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Preface

“Let’s be frank. A preface is a formality inherent in the process of producing that exquisite flavor of spaghetti that our modern thesis mills masking as 19th century Universities demand – no, crave in their relentless quest to flood the job market with unneeded cookie-cutter academians and dilute the value of Doctoral titles in exchange for expansive loans to International Banks owned by Levantine moneylenders” – I was on the verge of opening my preface with this attempt at (bad) humor when I decided it was neither funny nor true, and rather arrogant. Rather, I would take this opportunity to reflect on the lessons of these last six (oops!) years and acknowledge those who have helped me along the way with their patience, wisdom and forgiving nature.
 	Informally, I would like to thank my Mom and Dad for financially supporting this haughty heretic in his commercially unviable interests and ‘extended’ student career; my yearclub, “De Vergulde Draeck” for accompanying me on this journey right from the start; Mencius Moldbug, whose obscure internet ramblings opened my eyes to the joys of pretentious name-dropping; the race realist, persuasively counter-semitic and politically reactionary forum My Posting Career whose taboo threads and powerful contrarian perspectives inspired me to seek out the fringes of political philosophy; God, whose creation continues to be infinitely rewarding and to who I am rather grateful for the gift of existence; and last but not least, my two girlfriends at the time, Yara and Paula, for their encouraging words and their incredible fortitude in putting up with my juvenile trolling and pro-Trump night time rants. 
 	Formally, I would like to thank my Dominicus College High School teacher Peter Altena, who was my first real-life exposure to the archetype of the intellectual; a gifted raconteur and absorbing lecturer who took a personal interest in his students and had their best intentions in mind; a model teacher. I would also like to thank three of my teachers during this Master’s degree; Guido de Bruin, whose authentic idiosyncrasies livened up the retelling of the French Revolution; Maarten Prak, who quickly forgave my freshman’s faux pas at the start of his course and Sarah Carmichael; who graciously excused a sophomoric diatribe in response to my Index of Virtue grading. A final expression of gratitude is in order for Jessica Dijkman, the coordinator of History of Politics and Society, who despite the aforementioned transgressions and a third ‘situation’ with regards to the Thesis Lab - retained a professional and caring demeanor, managing to afford the same concern and having the best interests in mind for all thirty-something students of this Master’s program. 
 	A little self-reflection: I entered this second semester with still more unfounded conceitedness than I’d like to admit; I hope the foolish pride of youth will be replaced with a more virtuous humility as my telomere ends grow shorter – but perhaps I sought out the above misdemeanors on purpose to speed up the process. There is a puerile appeal to testing the limits that I can’t seem to shake off just yet. Regardless, I began this journey wielding a Bachelor’s degree in Social Psychology, yet somehow ended up with a thesis on Evola, Berlin and Joseph de Maistre. 
 	Indelible to this process, the metamorphosis of the experimental social psychologist into the narrative spinning intellectual historian was my thesis supervisor, Adriaan van Veldhuizen. Armed with a silver Tissot watch, horn-rimmed spectacles and a commanding analytical mind he would guide me and my four compatriots across the Wirkungsgeschichte of Gadamar, around the treacherous nothingness of postmodernism, through the divergent methodologies of Pocock, Lovejoy, Collini and Megill, away from the variable-oriented analytics of the social sciences and towards the delineations of proper intellectual historiography. At times seemingly harsh, his relentless intellectual rigour would expose the flaws in our methodologies, announce the inevitable pitfalls of our biases, herald the necessary sacrifice of our “darlings” and demand of us a high and challenging standard of historiographical conduct. I am grateful for the individual consultation he made time for, despite juggling three academic courses as a teacher, a torrent of 72 papers in need of grading and a quickly expiring University contract. Setting aside questionable 21st century sentiments of the virtues of multitasking and the economic necessity of overburdening teachers, this thesis would be impaired and untempered without the elevating criticisms of Adriaan van Veldhuizen.
 	I had planned a few more paragraphs, but it is three hours to the deadline and this preface is far too long already. If this preface was somewhat inappropriate I apologize in advance, its tone is not at all reflective of the rest of the thesis. With that in mind I hope you, Ruben Schalk and Adriaan van Veldhuizen, enjoy reading this thesis.



























I - Introduction

1.1 Relevance of Berlin, Evola and Maistre

“Maistre? He’s that reactionary relic of the past, an old and irrelevant man arguing for the ‘good old days’, right?” Such seems to be the common intellectual estimation of this Counter-Revolutionary writer[footnoteRef:1], quickly dismissed as an antiquated spokesperson for the Roman Catholic Church, whose throne and altar political philosophy belongs to the Middle Ages rather than 18th century Europe. As Isaiah Berlin would say of Maistre in his Two Enemies of the Enlightenment: “The general notion is that he is somehow out of date, that he is the last defender of a completely outworn order, a man tragically concentrated upon a partly imaginary but certainly no longer restorable past.”[footnoteRef:2] This then, would constitute the ‘general notion’, but what then of the more ‘specific’ notions of Maistre?
 	Isaiah Berlin, Richard Lebrun and Carolina Armenteros are in part responsible for shaking up the prevailing intellectual view of Joseph de Maistre. Berlin for example would attempt to paint Maistre as a proto-fascist, stressing his views on power as a precursor to 20th century European fascism.[footnoteRef:3] Lebrun would provide many English translations to his oeuvre and illuminate the paradoxical nature of Maistre’s political philosophy: while being a Catholic intellectual attacking the Enlightenment, his ideas would often have more basis in contemporary enlightened thought than in Catholic scholasticism.[footnoteRef:4] Armenteros, finally, would bring forth the more subtle and thoughtful nature of Maistre in her book The French Idea of History: Joseph de Maistre and his Heirs, 1794-1854.[footnoteRef:5] These changing views of Joseph de Maistre show that he remains a stimulating read, and is perhaps more relevant to the present day than one might consider at first.
 	One eclectic author who sought to bring Maistre along for a ride in the twentieth century was the Italian philosopher, painter and esotericist, Giulio Cesare Andrea Evola, also known as Julius Evola.[footnoteRef:6] Drawing from various influences including Nietzsche, Otto Weininger, hermetic theosophy and religions such as Buddhism and Taoism, he would seemingly appropriate Joseph de Maistre into his idiosyncratic political philosophy.[footnoteRef:7] Born eleven years before Isaiah Berlin, both intellectuals would cover Joseph de Maistre in their lifetimes, albeit taking differing perspectives and with diverging intentions. It is with this divergence in mind that we enter the design of this thesis.
 	The title “The Fascist and the Fox” already hints at this design; it is a reference to Isaiah Berlin’s popular essay The Hedgehog and the Fox[footnoteRef:8], which claims there are two types of thinkers: hedgehogs, who attempt to boil down the world to a single defining idea and foxes, who believe the world cannot be viewed through the lens of a single idea, but rather draw on a plurality of interpretations. Berlin would have characterized himself as a fox, while Evola might have fit the mold of the hedgehog; however a second subject connects the otherwise disparate philosophers: the ideology of fascism. Where Evola rejected the label of fascist and preferred to see himself as a critic of Italian fascism ‘from the right’, Isaiah Berlin wrote extensively on the concept of the “Counter-Enlightenment” and its link to fascism. Where Berlin attempted to cast Joseph de Maistre as part of his rogue’s gallery of proto-fascists, Julius Evola agreed with Maistre on many of his fundamental assumptions of human nature, thereby inadvertently placing himself in the intellectual lineage of anti-rationalists proposed by Berlin. Berlin was a champion of liberalism, Evola was an apostle of the far-right. Neither writers ever wrote to each other or about the other; they held widely incompatible ideologies, personal backgrounds and methodological approach, yet they shared a fascination with fascism, a penchant for Maistre and public intellectual influence. It is this shared interest for Maistre, combined with a near diametrically opposed school of thought that provides the impetus for this contrast of Isaiah Berlin and Julius Evola in their analysis of the Count of Chambéry.
 	Before delving into the main inquiry of this thesis it would suit to first discuss the legitimization of this historical analysis; what are we intending to achieve here, and why? The primary aim of this thesis is to contrast Sir Isaiah Berlin and Julius Evola in their intellectual reception of Joseph de Maistre. This approach is considered legitimate for two reasons. Firstly, as one of the main voices of the 19th century counter-revolutionary movement, Joseph de Maistre provided a significant intellectual contribution to continental conservatism and inspired writers such as Juan Donoso Cortes and Charles Baudelaire[footnoteRef:9], marking him as a figure of intellectual historical importance. Secondly, we can discern a valuable thematic difference between Berlin and Evola. Isaiah Berlin and Julius Evola were arguably both prominent intellectuals in the 20th century, with Berlin being called “… one of the finest minds of our time”[footnoteRef:10], while Evola’s Synthesis of the Doctrine of Race has been credited with steering fascist Italy away from the biological reductionism present in the Nazi party of Germany.[footnoteRef:11] However, Isaiah Berlin was an actual social and political scientist and an intellectual historian, while Julius Evola was a political philosopher, spiritualist and mystic. 
 	The choice for Berlin as intellectual critic of Maistre seems obvious, especially because of his focus on the Counter-Enlightenment, but the choice for Evola less so. Evola was more of an eclectic and idiosyncratic intellectual who would appropriate ideas from a wide range of sources and refit or re-interpret them to suit his own distinctive theories, while Berlin was steeped in a more established academic tradition of intellectual historiography. This thesis maintains that contrasting these two points of view is exactly what will make this analysis rewarding and worthwhile; by comparing and contrasting the school of thought, analytical approach, historical context and personal context of Evola and Berlin we hope to engage in Gadamerian Wirkungsgeschichte; even within the space of a century we can see two histories of interpretation grow, compete and cement into widely different narratives that shed both common and divergent light on our subject Joseph-Marie, comte de Maistre.

