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Letter / Brief

Dear Editors of Erwägen Wissen Ethik,

I would like to take the unusual step to ask you to publish a second letter in which I continue the discussion, with Professor
Gregor, of Aleksandr Dugin’s world view within the debate on Roger Griffin’s concept of fascism in Erwägen Wissen Ethik
15:3 (2004).1  My request is certainly out of the ordinary. As illustrated in my previous letter in EWE 15:4,2  I think that the
context and height of Dugin’s recent rise in Russian society, however, warrant further attention.

***

Classification, Julius Evola and the Nature of Dugin’s Ideology

((1)) Having responded in my previous letter not to a comment by Professor Gregor on Aleksandr Dugin himself, but to a
speculation about the reasons of my interest in Dugin,3  I would like to deal in this letter shortly with some methodological and
substantive issues related to Professor Gregor’s rebuttal to my initial critique of him.4  As Professor Gregor has, as far as I
know, published two books on methodological issues in the social sciences,5  I look forward to learn from his response.
Professor Gregor rejects two of the major reasons for my classfication of Dugin as a fascist – namely that Dugin himself and a
number of Western students of the Russian extreme right have used „fascism“ with reference to his world-view. Professor
Gregor writes that

[s]elf-avowals concering one’s personal qualities hardly serve as unimpeachable evidence of those qualities –
and one hardly takes a poll to determine the truth of an empirical, evidentiary claim. We all appreciate the fact
that few among us would lend money to a borrower simply because he insists upon his creditworthyness.6 

While such a remark is a good reminder that classification should be empirically based, the statement seems to me, at least with
regard to the issue at hand here, to imply a too (if not impossibly) straightforward procedure for categorizing social phenom-
ena. i.e. for relating a concrete empirical case to a particular generic concept. Let me illustrate this point with regard to the case
of Dugin.

((2)) Dugin’s affirmative evaluation of fascism and an apparent application of the term to his own ideology is by itself, of
course, not „unimpeachable evidence.“ But it is certainly of interest – not only in view of Professor Gregor’s categorical
rejection of such a classification.7 

First, how a political actor classifies his or her own ideology would, in certain instances, seem to be a relevant specification of
the nature of this ideology. Francine Hirsch, in a debate on the question whether there was racism under Stalin, made the
important observation that “historians ignore or dismiss the concepts and terms used by historical actors (regimes, leaders,
experts) at great peril to understanding.”8  This concerns, above all, the actors’ self-description and -presentation as well as
their depiction of their declared enemies. “To be sure,” Hirsch clarifies,

analyzing the conceptual categories and definitions that historical actors used does not require accepting them at
face value. It is critical for historians to explore the tension between rhetoric and practice, between language and
action.9 

In as far as the issue of the relation between Dugin’s language and actions is concerened, a link between his political practice
and pro-fascist rhetoric can be easily established: Many of his activities in the late 1980s and throughout the 1990s, such as his
co-foundation of the National-Bolshevik Party in 1994 or his various contacts to Russian neo-Nazis and West European “New
Right” intellectuals, are described in detail in the literature quoted here and in my previous contributions.
Second, whereas denotations of „fascism“ in Western interpretations have sometimes excluded Nazism (e.g. Gregor, Sternhell,
partly Linz), in Soviet and post-Soviet Russia, the term „fascism“ refers, paradoxically, first and foremost to German Nazism
and only, in the second instance, to Italian Fascism. This has been the case in both, the Soviet and post-Soviet periods.10 

In connection with this circumstance, Dugin’s expression of his closeness to inter-war fascism is a considerable admittance
within the context of post-Holocaust European and post-World War II Russian discourse. The Third Reich’s – or, in the
Russian understanding, “German fascism’s” – attack one the Soviet Union took the lives of approximately 20 to 43 million
Soviet citizens – depending on whose estimate one prefers. Most of those killed and many more who were injured, raped,
deported, exploited etc. were Eastern Slavs; and of these a plurality were Great Russians.
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That is why Dugin has made statements such as the one I quoted in my initial critique of Professor Gregor11  in only few of his
articles and, usually, for specific audiences. His general line has been instead to use such constructs as „National Bolshevism,“
„neo-Eurasianism,” „New Socialism,”  „Conservative Revolution,” etc. for describing his world-view. These are terms that are
either more agreeable in Russia, or so elusive as not say much in particular, or so unfamiliar to Russians as to reveal little.

