist on in creating such caagienis to put aside anti-
communist as well as antifascist prejudicdiese prejudices are the
instrumentsn the hands of liberals and globalists with whilcky keep their
enemies divided. So we should strongly reject amiimunism as well as
antifascism. Both of them are counter-revolutionagis in the hands of the
global liberal elite At the same time we should strongly oppose ang kif
the confrontation between the religiondluslims against Christians, the
Jews against Muslims, the Muslims against the Hsndand so on. The
interconfessional wars and hatred work for the eaofthe kingdom of
Antichrist who tries to divide all the traditionedligions in order to impose
its own pseudo-religion, the eschatological parddsy.Carvalho works here
as proponent of such division of the religions. tTisavery logical for his
position.

So we needo unite the right, the left and the religions etcommon
struggle against common eneniye social justice, the national sovereignty
and the Traditional valuesre three principles of such ideology. It is not
easy to put all this together. But we should tryvé want to overcome the
foe.

In French there is a slogan: “la droite des valeetréa gauche du
travail” (Alain Soral). In italian it goes: “La D&a sociale e la Sinistra
identitaria”. How exactly it should sound in Engliee will see later.

We could go further and try to define teabject the actor of the
Forth Political Theory. In the case of the commuomia the centre there was
theclass In the case of the Third way movements in thdreemas theace
or thenation In the case of religionsit is the community of the faithful
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How the Fourth Political Theory could deal with ghdiversity and the
divergence of subjects? We propose, as a suggestairtheThe subject of
the Fourth Political Theory can be found in the thEggerian concept of
Dasein (being-t/here)it is a concrete but extremely profound instaric t
could bethe common denominatdor the further ontological development.
What is crucial herethat is theauthenticity or non-authenticitpf the
existence of the Dasein. Fourth Political Theosigts on theuthenticityof
the existence. So it is the antithesis to any kafdalienation—social,
economic, national, religious or metaphysical.

But the Dasein is a&oncreteinstance. Any man and any culture
possess their own Dasein. They differ between esdbbr but they are
present always. Here | can only mention atopic that neddgher
explanations (given in my books and articles).

The last point is the place of Brazil and the La&merica as whole in
the actual global structure of the world. | seerble of Brazil assomething
comparablewith the role of Russia-Eurasia. That is the vesarticular
country with specific culture where the Westermedats are mixed with the
indigenous components. It is based on the mixtofedifferent blocks of
values. Exactly as Russian culture is. We call teeture in our country
“Eurasianism” stressing that we are dealing witlyioal synthesis of the
European and Asiatic patterns and attitudes. TlaiBin some metaphoric
way is also “Eurasian;” the West is mixed with néest in the very roots of
the society. The Brazil as well as the other L&tmerica countries has its
own particular identity But among the other countries that is Brazil tlsat
developing now with the greater speed and is magaig affirm more and
more its political and economical independence.hSumependence is
considered first of all vis-a-vis the USA. So hére affirmation ofcultural
identity goes hand in hand with thgrowth of the economical and
geopolitical power We need to interpret the leftist sympathies ef tiajor
part of the Brazilian society as a sign of a sedorhits particular social
identity that doesn’t fit into individualist andbkral pattern of North-
American society. So, Brazilian and wider Latin Aman socialism has in
itself many ethnic and national features. The dathieligious factor and the
spiritual synthesis of the popular religious beliedre very important
elements in the present awakening of the new smyrergentity of Brazil. It
IS in some aspects comparable with the geopolitmaltural and spiritual
renaissance of the modern Russia.

So this affinity on the geopolitical, cultural asdcial levels makes
our situation similar and gives us the ground ef thutual cooperation and
geopolitical alliance. The Russia as well as th&nLAmerica or Islamic
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countries, or China see the future world essentadl multipolar where the
United States and the West in general should benor@ than the separate
poles among the other. Any claim of imperialism,lootalism or
universalism of values should be severely rejecBwe are in the same
camp. And we must concentrate on it.

Accepting that we should progress to the elabanatibthe common
strategy in the process of the creation of theréutiat should fit to our
demands and our visions. So such values as soesdicg, national
sovereignty and traditional spirituality can serwes as the clue.
| sincerely believe that the Fourth Political Theahe national-bolshevism
and eurasianism can be of the great use for oysl@goour countries and
our civilizations. The key word is “multipolatityi all senses-geopolitical,
cultural, axiological, economical and so on.

The important vision of Nous (Intellect) of Greekilpsopher
Plotinus that correspond to our ideal. The Int¢lleone and the multiple at
the same time, because it has all kinds of thesmdiffces in itself — not
uniform or mixed, but taken as such with all th@articularities. The future
world should benoeticin some way-the multiplicity, diversity should be
taken as the richness and the treasure and ndteaseason of inevitable
conflict: many civilizations, many poles, many aesst many sets of values
on one planet in one humanity.

But there are some who think otherwise. Who arenagauch a
project? Those who want to impose the uniformitg tinique thought, the
one (American) way of life, One World. And they al@ng it by force and
by persuasion. They amggainstthe multipolarity. So they are against us.
Mr. Carvalho is one among those. From now on wenkitoThe debate is
closed but our struggle is in the very beginning.

| hope sincerely there are in Brazil other kindgh® traditionalists,
intellectuals and philosophers who are closer ta&an point of view and
more consistent and coherent in their rejectiothef Modernity and Post-
Modernity as well as the globalization, the libesa and North-American
Imperialism and more Brazilian also . . .