1.2 Theoretical Framework

Before engaging in the field of intellectual history it is important to note that there have been varying definitions and approaches throughout its existence. Though it would be beyond the scope of this thesis to cover these varying points of view in their entirety, an overview could still be warranted in order to explain which ‘flavor’ of intellectual history this paper wishes to employ.
 	The field of intellectual history finds it origin at the beginning of the 20th century, with writers such as A. O. Lovejoy (The Great Chain of Being) arguing that ideas could be isolated in so called ‘unit-ideas’, and that it is the task of the intellectual historian to analyze these discrete units to place them in a historical context. [footnoteRef:12] In the 1960s the Cambridge school, including among others J.G.A. Pocock and Quentin Skinner, would build upon these foundations and argue that ideas are essential components of historical reality and ought to be dissected by contextualizing them. Anthony Grafton, an intellectual historian and scholar of early modern history, has claimed for example that the central premise of intellectual history is that “ideas do not develop in isolation from the people who create and use them… one must study ideas not as abstract propositions but in terms of the culture, lives, and historical contexts that produced them”[footnoteRef:13]. The Cambridge school era of intellectual history would however be followed by a ‘crisis-generation’ wherein the field’s validity and usefulness was questioned during a time known as the ‘socialization of history.’[footnoteRef:14]
 	After this period the discipline of intellectual history would enjoy a restoration to academic standing with new historians entering the field such as Allan Megill, Daniel Wickberg, Stefan Collini, and Warren Breckman. [footnoteRef:15] Wickberg claims that a sharp distinction must be maintained between what is ‘true’ intellectual history; the study of intellectual-cultural objects and social-intellectual history; the biographical-historical study of intellectuals.[footnoteRef:16] In Wickberg’s definition: “intellectual history is the history of thought and it’s manifestations.”[footnoteRef:17] In contrast, Allan Megill maintains that ‘ideas’ are still the central object of study in intellectual history and furthermore holds that the practical value of intellectual history is derived by examining the practical consequences of ideas throughout history.[footnoteRef:18] Stefan Collini has commented on the methodologies employed by intellectual historians, adding: “Like all historians, the intellectual historian is a consumer rather than producer of ‘methods’; similarly he can claim no type of evidence that is peculiarly and exclusively his. His distinctiveness lies in which aspect of the past he is trying to illuminate, not in having exclusive possession of either a corpus of evidence or a body of techniques.”[footnoteRef:19] Or in other words, the intellectual historian is not restricted to a single set of tools and methods in his analysis, but may employ research methods befitting the context of his study. Warren Breckman would second this motion, stating that there is no all-purpose methodology for pursuing intellectual history and that the historian should opportunistically employ such methods that most effectively fit the task at hand.[footnoteRef:20]
 	What we may glean from this cursory discussion of intellectual history is that there are competing definitions of the practice and that there is no singular “official” methodology of intellectual history. Megill holds that intellectual history ought to examine the practical effects of ideas throughout history, while Wickberg maintains that there is a separation between the study of the intellectuals (biographic-historical) and their ideas, or ‘intellectual-cultural objects’. For the intents and purposes of this thesis we will incline more towards a Wickbergian analysis, taking into account both the idea and the intellectual. Furthermore, we will take into account the perspective offered above by Anthony Grafton, namely that ideas cannot be separated from their historical context. While Megill’s recommendation to evaluate the implications of ideas for the real world could offer interesting findings, it would be beyond the scope of this thesis to track the consequences of Joseph de Maistre’s early 19th century ideology on the modern, 20th century Western World. Lastly, both Collini and Breckman seem to recommend an analytical approach tailored to the specific requirements of the research in question, since there is no all-purpose methodological approach to intellectual history. 
 	With the above in mind, this study wishes to compare and contrast Isaiah Berlin and Julius Evola in their analysis of Joseph de Maistre. Since there are many points of comparison that could be taken into account, we must restrict ourselves to points of comparison that would be relevant to intellectual history. We will therefore look at the following four points of comparison: ‘personal context’, ‘historical context’, ‘school of thought’ and ‘analytical approach’. In keeping with Wickberg’s assessment, the ‘personal context’ section will evaluate biographical and idiosyncratic characteristics of Isaiah Berlin and Julius Evola. The ‘historical context’ section will cover historical characteristics present during their lives relevant to their reception of Joseph de Maistre. In comparing ‘school of thought’, we will look at how their differing intellectual backgrounds may have affected their take on Maistre. Finally, when looking at their differences in ‘analytical approach’, we will cover the methodological tools employed in their personal take on intellectual history. At the end of this analysis we should gain 1) an increased appreciation of the effects of personal and historical context on intellectual historiography, 2) an explanation of how a specific school of thought can influence point of view and 3) an examination of how different methodological styles can lead to different conclusions. Having explained the nature of this comparison and how it related to established ‘traditions’ (or lack thereof) in intellectual historiography, we can now turn to an overview of the main literature and a demarcation of the scope of this thesis.
 	In this thesis we will be concerned, broadly speaking, with four subjects: Joseph de Maistre, Isaiah Berlin, Julius Evola and the field of intellectual history. Furthermore, for each individual, we will be looking on the one hand at what they have written, and on the other hand, what has been written about them. Finally, we will also consult general literature that links our four subjects together. To begin, Richard Lebrun has been one of the preeminent scholars of Joseph de Maistre, contributing countless articles as well as publishing the biography Joseph de Maistre: An Intellectual Militant[footnoteRef:21] and an overview of studies in Joseph de Maistre’s Life, Thought and Influence: Selected Studies[footnoteRef:22]. His works will be consulted for Maistre’s biography and philosophy. Adding an analysis of Maistre’s legacy, Carolina Armenteros’ The French Idea of History: Joseph de Maistre and his Heirs, 1794-1854[footnoteRef:23] , should aid in tracking his intellectual footprint as well as tracing his links to the 20th century. Finally, Owen Bradley’s A Modern Maistre: The Social and Political Thought of Joseph de Maistre[footnoteRef:24] may solidify this link to the modern age. As for Maistre’s works himself, we will consult his Considerations on France (1796), On the Pope (1819) as well as his anti-Rousseaunian tracts, On Popular Sovereignty (1794) and On the State of Nature (1795) in order to distill his philosophy.
 	Turning to Sir Isaiah Berlin, we will refer to his 1956 work The Age of Enlightenment: The Eighteenth-Century Philosophers[footnoteRef:25], Three Critics of the Enlightenment (2000)[footnoteRef:26], Two Enemies of the Enlightenment (Hamann and Maistre)[footnoteRef:27] and ‘Joseph de Maistre and the Origins of Fascism.’[footnoteRef:28] Since we are specifically interested in Berlin’s views on the Counter-Enlightenment we will not need to concern ourselves with his other ideas such as the “two concepts of liberty” or value pluralism. John Gray’s Isaiah Berlin[footnoteRef:29] (1996) shall be referenced for a general overview of Berlin’s ideology and school of thought, while Michael Ignatieff’s officially authorized biography will offer us the personal side of Isaiah Berlin’s life.[footnoteRef:30]
 	For Julius Evola, we will again make a conscious selection of works to evaluate, since his writings have ranged from metaphysics to antisemitism to Zen Buddhism.  Franco Ferraresi has argued that his core trilogy of works constitutes Revolt Against the Modern World, Men Among the Ruins and Ride the Tiger.[footnoteRef:31] Also, he would write a 1972 article devoted specifically to Maistre in ‘Masters of the Right: Joseph de Maistre’[footnoteRef:32]. For a third party discussion of Evola we will turn to Social and Political Thought of Julius Evola (2013)[footnoteRef:33], by Paul Furlong and Mario Aprile’s “Julius Evola: An Introduction to His Life and Work” (1984).[footnoteRef:34] Matthew Feldman’s Fascism: Post-war fascisms[footnoteRef:35] will aid with placing Evola within a historical context.
 	In summation, we have established a demarcation of the literature wherein we will concern ourselves with works written by Maistre, Berlin and Evola, works written about Maistre, Berlin and Evola and general works written about intellectual historiography. A temporal demarcation seemed ineffective, as both Berlin and Evola did not restrict their writing about Maistre to a distinctive work or time period. We have also established that we will leave works by Berlin and Evola that do not realistically pertain to Maistre out of the equation. 

1.3 Main Inquiry

Having discussed the relevance and legitimization of this study, the theoretical framework, the analytical approach and a demarcation of the main literature, we can conclude this introduction with the main inquiry and an explanation of the procedure this thesis will follow to answer this primary research question. As stated above, the aim of this thesis is to analyze the intellectual reception of Joseph de Maistre in a historical context by contrasting his reception by Isaiah Berlin and Julius Evola. Additionally, by doing so, we wish to gain an increased appreciation of the effects of personal and historical context on intellectual historiography, an examination of how different methodological styles can lead to different conclusions and an explanation of how a specific school of thought can influence point of view, which leads to the following research question:

Why are there analytical differences in Isaiah Berlin’s and Julius Evola’s intellectual reception of Joseph de Maistre and what can the discipline of intellectual history learn from these differences?

To answer this question we will begin in the next chapter, Chapter II “Maistre’s background,” which will cover a short biography of Joseph de Maistre’s life, his main written works and a sketch of his intellectual legacy. In Chapter III, “Joseph de Maistre’s philosophy,” we will dissect Maistre’s main tracts of intellectual thought so they can later be referenced in the following chapters on interpretation. Chapter IV, “Isaiah Berlin’s reading of Joseph de Maistre,” will firstly include an introduction to Berlin’s life, then cover his concept of the “Counter-Enlightenment” and finally dive into his analysis of Joseph de Maistre as a proto-fascist. In Chapter V, “Julius Evola’s reading of Joseph de Maistre,” we will turn to Evola, beginning with an introduction to the Italian esotericism and concluding with his eclectic appropriation of Maistre’s ideology. Chapter VI, “Contrasting Berlin and Evola,” shall compare the two intellectuals and their analyses’ based on the points of comparison introduced above; ‘personal context’, ‘historical context’, ‘school of thought’ and ‘analytical approach’. Chapter VII, “Conclusion,” will bring this line of questioning full circle and return with an answer of the main inquiry, specifically as it pertains to broader consequences for the discipline of intellectual history.
 	By the end of this thesis it is hoped to have shed new light on Berlin and on Evola, to successfully employ a Wickbergian analysis, to take a stab at Gadamerian Wirkungsgeschichte and finally, to supply an enjoyable read. With the above in mind we can now turn to the origin story of one of the most renowned Counter-Revolutionaries of the 18th century, Count Joseph de Maistre. 
 	
II – Joseph de Maistre’s background

2.1 A short biography of de Maistre’s life

The invasion of Savoy by the French revolutionary army in September 1792 was a turning point in Count Joseph de Maistre’s life.[footnoteRef:36] One might even say there are two Maistre’s as a consequence: on the one hand, the bookish magistrate of lower nobility, open minded and supportive of change, on the other, the pessimistic and ultramontane counter-revolutionary demagogue. To discover the origins of this dynamic personality it could prove useful to examine his life up until, and after, 1792.
 	Maistre was born in Chambéry, Savoy in 1753. Though culturally and linguistically French, Savoy was at the time a part of the Italian Kingdom of Sardinia and Piedmont. While his grandfather had been but a merchant in Nice, his father had been raised into the ranks of nobility. Despite his fervent defense of the Ancien Regime, Maistre and his family had only been a recent addition to the Savoyard aristocracy. His father, a member of the Senate of Savoy and a lawyer of high standing, wished for Joseph to follow in his footsteps. As a consequence, he was inducted into the legal profession from a young age, being spurned on to read in Maistre’s own words, “serious and thorny studies.” He completed his legal training in Turin, Piedmont-Sardinia’s capital at the time, and proceeded to become a magistrate in 1772.[footnoteRef:37]
 	While his duties as a magistrate were serious, he was still left with plenty of time to indulge in other pursuits: studying the works of the Enlightenment, belonging to Freemasonry lodges and maintaining Jesuit ties through the Pénitents Noirs. As a Freemason, Joseph de Maistre did not consider his involvement incompatible with Roman Catholic Christianity. For example, in the eighteenth century it was not unheard of that priests, bishops and Catholic noblemen would entertain Freemasonic membership. Maistre himself was in contact with the Lyonnaise Scottish Rite Masons, who introduced him to Illuminism and Martinism (a tract of Freemasonry developed by Louis-Claude de Saint-Martin). While maintaining a Christian base, these doctrines were esoteric, mystical and steeped in Platonism and hermetic philosophy. Maistre’s attraction to such ideas is worth noting as they may have fostered his opposition to irreligion and rationalism. The extent to which he allowed these doctrines to influence his thought can prove hard to measure, but come 1790, Maistre would give up his Masonic membership after sixteen years of involvement.[footnoteRef:38]
 	As a scholar of the Enlightenment, Maistre seems initially more revolutionary than reactionary (which would be his later characterization), as he read more deeply into the writers of his time than into Catholic forebears such as Thomas of Aquinas or St. Augustine. He was acquainted with the works of Locke, Leibniz and Hume as well as Montesquieu, Rousseau and Voltaire, to name a few. While he would eventually become a vocal opponent of the philosophes and their ideas, many historians have noted elements of the Enlightenment in his own writings.[footnoteRef:39] While his Masonic and Enlightenment influences betray a curious and open minded inclination, Maistre maintained sturdy roots in Catholicism. For example, he was schooled as a child by Jesuits, and as a member of the Jesuit confraternal organization, the Pénitents Noirs, he partook in acts of charity and good will. Although he read more of the modern’s and the classics, he was in upbringing and in honest belief, a Catholic.
 	For almost twenty years, from 1772-1792, Maistre would pursue his career as magistrate from his home town of Chambéry, while continuing to study the classics, learn new languages and read the latest of the philosophes. On the eve of the French Revolution he would even step into his father’s shoes, becoming a Senator in the parliament of Savoy. When the French revolutionary army invaded Savoy and forced Maistre to flee Chambéry, Joseph was a 40 year old man. The invasion of Savoy disrupted Maistre’s life. He fled first to northern Italy and then to Switzerland, where he stayed for about five years, until 1797. Two years later, in 1799, he would be posted as Regent (head of the court system) on the island of Sardinia (1800-1803). Following his service as Regent, King Victor Emmanuel I sent Maistre to St. Petersburg, to serve as the ambassador for Piedmont-Sardinia at the Russian court. He would spend the greater part of his 50’s at the Russian court, until being recalled in 1817 for his final official duty, vice-chancellor and head of the magistrature for the Kingdom, until his death in 1821.[footnoteRef:40]
 	Before the revolution, Maistre had a secure and established legal career, private property and one of the most expansive private libraries in the duchy of Savoy. After the revolution, his property had been confiscated, he was separated from his family and was forced to spend a third of his life in exile. Having personally lost so much to the consequences of the Revolution, one might suspect this gave him the motivation to begin his new career as a counterrevolutionary propagandist and defender of the traditional social order. One might be curious why Maistre had to flee the French Revolutionary army. What could he have done to possibly provoke their ire? So far, we have only considered Maistre in his official and professional life. To understand why he had to go into exile it is time to turn from Maistre the magistrate, to Maistre the writer.