((3)) It might be illuminating to mention, in this context, the Russian neo-Nazi leader Aleksandr Barkashov’s insistence that he
is not a „fascist” or „Nazi,” but a „national socialist.” Barkashov and his party Russkoe Natsional’noe Edinstvo RNE (Russian
National Unity) are different from Dugin and the International Eurasian Movement in that their front-stage image includes
clear references to inter-war fascism – as mentioned de facto a synonym for Nazism in Russia – such as the Swastika and
Roman salute. Barkashov’s re-assurances that the RNE’s Swastika is not a Nazi, but a traditional Orthodox Christian symbol,
and that his movement is thus not “fascist” (in the Russian sense of the word) have been taken seriously by only few educated
Russians. The RNE, as a result, has remained isolated, even within the ultranationalist spectrum. It constituted, in those cases
in which it did cooperate with other extremely right-wing groupings (such as during the October 1993 uprising), a liability for
the public image of the Russian nationalist movement.12 

Dugin’s tactics, in contrast, have, especially recently, been to present himself front-stage as a „centrist,“ and to reveal the
sources of his inspiration, if at all, only back-stage for the anti-systemic section of his support. This has, so far, been, appar-
ently, a successful approach. His positive references to inter-war fascism have remained unnoticed, been taken not seriously,
forgotten or „forgiven.“

((4)) Dugin has several times criticized inter-war fascism in the way he did in the article quoted in my critique of Professor
Gregor’s assessment, i.e. emphasizing the inconsistencies and opportunism of the Third Reich and its allies. In view of this
particular approach, Dugin can indeed claim that he is different from Hitler, Mussolini and other inter-war fascists. In this
peculiar way, he manages to distance himself from World War II and the Holocaust while, at the same time, not betraying his
attraction to core ideas of Nazism and Fascism. Dugin’s critique of inter-war fascism in his article “Fascism – borderless and
red” does thus not make him an anti-fascist. Rather, his enthusiasm for „a true, real, radical revolutionary and consistent, a
fascist fascism” is in harmony with his critique of historic fascism.13 

In conclusion, I do not think that Dugin’s references to fascism can be as lightly dismissed as Professor Gregor seems to
suggest. Surely, Dugin is not a Western-trained social scientist. However, while Dugin’s main fascination seems to be with
occultism, he is also well-read in mainstream philosophy, history and political theory of both, Russia and the West. He recently
defended a Candidate of Science thesis and a Doctor of Science dissertation. My reading of him is that, when talking about
fascism, he seems to have a rather good idea of what he is referring to. True, his subsumption of Franco and Salazar under the
heading of fascism in that particular quote is, in view of recent advances in comparative fascist studies, imprecise. Yet, such –
what would be now regarded as – mis-classifications have been made by established Western scholars of fascism in the past
too.
The problem with Dugin is not that, as Professor Gregor seems to argue, he writes positively about fascism (or criticizes it as
being too moderate) while he is not really a fascist. The issue is that he has made positive statements on inter-war fascism,
including Nazism, but has not been noted for such evaluations sufficiently in the Russian public so far. In Russia, affirmative
statements on fascism hardly constitute equivalents of a money-borrower’s insistence upon his creditworthyness, as Professor
Gregor suggests.