2.2 The writer and his works

In considering Maistre as a French counterrevolutionary writer there are foremost two things to consider: Maistre was never ‘French’ and he was never a professional writer. Admittedly, he was French in the sense of language and culture, but he was never (willingly) a citizen of the Kingdom of France. Rather, he was for all his life a subject of the House of Savoy. With regards to writing, he never set out to earn a living through writing, since he was already sufficiently compensated for his duties as a magistrate and, later in life, a diplomat. While he was not dependent on writing for his livelihood, he was still an impassioned and zealous writer, dedicating much of his free time to writing pamphlets, makings digs at Rousseau and building his own brand of throne-and-altar continental conservatism. Once again, we can distinguish a pre-1792 and a post-1792 Maistre.[footnoteRef:41]
 	Before the invasion of Savoy and the confiscation of his property, Maistre published two works: a eulogy for King Victor Amadeus III of Sardinia (1775), and his thesis (1772). In short, his writing was sparse and mainly directed towards his legal duties. Post-1792, however, he would begin building his written legacy in earnest. In his published works following the French Revolution, one can arguably distinguish two phases. In the first phase, we see Maistre turning his pen towards political writing and pamphleteering. His emphasis during this period is on critiquing contemporary philosophers, political writing and commentary on the Revolution. In the second phase, a gradual shift has taken place in his writing, and he moves his emphasis from politics to fundamental theological and philosophical issues. We can proceed to examine these two phases in the following paragraphs.

First phase: Maistre as a political demagogue (1792-1797)

Maistre began writing pamphlets shortly after the French Revolution turned, in his eyes, sour. His early pamphlets were largely unknown, even in the duchy of Savoy. His first publication to be noticed was published in the summer of 1793, called Letters of a Savoyard Royalist to his Compatriots. With the Letters he intended to, one the one hand, strengthen loyalty to the Kingdom of Sardinia among the French-occupied population of Savoy and on the other hand, persuade the intelligentsia of Turin to promote reasonable reforms as a counter-balance to the radical change found in Revolutionary France. Joseph de Maistre failed in both intentions, as Savoy was not freed from French occupation and his proposed reforms were deemed anti-royalist so that sale of the Letters was forbidden in Turin.[footnoteRef:42] Next he turned his attention to a systematic critique of Rousseau, with On Popular Sovereignty (1794) and On the State of Nature (1795). Both works were anti-Rousseaunian in nature, the one attacking the theory of popular sovereignty, the other a sustained critique of the ideological foundations of the Revolution. With these works he aimed to sabotage the revolutionary government’s claim to legitimacy. While they were both unpublished, the ideas would be incorporated in his future publications. The culmination of Maistre’s first phase would appear in April of 1797, the Considerations on France. In the Considerations, Maistre offers a Catholic interpretation of the French Revolution, using the concept of providence to explain the course of the Revolution. After its publication, Maistre earned his reputation as an apologist of throne-and-altar.[footnoteRef:43]

Second phase: Maistre as philosopher and theologian (1807-1821)

After the release of the Considerations on France, it would be a decade before Maistre would publish his next work. Come 1807, he was stationed in St. Petersburg as a diplomat for the Kingdom of Sardinia and he had shifted from political commentary to more fundamental questions. It would be during this second phase that Maistre would create his major works.  
 	His Essay on the Generative Principle of Political Constitutions was written in 1807 and published in 1809. Generalizing the theological, philosophical and political principles that underlay the Considerations, he began to voice his fundamental belief that constitutions are born out of a divinely directed course of trial-and-error, rather than being a product of human reason. In doing so, he echoes Burke’s Reflection on the Revolution in France, in the view that institutions are the product of long-term experiences over the centuries. Following the Essay, Maistre’s next contribution was the celebrated On the Pope (1819), which demonstrated his ultramontanism. In On the Pope, Maistre argues that the prerequisite for political stability in Europe is an unquestionable papal authority. It exposes his authoritarian conception of politics and explores the necessarily irrational source of legitimacy.
 	Maistre would continue this discourse in On the Gallican Church (1821), where he denounced the Roman Catholic Church in France for rejecting the absolute authority of the Pope. The year 1821 also saw the fulmination of his The Saint Petersburg Dialogues, a theodicy written in a form similar to Plato’s dialogues. In the Dialogues he attempts to explain how a just God could permit the existence of evil. With Letters on the Spanish Inquisition (1822), finally, his ultramontane writings concluded with a defense of the Spanish Inquisition.[footnoteRef:44] Maistre’s last major work, published posthumously in 1836, was the Examination of the Philosophy of Bacon. In the Examination, he identifies Francis Bacon as the originator of enlightened thought. He asserts that the ideas of Bacon are responsible for the destructive offshoots of the Enlightenment, such as atheism, scientism and an overreliance on rationality. 

2.3 The intellectual legacy of Maistre

Deceased in 1821, Maistre’s influence in the early decades of the 19th century was undeniable. In histories of 19th century conservatism, Maistre is oft considered the continental counterpart to Edmund Burke and his works were translated in English and appeared in print throughout the century.[footnoteRef:45] He influenced the Austrian statesman Clemens von Metternich (1773-1849), the Spanish writer Juan Donoso Cortes (1809-1853) and had a devout follower in Louis de Bonald (1754-1840). Henri de Saint-Simon (1760 – 1825) was a contemporary sociologist who touched on the same issues as Maistre, as was Auguste Comte (1798 – 1857). The French poet Charles Baudelaire, finally, named Maistre his Maître à penser, the one he credited above all others for teaching him how to think.[footnoteRef:46]
 	For most of the 19th century Maistre would be accepted and advertised as a reliable Roman Catholic answer to the ideology of the Enlightenment. While the French Catholics mostly supported him, the liberals of France were more critical. Having attacked so many of the philosophes, Maistre had made himself unpopular among the intelligentsia of Paris, and was painted as a reactionary relic of the past. The contradicting views on Maistre are showcased aptly in this piece, published in 1852: “By one party he has been reviled as the apologist of the headsman, the advocate of the Inquisition, the adversary of free inquiry, the virulent detractor of Bacon, the friend of the Jesuits, and the unscrupulous perverter of historic truth for his own controversial purposes; by the other, he is extolled as an austere moralist reacting against the sentimentality and philosophism (to use his own word) of the age, a steadfast believer, and an unshrinking upholder of all he believed, a loyal and devoted subject to a despoiled sovereign, an elegant scholar, a powerful logician, a disinterested statesman, and the unflinching advocate of a persecuted order, which reckoned among its members the friends and instructors of his youth.”[footnoteRef:47] His continued relevance well after his death showcases that Maistre left a lasting legacy, although in the eyes of many, a negative one.

III – Joseph de Maistre’s philosophy

3.1 Introduction to Maistre’s thought

With the background of Maistre left discussed in the previous section, next we can turn to Maistre’s core ideology. We have seen that Maistre’s writing can be channeled into two phases. We have also seen that Maistre was only really spurned on to write after the French invasion of Savoy and his native town of Chambéry in 1792. What has not yet been discussed is the body of his actual thought. This section aims to accurately reflect the main points of Maistre’s beliefs, by focusing on recurring themes found in his work from 1793-1821.
 	The analysis of Maistre’s ideology will be split into three tracts. The first tract will be Catholicism. Raised a Roman Catholic and later a fervent defender of the papacy, Maistre has been typified as a bulldog of the church.[footnoteRef:48] What is important in reviewing this tract is that two Catholic concepts play the most important role in his thinking. Firstly, there is the concept of ‘original sin’, which was so pervasive in Maistre’s assumptions that even Baudelaire would reflect that it was exactly this fundamental premise that ‘taught him how to think.’ Secondly, there is the concept of providence, which was used by contemporary Enlightenment authors as well as Burke. Maistre’s definition of providence is, however, distinguishable from these others in important regards. Following a dissection of his religious thought, the second tract will treat Maistre’s second favorite topic: the nature of political power. First we will turn to a discussion of natural law, and the role it played in Maistre’s views on power. Next we will turn to Maistre’s conception of the divine origins of political authority. Finally we will turn our attention to a more practical application of this thinking: ultramontanism. The last tract shall be called: ‘Counter-Enlightenment’, and will pay attention especially to Maistre’s support of ‘anti-rationality’. While rationality was a key tenet for the philosophes of the time, Maistre argues in favor of the opposite. This ideology of anti-rationality ties his religious views and his views of power together into one coherent argument found both in his earlier and later work.[footnoteRef:49]



Tract I: Catholicism – ‘Original Sin & Providence’

There is one central assumption that sets Maistre firmly apart from most of his contemporary Enlightenment thinkers; from this one premise flow the majority of Maistre’s written beliefs: original sin.[footnoteRef:50] In believing that there is a God, and that this God did create the Garden of Eden, and that in this Garden of Eden, Eve was tempted by the serpent, and ate of the forbidden fruit, and in doing so severed the connection man had with God, there follows the concept of original sin. We are fallen creatures, tempted by the knowledge of good and evil, tempted by Lucifer’s promise, rebellious and lost from our true connection to God. If this is true, and man is born in sin, wherein sin represents a ‘disconnect’ from God, who is in his nature so holy, so perfect and so everlasting that even one transgression of his law is unforgivable, then Jesus Christ is necessary as the only chance for salvation. If these beliefs are true, then man is in his current state a ‘fallen creature’ in need of salvation. It is roughly this collection of assumption that Joseph de Maistre bought into, either consciously or subconsciously.[footnoteRef:51]
 	In his work, we can see this body of belief in his pessimistic account of the ‘weakness of human powers’.[footnoteRef:52] For Maistre, human vanity and our sinful ambition to replace our creator and become God ourselves is superior to our reason. Even further, reason is used in service of these sinful drives, rather than using reason to supress and surpass them. Remarkably, Maistre seems almost Protestant in these religious views.[footnoteRef:53] Despite being a vigorous critic of the reformers, he seems to share their belief in the sense of the sovereignty and majesty of God and the priority of original sin and its consequences for man’s nature. For Maistre, mankind is radically corrupted, and Catholicism is the sole foundation of civilization and order we can rely on. 
 	In the way Maistre stresses the importance of original sin, he is diametrically opposed to the ideology of the Enlightenment.[footnoteRef:54] Maistre rejects the view of human beings being naturally sociable. He rejects the Enlightenment conception of a spontaneously harmonious natural world, governed by the natural laws of God, which are discoverable through reason. If left to their own devices, man would plunge into a Hobbesian war of all against all. For Maistre’s political authoritarianism, these deeply pessimistic assumptions of the nature of man are key. In his words: “man is insatiable for power; he is infinite in his desires, and, always discontented with what he has, he loves what he has not.” The traditional belief in original sin had been rejected by Maistre’s peers, who were in favor of a benevolent concept of the world, wherein man is good, nature is good and they exist in fundamental harmony with each other.[footnoteRef:55] But Maistre countered in the St. Petersburg Dialogues, saying of original sin: “it is that which explains everything and without which nothing can be explained.”[footnoteRef:56] While original sin is featured at the least tacitly in all his writing, the concept of providence is featured prominently in Maistre’s Considerations on France.  	
 	In his definition of providence, Maistre comes closer to Burke than to the Enlightenment definition. His providence can be seen as a form of divinely guided determinism. A countries’ institutions, laws and traditions are the product of a divinely guided process over centuries, and are there for good reason. The attribution of the ‘divine’ to this process will prove important later on for explaining his views on power, but first we can contrast his view of providence with the Enlightened ‘experiments’ he saw going on at the time.
 	For Maistre, it was ridiculous that the French assemblies were attempting to fabricate a constitution a priori. He would quote Horace in explaining his position; “Crescit occult velut arbor cevo” ([Institutions] grow imperceptibly throughout the centuries, like a tree).[footnoteRef:57] He asks the modern political philosophers to turn their eye to human history, and look at ‘experimental politics’, and how they turned out in the end. In Maistre’s ideology, “nothing great has great beginnings” and institutions that endure the test of time have been the product of slow development, in the hands of God’s right hand governor: time. There is wisdom in allowing things to grow, and attempting to construct a country’s laws and customs through a calculated top-down form is doomed to fail. Men should be denied the power to create political constitutions, as providence, or God’s invisible guiding hand, is much more effective.
 	As an example, Maistre turns to the English constitution. “It is the most complex unity and the most propitious equilibrium of political powers that the world has ever seen,”[footnoteRef:58] he would say, adding that this constitution was never constructed a priori. Rather, it was the work of infinite circumstances, the test of time, and the men who contributed to it, must necessarily have been guided in their course by an infallible power.[footnoteRef:59] 

Tract II: Power – ‘Natural Law, Sovereignty & Ultramontanism’

While Joseph de Maistre ascribed to providence the influence of a divine guiding hand, he seems to pay less attention to the divine origin of natural law, as one would expect from a traditional Catholic. Richard Lebrun, one of the foremost researchers of  Maistre has noted “[one of] the most significant characteristics of Maistre’s political thought in comparison with traditional Catholic thought is the absence of a rational, clear, traditional concept of natural law.”[footnoteRef:60] This is remarkable, as in Catholic political philosophy the concept of divine right is usually understood in the context of natural law, which is seen as a set of eternal or divine laws that bind everything in God’s universe. Thomas of Aquinas for example explained natural law in terms of a “rational creature’s participation in eternal law.”[footnoteRef:61] The important addition here is that, within the traditional Catholic teaching, there is a place for human will within the confines of God’s natural law. By following natural law, rational men can participate and become a part of divine Providence.[footnoteRef:62] Maistre however, seems to deny that humans have any noticeable contribution herein.
 	To further contrast Maistre’s opinions from the Church with regards to natural law, it is required to further define the exact definitions of natural law used within Roman Catholic political philosophy. This can be illustrated by studying the question of how legitimate political authority can be established in the world. Heinrich Rommen offered three possible explanations. The first explanation is that through a special act of God, legitimate authority can be bestowed on a person. This is the ‘divine right’ explanation. Because it seems to conflict with the traditional doctrine of natural law, Rommen finds that this explanation had little influence in Catholic political philosophy. The second explanation is rather more sociological, and holds that historical developments, in combination with man’s social nature, can produce circumstances which demand political authority. A person, considered most fitting to the task, will then be granted sovereignty by the community. This process is seen to fit within providence, wherein the natural order of things would produce a naturally necessary sovereign, albeit without an act of divine intervention. This is called the ‘designation theory’. The third explanation, the ‘social contract’ or ‘translation’ theory, posits that authority rests, in accordance with natural law, with citizens within a self-organizing political organization. Concentration of power and authority, then, is dependent on the acceptance of the citizens forming the political body, and political constitutions exist by the influence of human law.[footnoteRef:63]
 	Maistre however, simply does not reference these Catholic views on natural law and their importance for the justification of political authority. He does not share the assumption that each human being has this knowledge of natural law within their heart, which provides the basis for civil law and a moral foundation. His belief in original sin, in this regard, seems to trump a more optimistic view of man’s potential.[footnoteRef:64] Another example of the lesser importance he placed on natural law is found in his two critiques of Rousseau, On Popular Sovereignty (1794) and On the State of Nature (1795). He has no qualms criticizing Rousseau for his belief in an inherent goodness of mankind or his implication that equality can supersede hierarchies. But he does not attack Rousseau for departing from natural law, which would have been a more obvious choice for one with a supposed Catholic background.
 	While he seems to ignore, rather than explicitly refute the Catholic views on natural law, Maistre is more aggressive towards the Enlightenment definitions of natural law. A necessary addition is that the Enlightenment concept of providence and natural law seem to have a bit of overlap. In essence, the Enlightenment definition of providence is a ‘product’ of the rules that are set in place which are called ‘natural law’. The Enlightenment assumption is that nature is harmonious and unified, that natural law is the observed harmonious behavior of material objects and that by operating in accordance with the laws of nature a harmonious natural order would come to fruition. Enlightened Providence, in this explanation, is the ‘invisible hand’ of the laws of nature guiding man into the right direction.[footnoteRef:65] Maistre rejects this proposition, and rather sees nature as violent, chaotic, untamable and unpredictable.[footnoteRef:66] The core of his difference with the Enlightenment is firstly that he holds to the view that man is fallen and so rejects the proposition that man is inherently good, and secondly that nature is neither harmonious nor unified. The core of his difference with the Catholics is that he does not allow for a role of human agency within the process of providence, but ascribes all providential development to the work of God alone.[footnoteRef:67]
 	Having explained Maistre’s position on natural law, we can explore his views on the nature of sovereignty. In this topic he makes use of modern authors such as Hobbes and Rousseau and concurs that sovereignty is something that is more than just de facto power. Sovereignty for Maistre is a right, and a right which is natural and inalienable, above and separate from its subjects. Once again he differs from Catholic political philosophy, which holds that “the traditional definition of the temporal power says that it is supreme in suo ordine.”[footnoteRef:68] This means that temporal power is sovereign only in its own order or category, as opposed to universally sovereign. Ironically however, Maistre insists on a divine origin of political authority, which contradicts the more modern tracts of Catholic political philosophy, both the ‘designation theory’ and the ‘translation theory’. Human government is of divine origin, because it is inherently necessary because of human nature. This does not mean that humans produce government; instead it means that humanity’s nature necessitates hierarchical sovereignty, because hierarchy and power are inherent aspects of human nature. In other words, there will always be power and therefore struggles for power and there will always be a hierarchy and therefore struggles to climb the social hierarchy. Any political philosophy that does not take into account these fundamental laws is naïve and doomed to failure, according to Maistre.[footnoteRef:69]
 	So how does this argument translate into a justification for divine right monarchy? For Maistre, it seems that power is an end in and of itself. In his own words: “It is often asked if the King is made for the people, or the latter for the first? This question supposes, it seems to me, very little reflection. The two propositions are false, taken separately, and true, taken together. The people are made for the sovereign, the sovereign is made for the people, and both are made that there may be sovereignty.”[footnoteRef:70] What Maistre seems to be saying is that, once again, power and hierarchy are inseparable aspects of human nature. One cannot imagine human life without their being a sovereign or without power and status differentials. In essence, equality is an impossible illusion.
 	Maistre furthers his argument by stressing the absolute nature of sovereignty. He insists that “every kind of sovereignty is absolute by its nature”[footnoteRef:71]. According to Maistre, power cannot be shared, and in analyzing any form of government, sovereignty is inevitably traceable to one person, whose sovereignty by necessity must be inviolable and absolute.[footnoteRef:72] Power, in Maistre’s analysis, must necessarily be concentrated within one person alone, for to share sovereignty means to have no sovereignty at all. One might characterize Maistre’s views on power to be bleak, pessimistic and Machiavellian in this regard. The implication of his worldview seems to be one of scarcity, where one is either above or below the other and where interactions are necessarily zero-sum with only one possible winner at the expense of all others. While this characterization might be drawn, it does not seem this is Maistre’s intention in favoring divine right monarchy. Rather, Maistre believes that in the absence of such sovereignty, a Hobbesian war of all-against-all is inevitable, since man’s fallen nature, greed and ambition necessitate that the absence of a sovereign will lead to all men desiring to fill this vacancy. The only alternative to absolute sovereignty is chaos.
 	The practical expression of his views on sovereignty is found in Maistre’s ultramontanism. In On the Pope, he argues that the position of absolute sovereign should be filled by the Pope, who ought to be both the spiritual and temporal leader of the Catholic world. This was in opposition of France’s Gallicanism, which held that there was a place for the spiritual authority of the Pope, but that there was also a place for the temporal power of the King. Maistre did tacitly support Gallicanism because it was still a better alternative to the radical ideas proposed by the French Revolution, but ultimately preferred an ultramontane solution to the question of universal sovereignty. 

Tract III: Counter-Enlightenment – ‘Anti-Rationality’

In a broad sense Maistre has already shown himself to be a Counter-Enlightenment thinker. He falls in this category with regard to his position on original sin, on providence, on natural law, on the nature of sovereignty and in his position on ultramontanism. What remains is one final opposition; Maistre’s ‘anti-rationality’.
 	For Maistre, it is impossible to base power on rational grounds. It is impossible to build a constitution based on rational arguments. The problem with rationality is that it is, by nature, analytic. Reason can only divide, destroy and deconstruct.[footnoteRef:73] It is not holistic, but entropic. Once one opens the door for a rational critique of legitimate authority, such legitimacy can only be eroded further and further. For example, if one defence of monarchy is offered, this will be questioned. Once this question is answered with another argument, another question will be posed. One can always find exceptions to a rule and continuously question a claim until it is entirely deconstructed and deflated. Maistre admits that legitimate authority, when allowing rational criticism, can arguably be disproven. But Maistre does not share the view of his contemporary enlightened thinkers that human reason is the highest form of thinking and must therefore be used as a guiding force for political philosophy.[footnoteRef:74] Maistre wishes to make us attentive to the flaws of rationality, to its limits and finds that it is not a useful tool within political philosophy, since it can only take apart and never build. Sovereignty should therefore not be based on rational arguments, but based on irrational and unquestionable belief. Arguments for legitimacy should be religious, mystic and prejudicial. Hence another argument for an ultramontane sovereign.
 	In summation, Maistre’s body of belief, when all concepts are tied together, seems to be as follows: original sin is pervasive in human nature and therefore the belief that man is inherently good is flawed. As a consequence human rationality must also be subject to flaws, and cannot be relied upon for questions of political philosophy. The state of nature is chaotic and violent and so is man’s nature: violent, selfish and ambitious. The solution to all out chaos is absolute power within one sovereign, which will lead to order and stability. Because the only alternative to absolute sovereignty is total chaos, such as found during the French Revolution, absolute sovereignty is of the highest priority. Since human rationality is flawed, the legitimacy of this sovereign must be based on irrational grounds. The optimal expression of these premises is divine right monarchy, as divine right cannot be touched by rational deconstruction and will lead to a stable society.[footnoteRef:75]

IV – Isaiah Berlin’s reading of Joseph de Maistre

4.1 Introduction to Isaiah Berlin

While the aforementioned ideology of Joseph de Maistre has been characterised as “fiercely absolutist, furiously theocratic, intransigently legitimist and apostolic for a monstrous trinity composed of pope, king and hangman,”[footnoteRef:76] Maistre was taken for particular interest by our first commentator, Isaiah Berlin: social and political theorist, philosopher and historian of ideas. In this chapter, we will again provide an apt introduction of character, proceed to discuss Isaiah Berlin’s conception of the “Counter-Enlightenment” and conclude with his analysis of Joseph de Maistre. In doing so we will cover some of his most important works and ideas, the historical context wherein he operated, but first and foremost a description of the course of his life.
 	Isaiah Berlin (later knighted in 1957 as ‘Sir’ Isaiah Berlin) was born in 1909 in the city of Riga in present-day Latvia to a modestly wealthy Jewish family. He would spend his childhood in Riga and later St. Petersburg, his family being present during the February and October Revolutions of 1917. Feeling oppressed by the new Bolshevik party, the Berlin family would move to Britain in 1921, when Isaiah was eleven.[footnoteRef:77] He would follow a British education at St Paul’s School in London, then study the Classics in Oxford, followed by a second degree in “PPE” (Philosophy, Politics and Economics).[footnoteRef:78] At college he would befriend many contemporary Jewish intellectuals such as A. J. Ayer, Stephen Spender and Richard Wollheim. Commenting on a 1940 philosophical paper written by Berlin (he was 31 at the time), the Jewish philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein would praise Isaiah Berlin for his intellectual honesty and academic integrity. From 1957 to 1967 he would be a Professor of Social and Political Theory at Oxford, and from 1974 to 1978 President of the British Academy. In 1979 he received the Jewish Jerusalem Prize for his literary contributions to the theme of individual freedom. Isaiah Berlin would spend the majority of his life in Oxford, marrying Aline de Gunzbourg of a Jewish banking and petroleum family in 1956 and passing away in 1997, at 88 years of age. Though belonging to a Jewish heritage, Isaiah Berlin was likely a Jewish atheist, writing near the end of his life: “As for the meaning of life, I do not believe that it has any. I do not at all ask what it is, but I suspect that it has none and this is a source of great comfort to me. We make of it what we can and that is all there is about it. Those who seek for some cosmic all-embracing libretto or God are, believe me, pathetically mistaken.”[footnoteRef:79] He did not have any children.
 	Having sketched the course of Berlin’s life we can now turn to his career; for our comparison down the line it is important to accurately describe to what school of thought Berlin belonged, and what types of analytical methods he employed in his work, specifically with regards to Joseph de Maistre. In terms of capabilities he has been categorized as a social and political theorist, a philosopher and a historian of ideas (which can be seen as a sub-category of intellectual history). He contributed during the era of 20th-century philosophy, in the region of “Western philosophy”, within the schools of thought of analytical philosophy and liberalism. His main interests have been described as political philosophy, the philosophy of history, the history of ideas, modern history and liberalism, among others, while his notable original ideas were “value pluralism”, the “Two Concepts of Liberty” and the “Counter-Enlightenment” (which will be discussed later on in this chapter).[footnoteRef:80] In short his essay Two Concepts of Liberty (1958) re-introduced methods of analytical philosophy to the study of political philosophy[footnoteRef:81]; arguing for a difference between ‘negative freedom’ (absence of interference) and ‘positive freedom’ (presence of possibility), while “value pluralism” offers an alternative to moral relativism and moral absolutism by stating that values can be at the same time equally valid and fundamental, yet in conflict with each other.[footnoteRef:82]
 	As a historian of ideas, he followed in the footsteps of the “founder” of the systematic study of intellectual history; A. O. Lovejoy (mentioned in the introduction above), and was influenced by his approach and the use of “unit-ideas”[footnoteRef:83]. Furthermore, Berlin developed a particular interest in intellectuals who offered dissenting and minority views during their time, yet would go on to hold important positions in modern thought, such as Machiavelli and Montesquieu.[footnoteRef:84] We might come to understand why Berlin was partial to Maistre by considering this tendency, or as Roger Hausheer would write in the introduction to Against the Current (1979): “At every step forward in our collective development, Berlin seems to say, we must pause to listen to the voices crying out in tortured dissent, or just raised to utter criticism, whether cautiously reasoned or wildly inchoate: we ignore them at our peril, for they may tell us something vital about ourselves.”[footnoteRef:85]
 	To conclude this sketch we have found the following traits that are relevant for considering his personal and historical context as well as his analytical approach and school of thought; he came from a Jewish heritage and belonged to the academic tradition of analytical philosophy.[footnoteRef:86] He was an intellectual historian in the tradition of Lovejoy, and employed analytical methods towards the field of political philosophy (as evidenced by his approach to the “Two Concepts of Liberty”). He was an atheist, likely materialist, a supporter of liberalism and a vocal critic of communism.[footnoteRef:87] He left no issue, but was a celebrated public intellectual and widely acclaimed philosopher.[footnoteRef:88] Finally, he had an idiosyncratic interest in niche and contrarian intellectuals, which leads us to the next section of this chapter; Berlin and his “Counter-Enlightenment”.