((5)) I consider the meaning of Dugin’s self-description for an adequate scholarly classification of his ideology an interesting
methodological issue. In contrast, I find little that merits lengthy discussion in Professor Gregor’s rejection of my reference to
a seeming mainstream opinion in the research community that Dugin is a fascist. My allusion to these authors was not, as
Professor Gregor suggests, the equivalent of a “poll.”
It is almost too trivial to spill ink on to say that scholarly research is a collective endeavour in which we take into account the
assessments of our informed colleagues. Of course, collective research is also not “democratic” in the sense that the majority
always wins. But, especially with regard to conceptual – as opposed to explanatory – issues, consensus-building is an important
instrument in securing the cumulativity of our theorizing.
Professor Gregor’s usage of the word “truth” in this context is confusing. I would – unlike post-modern researchers – agree that
the idea of “truth” has a rather important role to play in evaluating causal statements. On the other hand, however, whether or
how much “truth” is found or not is a less clear-cut issue in evaluating classificatory decisions (unless one is an essentialist, of
course). Our usage of certain generic terms and not others is, as far as I can see, founded as much on collective agreements and
elementary logic as on empirical evidence. The divergence between the apparently mainstream opinion in the research commu-
nity on, and Professor Gregor’s classification of, Dugin seems to have to do far more with the different conceptualizations of
fascism used here than with any particular empirical issue.

((6)) Concerning Professor Gregor’s interpretation of the relationship between Evola and Dugin, I would like to make some critical
statements too. The nature of Dugin’s critique of inter-war fascism and the peculiar alternative he proposes lead me, first, to agree
fully with one particular aspect of Professor Gegor’s argument concerning the impact of Julius Evola on Dugin.
Being unfamiliar with contemporary Italian history and unable to read Italian, I leave the assessment of Evola to specialists.14

But I may be allowed to reproduce here one particular statement by Evola: „We would like a fascism more radical, more
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intrepid, a truly absolute fascism, made of pure force, inaccessible to any compromise.“15  I shall dare to point out a resem-
blance between Evola’s statement, and the content and tone of Dugin’s above-quoted vision of a fascist Russia. Evola’s and
Dugin’s dissatisfactions with inter-war fascism – at least according to these two statements – seem to be not dissimilar: For both
of them, it was too moderate. In that particular regard, I concurr unreservedly with Professor Gregor’s emphasis on the similar-
ity of Evola and Dugin.
Obviously, I would, however, have my doubts that Professor Gregor’s rather interesting analysis of Evola and his relationship
to Italian Fascism and Dugin amounts to a convincing argument against a classification of either of these two peculiar critics of
inter-war fascist regimes as non-fascists (and I am not even discussing the issue whether they were anti-fascists, in any mean-
ingful sense of the word). Such logic would seem similar to arguing that Trotskyism was not a varity of Bolshevism because it
demanded a permanent revolution (an idea, by the way, also propagated by Dugin).
What I, as a non-Italianist, found surprising about Professor Gregor’s analysis of Evola’s relationship to generic fascism is that
he focuses solely on Evola’s distance from the PNF and critique of the inter-war Italian Fascist regime, yet does not mention
Evola’s editorship for Farinacci’s journal Regime Fascista, antisemitism, keen interest in Nazism, support for the Waffen-SS,
attraction to the Romanian Iron Guard, praise for MSI leader Giorgio Almirante, etc. In any way, while I am unable to further
assess Evola, I feel sufficiently competent to comment on Professor Gregor’s insistence on a close link between Evola and
Dugin.

((7)) Let me restate, first, my impression (expressed also in my previous letter in EWE 15:4) that Professor Gregor has made
an, in spite of its briefness, very valuable contribution to our understanding of the sources of Dugin’s thinking. Professor
Gregor’s detection of striking similarities between Evola’s and Dugin’s thinking is not only from a scholarly, but also political
point of view a useful corrective to the widespread opinion that Dugin is, as he claims himself, a „neo-Eurasian” – i.e. that his
ideas are firmly rooted in historic Russian national thought, namely in the Russian inter-war émigré intellectual movement of
Eurasianism. Like Professor Gregor or Leonid Luks,16  I too have argued that Dugin’s world-view seems to, instead, owe much
more to certain varieties of Western anti-democratic thought.17 