4.2 Berlin and his Counter-Enlightenment

Isaiah Berlin introduced his concept of the ‘counter-enlightenment’ to intellectual history in 1973 with his widely read essay “The Counter-Enlightenment”, later reprinted in Against the Current in 1979.[footnoteRef:89] Though the term had been coined a few times by different 20th and 19th century commentators, it was Berlin who would popularize and become most usually associated with the concept. In Berlin’s intellectual historiography the Counter-Enlightenment denotes a movement, consisting of multiple strains of thinking arising between 1780 and 1850 in opposition to the 18th-century Enlightenment, specifically finding it’s impetus in German reactionary philosophers and in particular, J. G. Hamann.[footnoteRef:90] This opposition had many forms, but as an analytical philosopher he identifies a few major themes of contention such as: “relativism versus universalism”, “rationality versus anti-rationality”, “empiricism versus intuition” and for Maistre and his kin specifically “man is fundamentally good versus original sin”.[footnoteRef:91] (Enlightenment ideas on the left; contrarian concepts on the right). To rephrase in other terms: Berlin’s Counter-Enlightenment identifies a body of fundamental premises that differ from fundamental assumptions of the Enlightenment.
 	While the Counter-Enlightenment may be primarily associated with Berlin, it would be remiss to skim its other proponents and critics. In Enemies of the Enlightenment (2001), Darrin McMahon attempts to expand on Berlin’s scope of the Counter-Enlightenment, arguing that its roots lie earlier in the 18th century and proving that there was an already established published pushback to the philosophes in England pre-French Revolution.[footnoteRef:92] Arthur Melzer would pinpoint the origins of the Counter-Enlightenment to Jean-Jacques Rousseau in a 1996 article,[footnoteRef:93] which would later prompt Graeme Garrard to follow this argumentation in Rousseau’s Counter-Enlightenment (2003).[footnoteRef:94] A criticism of the Counter-Enlightenment would follow in Garrard’s Counter-Enlightenments: From the Eighteenth Century to the Present (2006), where Garrard identifies many separate and unaffiliated Counter-Enlightenment movements, thereby discounting Berlin’s formulation of a solidified and unified intellectual reaction.[footnoteRef:95] Another, more fundamental criticism was offered by James Schmidt who argues that the ‘Enlightenment’ was a retroactively constructed period (the term apparently first appearing for such use in an 1894 dictionary) and that there therefore could be no real “Counter-Enlightenment” to oppose it.[footnoteRef:96] While we may enter a definitional debate if there ever was such a thing as a “Counter-Enlightenment” or if so and so rather than so and so can be crowned as the true instigator of the movement, Berlin still seems content to denote that there was a pattern of thought among a selection of European reactionary intellectuals that displayed fundamental commonalities. Berlin seems to have had a penchant for selecting dissenting, niche thinkers of their time, and his conception of the Counter-Enlightenment can be interpreted as an attempt to bring them all together.[footnoteRef:97]
 	First among these thinkers was for Berlin the German 18th-century philosopher Johann Georg Hamann. He would say of Hamann: “[he was] the most passionate, consistent, extreme and implacable enemy of the Enlightenment”,[footnoteRef:98] and devoted one third of his Three Critics of the Enlightenment: Vico, Hamann, Herder (2000) to the Königsberg born contrarian. “If Vico wished to shake the pillars on which the Enlightenment of his times rested, [Hamann] wished to smash them,”[footnoteRef:99] is but a sample of Berlin’s characterisation of Hamann. Besides him, Berlin reckoned Johann Gottfried Herder “[conceded] a good deal more to the French than the fanatical Hamann was willing to do”[footnoteRef:100], Giambattista Vico “[he maintained] the Cartesians were profoundly mistaken about the role of mathematics as the science of sciences”[footnoteRef:101], Edmund Burke “[his] anti-intellectualist diatribes echoed by romantic writers,”[footnoteRef:102] and Joseph de Maistre “One of the darkest of the reactionary forms of the fight against the Enlightenment … is to be found in the doctrines of [Joseph de Maistre]”[footnoteRef:103] to his cadre of counter-revolutionaries, devoting Vico and Herder (1976)[footnoteRef:104] to two in particular and Against the Current: Essays in the History of Ideas to the rest. 
 	While he wrote most expansively on Vico, Hamann and Herder with regards to the Counter-Enlightenment, the Savoyard aristocrat Joseph de Maistre was barely on to the periphery of his interests; he would first mention him in his popular essay “The Hedgehog and the Fox” in a comparison with Leo Tolstoy.[footnoteRef:105] Berlin initially planned to publish a book about Joseph de Maistre as early as 1960, as part of a Counter-Enlightenment series including Vico and Herder, then later decided to couple Maistre with Hamann in 1967 - though this too didn’t come to part. [footnoteRef:106] We may with some confidence assume that Maistre was on Berlin’s mind, but it would not be until 1990 that his analysis of Joseph de Maistre would be published as the chapter ‘Joseph de Maistre and the Origins of Fascism’ in The Crooked Timber of Humanity.[footnoteRef:107] We will concern ourselves mainly with this publication in the next section.
 	Before taking apart Berlin’s reception of Joseph de Maistre we may note that he always considered Maistre to be part of his ‘pantheon’ of Counter-Enlightenment thinkers; that is to say he did not devote single, exhaustive study to Maistre, but saw him as a link in the chain of his proposed intellectual historiography. Berlin had always intended to frame his objects of study as part of a ‘movement’, writing: “My thesis is that what unites these three writers [Vico, Herder, Maistre] is their antipathy to the fundamental ideas of the French Enlightenment, and the depths and permanent force of their critical reflections on them … The issue between the advocates of the Enlightenment and these critics is today at least as crucial as it was in its beginnings, and the fashion in which the rival theses were stated in their original form is clearer, simpler, and bolder than at any subsequent time.”[footnoteRef:108] Berlin’s initial intention for Maistre, namely to refit and reinterpret, plays a significant role in his historiographical approach to the reactionary philosopher.

4.3 Isaiah Berlin’s analysis of Joseph de Maistre

“If Hamann was an angry man, Maistre was an even angrier one”, so begins Isaiah Berlin’s introduction to Joseph de Maistre in Two Enemies of the Enlightenment[footnoteRef:109], following a familiar template seen in his “The Counter-Enlightenment” essay[footnoteRef:110]; he introduces the thinker with accessible characterization, mainly paraphrases the intellectual’s thinking and sets about fitting the subject into his pre-determined mold of a Counter-Enlightenment archetype. For Berlin, Maistre reflected most strongly the irrational, religious and hierarchical underpinnings of Counter-Enlightenment thought: “For Maistre, science is the opposite of irrationalism, and therefore anyone who is scientific is in some sense bound to disintegrate the country in which he lives by resisting, or not allowing to grow, those healthy irrational forces round which society must grow [like a tree].”[footnoteRef:111]
 	Berlin also casts Maistre into the group of faith-based opposition to the Enlightenment, and explains the clash between Rousseau and Maistre: “What the entire Enlightenment has in common is denial of the central Christian doctrine of original sin… It is this denial of original sin that the church condemned most severely in Rousseau’s Émile, despite its attack on materialism, utilitarianism and atheism. It is the powerful reaffirmation of this Pauline and Augustinian doctrine that is the sharpest single weapon in the root-and-branch attack on the entire Enlightenment by the French counter-revolutionary writers de Maistre, Bonald and Chateaubriand, at the turn of the [18th] century.”[footnoteRef:112] He accurately denotes Maistre’s major opposition to the Enlightenment in Maistre’s conception of the nature of man: “De Maistre held the Enlightenment to be one of the most foolish, as well as the most ruinous, forms of social thinking. The conception of man as naturally disposed to benevolence, cooperation and peace, or, at any rate, capable of being shaped in his direction by appropriate education or legislation, is for him shallow and false.”[footnoteRef:113]   
 	Maistre’s thoughts on power and hierarchy are discussed on the same page of Against the Current, with Maistre’s conception of man’s fallen nature flowing into his opinions on sovereignty: “De Maistre felt that men are by nature evil, self-destructive animals, full of conflicting drives, who do not know what they want, want what they do not want, do not want what they want, and it is only when they are kept under constant control and rigorous discipline by some authoritarian élite – a church, a state, or some other body from whose decisions there is no appeal – that they can hope to survive and be saved”[footnoteRef:114], and later: “Without a clear hierarchy of authority – awe-inspiring power – men’s incurably destructive instincts will breed chaos and mutual extermination. The supreme power – especially the church – must never seek to explain or justify itself in rational terms; for what one man can demonstrate, another may be able to refute.”[footnoteRef:115]
 	While Berlin succeeds at painting a sharp picture of Joseph de Maistre, covering his appeal to anti-rationality, his Catholic premises and his prioritization of sovereignty, he also seeks to draw Maistre into his forecasting of totalitarian movements, concluding Two Enemies of the Enlightenment with: “What none of these thinkers [Maistre & Voltaire] had foreseen was the possibility of the combination of irrationalism and science… the proposition that irrational movements – nationalism, chauvinism, totalitarianism of the right or the left – can come armed with science is one nightmare which even Maistre never dreamt of. Nevertheless, he did provide the material out of which it could be ultimately constructed.”[footnoteRef:116] Indeed, Berlin argues that Maistre was a Counter-Enlightenment thinker of particular influence on fascism: “The importance of both Hamann and of Maistre resides in two things. First of all they revealed irrational, chaotic, disagreeable aspects of both individual and social existence not taken care of in the symmetrical, elegant, rationalistic constructions typical of the eighteenth-century Enlightenment. Secondly they had a considerable influence upon behavior, Hamann on the particular note of irrationality which he injected into German romanticism and by indirection various movements which were to grow out of it – various forms of nationalism and so forth – and Maistre by painting a picture of man which thereupon became the vademecum of every reactionary and indeed every Fascist movement in the world.”[footnoteRef:117]
 	Berlin furthers this argument by painting Maistre as someone who’s thinking does not belong to the eighteenth-century at all: “Maistre is far more a harbinger, alas, of the future than a reconstructer of the past. The hysteria of his writings, the dwelling on blood, the view of man as possessed by irrational instincts, the darkness, the proposition that it is fundamentally the irrational and the uncontrollable which are in charge of men; the view that the analysis of the Encyclopaedists is shallow because they do not take account for self-immolation, of the human desire for destruction … does not appear to me to be an eighteenth-century view at all – neither progressive nor reactionary, nor liberal, nor conservative, certainly very remote from Burke, by whom he was supposed to have been inspired, and totally unrelated to Thomism or the official Catholic political philosophy of that or of any other time. In this respect, I think, he is a proto-Fascist. It seems to me reasonable to say that his particular stress upon what might be called the seamy side, upon the black side of human nature, does qualify him to be so described. That, in effect, is his vision.”[footnoteRef:118] 
 	Berlin goes to great lengths to offer a new characterisation of Joseph de Maistre, commenting on Maistre’s writing style, his reasoning capabilities, and discounting his description of human nature: “The general pattern of Maistre’s views is fairly clear. What can be said about him is that he violently and vastly exaggerated, which is precisely what I have tried to say about Hamann too; that if it were true that men were as he describes them as being, that if all we had in the world were crime and punishment, that if men always oscillated between the most ghastly and bloodstained terror on the one hand, the only instrument which prevented them from total self-demolition and chaos on the other, then human history is even more unintelligible than he thinks Voltaire makes it out to be … Therefore his psychology and his sociology are just as lop-sided as that of the most superficial, the most rosy-spectacled, the most idealistic and starry-eyed of the idealists of the eighteenth century, whom he regards with such contempt and hatred.”[footnoteRef:119] For Isaiah Berlin, his reputation as a commanding logical thinker was unfounded; Maistre is a passionate and violent writer, not a detached and benign observer: “He is regarded by most French writers about him as a marvelous and logical mind, capable of deducing all kinds of extremely paradoxical and disagreeable propositions by ironclad logic from very lucid premises. This seems to me totally false… he writes with a special kind of dramatic violence and passion, a kind of special hatred – a quality I also attributed to Hamann – which throws a kind of gloomy light upon a scene not adequately illuminated by more rational and more benevolent thinkers.”[footnoteRef:120]
 	Besides questioning Maistre’s intellectual reception he also critically evaluates Maistre’s scholastic influences: “The proportion of Christianity in Maistre’s writings cannot be regarded as high. He pretends that he derives his propositions from St Thomas, from all kinds of scholastic logic, or from the doctrines of the Roman Church, but in fact, as one can see from my quotations, which are not at all uncharacteristic, he is not what he is usually represented in the histories of political thought to be.”[footnoteRef:121] Maistre is not what history projects him to be: “He is not a proud, indomitable aristocrat standing on the frontiers of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries looking back towards some kind of imaginary past, a tragic figure resisting inevitable change, dignified, blind, reactionary, a kind of classical profile of the last patrician, about to be knocked down by the furious bourgeois mob. That is a normal view of him even on the part of those who favor him: the last of the Romans as it were.”[footnoteRef:122] Rather, Isaiah Berlin concludes on Maistre: “Let me try to sum him up. His merits are that he is genuinely capable of seeing through hollow abstractions, of understanding the role which myths and the irrational play in human life; that he understands that among the motives which move men is the desire for self-immolation, for aggression, for self-destruction, which is as much part of human history as the nobler and more rational impulses to which the Encyclopaedists appealed. He understands, in other words, all the things which the Fascist psychologists were able to exploit to so successful a degree. In short, if we only read the Encyclopaedists, we ought to be unable to explain the phenomenon of Fascism. If we read Maistre we can at least explain it, whatever our attitude towards it might be.”[footnoteRef:123]
 	Isaiah Berlin’s analysis of Joseph de Maistre seems balanced from afar, but one cannot help but detect an arch tone when taking a closer look; it is as if Berlin is describing a fascinating and exotic Lion in his Zoo of Counter-Enlightenment animals; a wild thing from unrulier times on display for the enjoyment and entertainment of the wizened up and triumphant political philosophers of post-WW2 Western Europe. His belief in the primacy of his own school of thought; analytical philosophy and liberalism, shines through in his evaluation of Maistre as a “violent thinker”, a “misanthrope” and a “proto-fascist”; he uses the implicit norms and values of his own ideology to judge Joseph de Maistre by 20th century standards. In the bigger picture, it is clear that Berlin’s goal for Maistre is to have him fit the mold of his Counter-Enlightenment characterization. To do so, Berlin introduces an alternative narrative of Maistre; he is no longer the “proud, indomitable aristocrat”, but rather the exponent of the irrational, hierarchical and faith-based undercurrents of Counter-Enlightenment thinking. As an intellectual historian, Berlin is attempting to create a genealogy of ideas, where to his mind there is a link between 20th century fascism and 18th century “Maistreïsm”. All intellectual historians are weavers of narratives to some extent, and Berlin was a successful one; his Counter-Enlightenment creation remains a persuasive one to date. It is for this reason that the musings of another 20th century contemporary commentator on Joseph de Maistre are worth examining in contrast to Berlin’s. From across the English Channel, this Italian philosopher would paint an altogether different narrative with a Traditionalist interpretation of Maistre. To unearth this alternative narrative, we must turn to our next critic: Julius Evola. 

V – Julius Evola’s reading of Joseph de Maistre

5.1 Introduction to Julius Evola

Giulio Cesare Andrea Evola, born on the 19th of May, 1898 and more commonly known as ‘Julius’ Evola, was an Italian born philosopher and esotericist. His ideology has been described as “one of the most radically and consistently antiegalitarian, antiliberal, antidemocratic and antipopular systems of the twentieth century”[footnoteRef:124] and his political writings continued to be influential among fascists and neofascists until his death in 1974.[footnoteRef:125] Despite his influence on fascism and the Italian brand in particular, he labeled himself an anti-fascist and rather considered himself a right-wing thinker sympathetic to Mussolini’s movement, never joining the Italian National Fascist Party outright. Before diving into the body of his intellectual thought, however, we may first take a short detour detailing the events of his life leading up to his career as a political philosopher and entry into esotericism.
 	Born to a Sicilian aristocratic family in Rome, he bore the honorific title of “Baron” from birth and belonged to an ultra-traditionalist and old-guard Catholic family. He studied engineering, but did not complete his university career, shunning the prospect of becoming a “bourgeois” and instead turning to painting and philosophy, specifically Friedrich Nietzsche and Otto Weininger.[footnoteRef:126] He was a competent painter and attracted to the avant-garde movements of the time, becoming involved with Marinetti’s Futurist movement as well as Dadaism. During the First World War he served as an artillery officer guarding the border of Italy. His first stint into esotericism came at a young age, around 1920 when Evola was 22. He was drawn towards experimentation with hallucinogenic drugs, the occult, alchemy and Tibetan Buddhism.[footnoteRef:127] 
 	From the middle 1920s onwards Evola would begin his career as a writer, his first major philosophical work being Essays on Magical Idealism (1925)[footnoteRef:128] followed by Theory of the Absolute Individual in 1927.[footnoteRef:129] In 1927 he co-founded the “Ur Group”, an occult fascist society aimed at reviving Roman Paganism to supply the rising fascist movement with a spiritual backbone.[footnoteRef:130] In the 1930s he would continue his esoteric interests, publishing The Hermetic Tradition and Mask and Face of Contemporary Spiritualism, while also furthering his political theory with Three Aspects of the Jewish Problem (1936) and his magnum opus Revolt Against the Modern World (1934).[footnoteRef:131] [footnoteRef:132] [footnoteRef:133] [footnoteRef:134] As the National Fascist Party of Italy cemented its influence under Benito Mussolini, Evola turned to attempts at influencing fascism from the far-right, with the racially focused works Synthesis on the Doctrine of Race (1941)[footnoteRef:135], The Elements of Racial Education (1941)[footnoteRef:136] and The Aryan Doctrine of Battle and Victory (1941).[footnoteRef:137] 
 	Later during WW2 he joined the Ahnenerbe, a Nazi institute devoted to studying the history of the Aryan race and researched German Freemasonry in Vienna. Evola enjoyed wandering around Vienna during bombing raids while ‘pondering his destiny’; in the spring of 1945 a shell fragment from one of these Allied bombing raids lodged itself in Evola’s spinal cord, permanently paralyzing him from the waist down.[footnoteRef:138] The 50s, 60s and 70s saw a continuation of Evola’s esoteric and political contributions, the most important philosophical works being Men Among the Ruins (1953)[footnoteRef:139], a spiritual sequel to Revolt Against the Modern World; Ride the Tiger (1961)[footnoteRef:140], a conclusion to this trilogy of ‘core-works’; his autobiography The Path of Cinnabar[footnoteRef:141] and Fascism Viewed from the Right, a collection of essays about the Fascist movement of Italy.[footnoteRef:142] While he was put on trial after the War for his relations to fascism, he was acquitted of all charges because he proved he never joined the National Fascist Party and effectively denied his writings glorified the movement. Evola died in 1974 in Rome, childless and unmarried.
 	If this sketch of Evola’s life seems rather sparse compared to the above discussion of Isaiah Berlin, it is for good reason. Evola was notoriously unforthcoming about the biographical details of his life, preferring instead to focus on his ideas and philosophies even in his autobiography The Path of Cinnabar.[footnoteRef:143] Regardless, we can still denote that he was not an established academic like Isaiah Berlin, despite producing a bibliography of similar size to that of Berlin.[footnoteRef:144] Neither did he espouse popular modern views; where Isaiah Berlin was sympathetic to the cause of Israel[footnoteRef:145], subscribed to Boasian anthropology[footnoteRef:146] (an opposition to scientific racism and the biological basis of race, pioneered by the Jewish anthropologist Franz Boas) and was in favor of value-pluralist multiculturalism[footnoteRef:147], Evola was an anti-Semite, racialist and ethno-nationalist.[footnoteRef:148] 
 	His heritage was Roman Catholic, Italian and aristocratic, yet he spent most of his life submerged in occultism and Eastern Buddhism. His admirers were among esotericists and political philosophers alike[footnoteRef:149], influencing for example Guillaume Faye and Alain de Benoist, while Herman Hesse would say of Evola: “[He was] a very dazzling and interesting, but also very dangerous author”.[footnoteRef:150] To insert a dose of psychology: where Isaiah Berlin was an analytical philosopher, Julius Evola was a painter, which suggests a divergence in thinking style (artistic mind vs. analytical mind) and intellectual values (intuitive truth vs. rational truth).[footnoteRef:151] We might conclude from this difference that Evola was more of a “Romantic” archetype, while Berlin lay closer to an Enlightenment rationalist.[footnoteRef:152] Following this reasoning, we might also conjecture that Berlin was an establishment insider, bearing titles, academic acknowledgements and social standing[footnoteRef:153], while Evola was the idiosyncratic outsider, an independent autodidact nearing the “tortured artist” archetype thanks to his wheelchair-bound existence from age 47 onwards. Setting such conjecture aside, it is clear that Evola and Berlin have their differences with regards to their personal context, though a thorough examination of these differences might be better relegated to the realms of analytic psychology.

5.2 Evola’s esotericism and philosophy

Though it could be said of Evola that he was many things, in this section we will focus on just two; Evola the esotericist and Evola the political philosopher. While his political philosophy is of greater relevance to this particular study, his esoteric metaphysics and political theory are strongly intertwined.[footnoteRef:154] To begin this breakdown we can first introduce a selection of his most important esoteric and philosophical ideas.
 	As a 20th century thinker, Evola belonged to the “Traditionalist School”, following the thinking of the French esotericist René Guénon (1886-1951).[footnoteRef:155] The Traditionalist School was based on the concept of the Perennial philosophy, which held that all of the world’s great religions shared the same primordial origin and metaphysical assumptions. Specifically, Evola shared with Guénon the belief that mankind was living in the Kali Yuga, a Dark Age of diminished spirituality and lowered consciousness, which was a repeating “yuga” (epoch) in the cyclical view of history espoused by Hinduism.[footnoteRef:156] According to this belief, a full cycle lasts 24,000 years, beginning with the virtuous Satya Yuga (4800 years), moving into the “Silver Age” or Treta Yuga (3600 years), descending into the Dwapara Yuga (2400 years) and finally regressing to the “Age of Darkness” or Kali Yuga (1200 years). This descent would conclude one 12,000 year “arc”, after which another 1200 years of Kali Yuga would flow into another Dwapara Yuga, progress to the “Silver Age” and finally return to another “Golden Age” or Satya Yuga; a Kali Yuga therefore lasted two blocks of 1200 years (2400 years). As claimed by esotericists, this 24,000 year cycle would correspond to the Sun completing a full revolution around its nearest star Sirius; when the Sun is closest to Sirius (or Brahma’s throne “Vishnunabhi”) mankind enters the Satya Yuga, while the Kali Yuga corresponds to the Age of greatest distance from Sirius. According to both Guénon and Evola, mankind had entered the Kali Yuga since some 300 years before the arrival of Christ, citing the European Dark Ages (500 – 1000) as a particular “low point” in human consciousness during the Kali Yuga.[footnoteRef:157] 
 	Evola was therefore, like Oswald Spengler, a cyclical thinker and was impacted by Spengler’s Decline of the West. Besides belonging to the Traditionalist School, Evola was also considered a leading Italian exponent of the German “Conservative Revolution” with regards to political philosophy.[footnoteRef:158] The Conservative Revolution was an anti-communist, anti-liberal and anti-egalitarian movement that formed in Germany following the First World War, with thinkers such as Carl Schmitt, Oswald Spengler, Ernst Junger and Gottfried Benn. Evola did much to bring this body of ideas into Italy, regularly corresponding with Schmitt as well as translating Spengler’s Decline into Italian and writing an introduction to Ernst Junger’s Der Arbeiter. 
 	Evola’s radical anti-modernism was steeped in a belief that liberals and communists were in fundamental agreement on basic principles, basic principles that Evola outright rejected. For Evola the fundamental assumption was that “transcendence” (i.e. escaping the trappings of materialism, scientism and a denial of the spiritual nature of man) was a reality; the path to acquiring transcendence had been handed down from generation to generation since the beginning of human culture.[footnoteRef:159] This, in other words, was tradition, or the tradition of transcendence, wherein humans are tri-partite: body, soul and spirit and hierarchy is an essential component of human social dynamics: the clearer the hierarchy, the healthier a society. The fundamental sins of modernity were for Evola the denial of transcendence (materialism), a reductionist vision of mankind (Darwinian reductionism) and egalitarianism.[footnoteRef:160] 
 	  Evola traced the origins of modernity to the Renaissance, the Reformation and the Enlightenment and rejected these three movements completely. His political philosophy offers a worldview that rejects the leftist worldview in totality (where leftist is taken to mean “progressivism” from the French Revolution onwards).[footnoteRef:161] For Evola, titles such as “reactionary” or “counter-revolutionary” were badges of virtue rather than markings to be ashamed of. True conservatives, according to Evola, embraced these brandings, rather than cravenly and half-heartedly support some aspects of modernity to retain contemporary respectability. In accordance, Evola dismissed Locke’s conception of the Social Contract of rational and utilitarian individual cooperation for the preservation of property rights as well as disagreeing with Aristotle’s thesis that states developed from the core building blocks of family bonds.[footnoteRef:162] Rather, the state was formed from Mannerbunde; tribal associations of men entered through initiation and ritual.[footnoteRef:163] 
 	Besides writing on the role of tradition and the sins of modernism, Evola was also a racialist. His racialism was heavily influenced by Helena Blavatsky’s Theosophical cosmogony of ‘root races’, which held that the current iteration of mankind, the “Aryans”, were the fifth Root Race to appear following the first Root Race created of “pure spirit”, the North Pole bound Hyperboreans, the people of Lemuria and the Atlanteans. Evola added his own twist to this theory and claimed that devolution had taken place from our enlightened forebears to today’s materialistic degenerates: “Our starting point will be not the modern theory of evolution but the traditional doctrine of involution. We do not believe the man is derived from the ape by evolution. We believe that the ape is derived from man by involution. We agree with Joseph de Maistre that savage peoples are not primitive peoples, in the sense of original peoples, but rather the degenerating remains of more ancient races that have disappeared.”[footnoteRef:164] 
 	While his racialism had a spiritual bent, and his Synthesis on the Doctrine of Race even persuaded Mussolini of a more metaphysical interpretation of race rather than the purely biological racism in Nazi Germany, Evola was still a fierce anti-Semite. He claimed Jews were responsible for communism via Karl Marx, but also for the materialistic degeneracy of modern capitalism. He even wrote an Italian introduction to The Protocols of the Learned Elders of Zion, a text detailing a Jewish plan for world domination, widely believed to have been an anti-Semitic fabrication to prosecute Jews. Evola knew the texts authenticity was disputed, but this did not deter him from promoting it: “Whether or not the controversial Protocols of the Learned Elders of Zion are false or authentic does not affect the symptomatic value of the document in question, that is, the fact, that many of the things that have occurred in modern times, having taken place after their publication, effectively agree with the plans assumed in that document, perhaps more than a superficial observer might believe.”[footnoteRef:165]  
 	As a racialist and anti-Semite, Evola was not well received among liberal political philosophers, especially after the conclusion of the Second World War. Neither did Evola strongly redirect the fascism of Italy and Germany into a traditionalist current; Paul Furlong writes in his Social and Political Thought of Julius Evola: “He did not persuade Italian or German leaders in the 1930s to adopt more traditional policies, and was almost without support among the intellectual elites who had the ear of the leaders. On the side of the Allies, we cannot say of him that the force of his arguments induced any on the winning side in the Second World War to reconsider whether there was anything worth saving in the values, world-view and political systems of the Axis powers. Quite the opposite was the case: he was regarded as almost the sole surviving species, an intellectual throwback who served to remind good liberals, when he occasionally came to their attention, what they had been fighting against, and thus to reinforce their commitment.”[footnoteRef:166] In this regard, he is perhaps somewhat similar to Joseph de Maistre; a lone survivor of a political revolution, whose antiquated opinions serve as reaffirmation of the righteousness of the revolutionary victors. To further explore Evola’s relationship to Maistre we can turn to the next section, “Evola’s appreciation of Joseph de Maistre”.