While elements of classical Eurasianism, the neo-racist theories of Lev N. Gumilev,18  and the ideas of other Russian nationalist
thinkers are present in Dugin’s thought, the origins of his most important concepts can be traced back rather to certain German,
French and Italian (as well as, to a lesser degree, other Western) schools of thought, than to any theories developed in Russia
or by her émigrés. This is in so far a politically relevant finding, as Dugin, as a public actor, is, of course, situated within the
nationalist section of the Russian political spectrum. Contending that Dugin’s ideas are not of primarilly Russian origin, but
imported from the (hated) West is thus a serious allegation which, apart from his de facto endorsement of inter-war fascism,
could be problematic for Dugin’s image in Russia, especially among nationalists. Whereas, with his explicit classification of
Dugin as not fascist, Professor Gregor did, I believe, a disservice to scholarly and political discourse within the study of the
Russian extreme right, he has, in his reply to me, provided potential ammunition for a demystification of Dugin in Russia.

((8)) Though I find the latter input significant, I also feel that Professor Gregor’s emphasis on Dugin’s debt to Evola might be
too strong. Dugin doubtlessly borrowed heavily from Evola. Perhaps, the Italian even had a formative influence on the Russian.
Yet, Dugin’s theories are too multifarious, his thinking too diverse, and his points of references to inter- and post-war European
extremely right-wing as well as other schools of thought too numerous to construct as straight a line of ideological ancestry as
Professor Gregor seemingly tried to do here. One could, probably, reproduce arguments that are structurually similar to Gregor’s,
but would, instead, suggest that Dugin’s real spiritual father was the early Ernst Jünger, or the late Jean Thiriart, or the current
Alain de Benoist – to name but a few of the potential candidates for such a role. Among the Western theorists most explicitly
praised by Dugin have been Karl Haushofer, Carl Schmitt and René Guénon. But, it seems to me, that neither of them has
formulated some kind of early “neo-Eurasianism.”
To properly understand, adequately conceptualize and appropriately label Dugin’s ideology is, indeed, a challenging task. The
difficulty of the issue was recently illustrated when Germany’s leading specialist on Dugin, Markus Mathyl,19  proposed to call
Dugin’s ideology, with reference to inter-war Germany’s followers of Ernst Niekisch,  “neo-National Bolshevism” – a con-
struct also preferred by a well-informed younger German researcher of Russian nationalism, Mischa Gabowitsch.20  This for-
mula indicates other sources to Dugin’s thought than Evola, and captures better the eclectic nature of his world-view. Yet,
Mathyl’s terminological solution seems in so far also imperfect as “National Bolshevism” is a fuzzy concept with a large
variety of con- and denotations.21  Its application to Dugin could, for instance, be misunderstood to suggest that “neo-Eurasianism”
is a permutation of extremely left-wing thought. Although Dugin has written affirmatively about a number of figures generally
regarded as belonging to the left (including Lenin), he is certainly no egalitarian.
Alas, I also do not have a good terminological solution to contribute here – apart from my earlier claim that Dugin’s ideology
belongs to the class of generic fascism. In any way, while it may be possible to show the unfoundedness of my classfication,
Professor Gregor’s attempt to demonstrate a close connection between Evola and Dugin misses the point, in that regard. When
Professor Gregor states that “[t]here are few things in the informal discipline of intellectual history more certain than that
Dugin’s ‘fascism’ is, in significant measure, as ‘fascist’ as the ideas of Evola are ‘fascist’”22  – many would probably agree. Yet,
they will see this statement as exactly supporting my and others’ classification of Dugin as a fascist. What Evola and Dugin
most obviously unites is not only and, perhaps, less so Dugin’s indebtedness to Evola, but that the generic concept that best
captures the mythic cores of their ideologies is, in both cases, palingenetic ultra-nationalism.
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