5.3 Evola’s appreciation of Joseph de Maistre

Where Berlin might have seen Maistre as a link in his chain of Counter-Enlightenment contrarians, Evola seems to have regarded Maistre as something of a Traditionalist uncle; a man he agreed belonged to his own philosophical family, but who also held misguided beliefs that set him apart from Evola’s Traditionalist father, René Guénon. Julius Evola tended to agree with Joseph de Maistre on issues of political philosophy, but they tended to part ways on the subjects of religion and metaphysics. Evola writes on Maistre’s Soirées in St Petersburg: “This is the best known work of de Maistre. However, direct references to the political domain, in which de Maistre shows his worth as a “reactionary”, are scarcer than in his other writings. [In this book] there are above all considerations on moral and religious problems … which don’t have much interest for us.”[footnoteRef:167]
 	Evola’s strongest agreements were with regards to Maistre’s conception of man as “fallen”: “We agree with Joseph de Maistre that savage peoples … [are] the degenerating remains of more ancient races that have disappeared”[footnoteRef:168]; Maistre’s advocation for a counterrevolution: “Evola agreed with Joseph de Maistre that conservatives needed more than a counterrevolution; they needed “the contrary of a revolution,” i.e., something positive with which to oppose revolution”[footnoteRef:169]; Maistre’s shattering of the myth of Enlightenment progress: “After de Maistre … it was not possible for progressives to ignore the poverty, dislocation, disease and social injustice that came in the wake of liberal revolutions. De Maistre broke ‘the myth of undefiled progress’. It is not possible to say anything similar of Evola, though as we have seen he believed his ideas had much in common with de Maistre”[footnoteRef:170]; Maistre’s reactionary views on the necessity of war and violence: “De Maistre’s defence of the executioner as an instrument of God is often cited with horror, and even his conception of the divine character of war. Unfortunately, this view doe s not consider that war can propitiate, in fact, heroism and super‐individual action, but it is seen in dismal terms as an expiation that strikes a humanity fundamentally guilty and debased. The difference between the just and unjust war, between the war of defence and of conquest, between war won and lost, is not considered. These views are little in accord with a positively “reactionary” orientation”[footnoteRef:171]; and Maistre’s traditionalist views on the nature of power: “In common with other conservative and traditionalist writers, including Maistre, Evola believed that ‘a power and an authority that are not absolute are neither power nor authority’.”[footnoteRef:172]
 	Joseph de Maistre and Julius Evola are alike in the sense that both their philosophies seem to flow from one fundamental premise. For Maistre, it is the doctrine of original sin. For Evola, it is the undeniable metaphysical nature of man. The ultimate expression of both these thinkers’ political philosophies is also remarkably similar; Maistre wishes to see a divine right monarchy with clear hierarchical divisions; Evola wished for a hierarchical warrior aristocracy akin to the Kshatriya (warrior class) in the Hindu caste system. While these wishes may seem on the surface dissimilar; Maistre’s an ultramontane fantasy, Evola’s a polity reminiscent of Plato’s Republic, they both harken back to a desire for hierarchical divisions steeped in tradition. For Evola, this return to traditional hierarchy was the exact opposite of a revolution, and he thanks Maistre for attuning him to the concept: “In another of his works, Considerations on France, de Maistre, declaring himself in favour of a restoration, states an important concept, saying that the counter‐revolution must not be a “revolution in the opposite direction”, but rather the “opposite of a revolution”. We owe him a new type of theology of revolution.”[footnoteRef:173] Evola furthers this reasoning into an argument against modernity, claiming it is a permanent revolution in institutionalized form: “[Maistre] highlights something “demonical” that generally hides itself under revolutionary phenomena. Such an aspect is noticeable even by the fact that the revolution carries along its makers, more so than it is led by them. Only in the modern epoch did it take on the character of a “permanent revolution” more of less institutionalised, with its technicians and slick manipulators.”[footnoteRef:174]
 	While Evola found an ally in Maistre with regards to his reactionary political philosophy, he disagreed on the particulars of Maistre’s spirituality and metaphysics. Evola finds Maistre’s explanation of Providence and his theodicy (answer of how a good God can permit the manifestation of evil) to be flawed: “Supposing exactly the existence of a Providence conceived in moralizing terms, de Maistre confronts the problem of reconciling this with the spectacle that the world and history show us in their factuality: wicked acts that are not punished, virtues that have no compensation, and so on … The solutions to such problems proposed by de Maistre cannot be said to be at all convincing, and it seems to us a return to the idea of a divine justice that only delays its sanctions.”[footnoteRef:175] However, as is typical of Evola, he finds a way to reinterpret Maistre in a metaphysical sense, applying a hermetic lens in furthering Maistre’s Providential theodicy: “However, de Maistre himself reaches a freer and more satisfying view when he compares the evils and the contingencies that rain on all the human types to the bullets that hit an army without making a distinction between the good and the wicked. One must think that the being, taking on the human state of existence (willing it either inconsiderably or through temerity, as is said in a hermetic tract), cannot but be exposed to the contingencies proper to such a state.”[footnoteRef:176] Whether or not Maistre intended to do so, Evola explains the perils of evil as an inevitable burden of taking on the human “state of existence”.
 	Besides reinterpreting Maistre’s theodicy, Evola also attempts to paint Joseph de Maistre as a proto-Primordialist (in the vein of Helen Blavatsky’s ‘root races’): “Let us mention some ideas of de Maistre that are interesting from the traditional point of view. First of all, we can point to that of a Primordial Tradition. It may be that de Maistre was indebted to Claude de Saint‐Martin, whom he knew, and who was an exponent of esoteric doctrines … Then there is the thesis that the original natural state of humanity was not that of barbarianism. To the contrary, it would have been of light and consciousness, while the savage, the “primitive” of today, would be only [citing Maistre] ‘the descendent of a man detached from the great tree of civilisation following an abuse of power that cannot be repeated’”.[footnoteRef:177] Evola asserts that Maistre may have been influenced by de Saint-Martin and that their views on the degraded nature of man are similar, but he finds fault with Maistre’s narrow-minded dependence on solely the Christian mythos: “In other regards, man finds himself affected by an abuse of power and of a consequent degradation, causes of his vulnerability, not only spiritual and intellectual, but also physical. Such an idea is evidently similar to that of the “original sin” of Christian mythology, the context being, therefore, vaster and more acceptable.”[footnoteRef:178]
 	Evola, as a follower of René Guénon and the Traditionalist School, saw Christianity as just one of many religions with valid metaphysical lessons. He therefore discounted Maistre’s sole dependence on Roman Catholic Christianity as a source of spiritual truth, though he agreed generally with Maistre’s dislike of the Enlightenment philosophes and scientism: “De Maistre accused the savants, scientists, and the like, who, as if in a cabal, do not admit that someone might know more than they do and in a different way. [Citing Maistre] ‘One judges a time in which men saw the effects in the causes with the mentality of a time in which men with difficulty go back from the effects to the cause, either one says the it is useless to be concerned with the causes, or one hardly knows anymore what a cause is.’ [Maistre] adds: ‘They hear a thousand amenities on the ignorance of the ancients who saw spirits everywhere: it appears to me that we are much more foolish than they because we do not see any part of it. We always hear talk of physical causes. But what is, all in all, a physical cause?’”[footnoteRef:179] Evola commends Maistre for denoting the limits of rationality and science. He agrees with Maistre that this promise of progress offered by the Renaissance, the Reformation and the Enlightenment was false: “[Maistre says] The idea of progress is denied. The idea of an involution appears rather more plausible. De Maistre notices that numerous traditions attest that: ‘men have begun with science, but with a science different from ours and superior to it, because it took off from a higher point, which also made it more dangerous. And this explains to us how science, at its beginning, was always mysterious and was restricted to the temples, where ultimately it burned itself out when this flame could no longer serve except to burn.’”[footnoteRef:180]
 	Besides major agreement with Maistre’s views on tradition, hierarchy and man’s degeneration, Evola also finds time to bond with Maistre over one of his misogynistic statements: “In the “Soirées of St. Petersburg”, gleaning and leaving aside disquisitions (as, for example, the prolix discussion on Locke), the reader will be able to find many other interesting ideas. We cannot resist the temptation to refer to what de Maistre said about women: ‘A woman can be superior only as a woman, but as soon as she tries to imitate a man, she is nothing but a monkey.’ Pure truth, whether contemporary “feminist movements” like it or not.”[footnoteRef:181]
 	Where Berlin appreciated Maistre from a distance, with an analytical and historiographical view, it seems Evola addressed and engaged with Maistre’s ideas directly. It is rare to see Berlin outright reject or affirm Maistre’s political philosophy; he remains a detached and mostly objective observer. Evola however, seems to think more in terms of absolute right and wrong and believes in objective, or rather metaphysical, truth. If we are to refer back to Berlin’s The Hedgehog and the Fox, then Berlin, with his enterprising appreciation of a cast of Counter-Enlightenment points-of-view, is a fox, while Maistre and Evola, with their single defining premises (‘original sin’ and ‘the undeniable metaphysical nature of man’), are hedgehogs. To achieve a synthesis of the appreciation of Joseph de Maistre we will have the Italian hedgehog face off against the Jewish fox and turn to the penultimate chapter of this thesis: “Contrasting Berlin and Evola”.

VI – Contrasting Berlin and Evola

So far, we have run by Joseph de Maistre, his background and his philosophy. We have turned to Isaiah Berlin, discussing his background and his analysis of Maistre. Finally, we have taken to Julius Evola; covering his background and his views on Maistre. In this section we are going to contrast these two divergent interpretations of Joseph de Maistre. As mentioned in the introduction, we will look at four points of comparison between Berlin and Evola: ‘personal context’, ‘historical context’, ‘school of thought’ and ‘analytical approach’. In doing so, we attempt to employ a Wickbergian approach to intellectual history. Daniel Wickberg, an intellectual historian, claims that a distinction must be maintained between ‘true’ intellectual history, that is the study of intellectual-cultural objects (ideas) and the biographical-historical study of intellectuals (i.e. ‘personal context’).[footnoteRef:182] Furthermore, the intellectual historian Anthony Grafton adds that ideas cannot be separated from their historical context; hence, we will also evaluate the historical context for Berlin and Evola. By discussing the backgrounds of Maistre, Berlin and Evola, we have obtained the ‘fuel’ to compare personal context as well as relevant information for comparing historical context. By covering their main ideas, we can compare their schools of thought. Finally, by discussing their analyses, we can compare analytical approach. The first point of comparison to be discussed is the personal context of Isaiah Berlin and Julius Evola. This first point of comparison will introduce many of the main arguments that will later help illuminate the remaining points of comparison, as it is the opinion of this author that the psychology of a thinker is perhaps the most important starting point, from which all other characteristics flow.

6.1 Personal Context

In some respects, Julius Evola and Isaiah Berlin are the inverse of each other; Evola was born into aristocratic nobility, shunned the prospects of becoming a ‘bourgeois’ and never wished to belong to the Italian elite; Berlin came from nothing, entered into the academic elite of Oxford and elevated himself into English aristocratic circles. Evola chose to be an idiosyncratic outsider, while Berlin became an establishment insider. Besides choosing different ‘careers’, they differed on many other personal points; Evola was an Italian Roman Catholic, Berlin was a Latvian Jew; Evola was highly spiritual, Berlin was an atheist and a materialist; Evola was an anti-Semite, Berlin was a Zionist; Evola was a racialist, Berlin subscribed to Boasian anthropology; Evola was antiegalitarian, antiliberal and antidemocratic, Berlin was the opposite. While their differences are numerous, these differences are still psychologically superficial; we do not yet know why Berlin preferred atheism, Boasian anthropology, Zionism and academic standing, for example. Because Evola was rather unforthcoming with personal information, even in his autobiography The Path of Cinnabar, we have little to go on to sketch a psychological profile. We might cop out and state that much of Evola’s personal context stemmed from his absolute belief in the metaphysical nature of man. For Berlin however, much was written on his personality by Michael Ignatieff in his biography, as well as by Norman Podhoretz, a Jewish Zionist intellectual, American neoconservative, and former editor of Commentary, a magazine on religion, Judaism and politics.
 	In his 1999 article “A Dissent on Isaiah Berlin”, written two years after Berlin’s death, Norman Podhoretz is at first laudative towards Isaiah Berlin: “I have never in my life encountered a more effervescent conversationalist than Isaiah Berlin”[footnoteRef:183] and “He had other impressive qualities as well. No one could surpass him in the extremely difficult enterprise of summarizing and tracing the pedigree of an idea and in cutting to the core of another thinker’s point of view. And he was especially good in dealing with thinkers like de Maistre whose opinions, though repugnant to him, he could invariably summon up the intellectual imagination to describe with sympathy and great insight.”[footnoteRef:184] However, Podhoretz’ main point seems to be that Berlin was more of a gifted raconteur than a great thinker: “That Berlin was so awesomely articulate perhaps proved a greater gift to others than to himself. So, at any rate, he seems to have felt. He often denigrated his own achievements, a trait that might be considered the intellectual’s equivalent of the unseemly game of a rich person playing at being poor.”[footnoteRef:185] Rather, Podhoretz claims that Berlin was above all interested in his social standing: “Berlin himself was honest enough to recognize how much truth there was in the indictment, for (as Ignatieff himself emphasizes) “the charge of cowardice bothered him all his life” and “caused him real anguish.” As well it should have done, considering how fearful he was of taking public political stands that might jeopardize his evergrowing intellectual and social prestige, or that might—to throw his own words on Weizmann back at him again—expose him to “the risk of blame.””[footnoteRef:186] The conclusion of Podhoretz’ A Dissent on Isaiah Berlin shows us a Berlin who says one thing in private and another in public, never wishes to take an unpopular viewpoint; “Because he could never bear to be unpopular or to overcome the need to ingratiate himself—a need of which he was entirely aware and that he sometimes thought stemmed from his Jewishness—he made no contribution to the fight against multiculturalism while he was alive”[footnoteRef:187] and 	seems to prioritize his social standing above all else.
 	We cannot delve too deeply into the psychology of Isaiah Berlin as such a task is better left to his biographers, but the agreement of both Podhoretz and Ignatieff on Berlin’s need to be popular is telling, especially in contrast to Evola’s academic reclusivity; where Berlin was a celebrated conversationalist and accepted into the elite circles of both America and the United Kingdom, Evola outright refused to deal with any academics that fell short of his idiosyncratic and demanding standards.[footnoteRef:188] Evola was likely a “difficult person”, a purist, or in Berlin’s typology, a “hedgehog”, while Berlin was perhaps more of a social chameleon, a social butterfly and a “fox”, not only in Berlin’s sense but also in the sense of being conniving and at times duplicitous; as Podhoretz said after a dinner talk with Isaiah Berlin wherein he believed to have had a civil discussion on Berlin’s involvement with a leftist publication: “To my astonishment and, if truth be told, disgust, I later learned that in reporting back to their friends in England on this discussion, Berlin and Spender said that they had spent a whole evening being berated by the editor of COMMENTARY (as I then was) merely because they wrote for a rival publication. No wonder Berlin was (so Ignatieff reveals) sometimes accused of being “feline” as a gossip.”[footnoteRef:189]
 	Norman Podhoretz, himself a Jewish Zionist, introduces another important lens through which to view Isaiah Berlin; his Jewishness. While Isaiah Berlin was an atheist, and an unobservant Jew, he still came from a Jewish cultural background, married into a prominent Jewish family, had many Jewish friends and colleagues and had been committed to Zionism all his life. To evaluate the role of his Jewishness in examining Berlin’s personal context, we can turn to Kevin B. MacDonald, a former professor of psychology who has written extensively on Judaism as a “Group Evolutionary Strategy”. MacDonald proposes that Jews have a distinct in-group identity and have, over the centuries, evolved a group evolutionary strategy to enhance the ability of the in-group to out-compete the out-group for scarce resources.[footnoteRef:190] Defining this characteristic as Jewish ethnocentrism, Kevin MacDonald claims that on average, people with a Jewish ethnicity have a strong tendency towards collectivist behavior and will tend to promote ethnocentric interests. In The Culture of Critique (1998), MacDonald extends this reasoning to the field of intellectual movements. MacDonald takes the examples of the “Frankfurt School”, psychoanalysis, “The New York Intellectuals” and Boasian anthropology as intellectual movements that were dominated by people with a Jewish ethnicity who held a strong sense of Jewish identity.[footnoteRef:191] As a consequence of Jewish ethnocentrism, MacDonald argues that these movements either unconsciously or consciously pursued an ethnocentric agenda. 
 	Returning to Isaiah Berlin, we might wonder to what extent his Jewishness influenced his analysis of Joseph de Maistre, or in a broader sense, his theory of the Counter-Enlightenment. An explicit Jewish ethnocentrism is hard to detect in his writings on Maistre. Rather, Berlin’s atheism may have played a greater role, as he regards Maistre from a detached distance, never offering his own opinions on Maistre’s theology. The same cannot be said of Evola, who constantly relates to Maistre through a metaphysical interpretation. It would seem both thinkers had their own personal biases in evaluating Joseph de Maistre. For Berlin, his goal never seemed to be to agree or disagree with Maistre, but rather to characterize him and quickly recast him as one of his Counter-Enlightenment examples. His greater goal might have been the establishment of a theory to further his academic standing. For Evola, he sought in Maistre an agreeable forebear, proof of the virtuosity of traditionalism in opposition to revolution. Both, to some degree, used the Savoyard aristocrat for their own ends.

6.2 Historical Context

Inescapable to this comparison is the historical context of Isaiah Berlin and Julius Evola. Berlin lived from 1909 to 1997 and Evola from 1898 to 1974. Evola fought in the First World War, while Berlin enjoyed his childhood; during the Second World War, Evola volunteered for military service but was denied, while Berlin worked a desk job at the British Embassy in Washington. Berlin and Evola were both contemporary to the great events of their time: the rise of communism, the fall of Nazi Germany, the Atom Bomb and the supremacy of the United States. Both Europeans, they belonged to the same Western cultural tradition and were a product of its canon; the Enlightenment, romanticism and modernity. They diverged with regards to the political ideologies of their time: Berlin a staunch defender of liberalism, Evola partial to fascism, though both held an antipathy towards communism. At the closing of the Second World War it was clear that one ideology had triumphed and the other had collapsed, with Berlin on the winning side of history and Evola banished to the fringes.   
 	Their shared historical context is clear in their writing on Joseph de Maistre. Evola uses Maistre as part of his commentary on modernity and the fallen nature of man. He is a rare survivor of the fall of fascism, undeterred, and holds to the tenets of his ideology: racialism, anti-Semitism and the virtuosity of war. Berlin writes from the opposite perspective; tolerance and peaceful co-existence have triumphed, racialism and anti-Semitism have rightfully been denounced and the victorious ideology of this century is liberalism, of which he himself was a renowned proponent.[footnoteRef:192] Berlin belongs to those intellectuals who would seek to understand and explain the horrors of fascism, after the fact, through critical analysis of the past: he traces the root of the movement to the sentiments of the Counter-Enlightenment, and denotes Maistre in particular as a proto-fascist. Evola is an intellectual outcast, the last of his Mohicans, while Berlin is busily writing history for the victors.

6.3 School of thought

Evola and Isaiah Berlin are widely different in their school of thought, and this is perhaps one of the major reasons for their intellectual incompatibility. Isaiah Berlin was an academically schooled intellectual historian writing in the tradition of analytic philosophy.[footnoteRef:193] Julius Evola never finished his university studies and belonged to the Traditionalist School of thought. The differences between these two ways of thinking are structural; their assumptions are different, their goals are different and the way they go about achieving these are different. Analytic philosophy is a style of philosophy that became dominant in England at the beginning of the 20th century. It relied on using formal logic, conceptual analysis and its goal was to reach a logical clarification of thoughts. The Traditionalist School in contrast followed the perennial philosophy, was concerned with the contrast between traditional worldviews and modernity and had as a goal to uncover the fundamental metaphysical principles underlying the world’s major religions. Both schools of thought were 20th century movements, but somewhat antithetical to another. The Traditionalist School held the metaphysical nature of man as a central premise and would have regarded analytic philosophy as a degenerate product of the Kali Yuga, a pursuit that totally missed the point about the nature of man. Analytic philosophy, in turn, would have taken the Traditionalist School apart, uncovering its roots as reactionary superstition as old as man’s need to believe.
 	Besides this difference, Isaiah Berlin was also a proponent of liberalism, while Evola belonged to a school of thought that denounced liberalism as another degenerate by-product of the Enlightenment. Berlin, if he had wanted to, could easily have included Evola in his theory as a 20th century Counter-Enlightenment thinker; he was anti-rationalist, antidemocratic and a radical traditionalist. Evola in turn, would have viewed Isaiah Berlin as a typical offshoot of Enlightenment hyper-rationalism; someone who could only deconstruct and take apart, but who ultimately had no higher sense of self than the material.
 	In their reception of Maistre, we see this difference all the clearer. Berlin is essentially exactly that which Maistre disliked about the Enlightenment; someone who could only take apart and analyze, crippled and restricted by their dependence on rationality. Berlin, believing in the superiority of his school of thought, saw Maistre as an interesting Zoo animal in his park of exotic Counter-Enlightenment thinkers. Maistre is “violent” and “misanthropic”, but reflects some truths about mankind nonetheless, though obviously wrong in the end, as the tolerant and good willing model of humanity had won in Europe after WW2. Coming from his esoteric leanings, Evola saw Maistre as right in general, but wrong in the particulars. Obviously, from Evola’s point of view, Christianity was simply a current iteration of perennial metaphysical truths; Maistre’s reliance on the particulars of Christianity was limited given the 24,000 year cycle of the Hindu Yuga’s. Maistre in turn would have viewed Evola as a heretic in his attempts to deny the doctrines of Christianity and as a Satanic deceiver by reframing original sin as something other than the Roman Catholic church said it was. 

6.4 Analytical approach

The first question that might spring to mind when comparing Evola and Berlin in their analytical approach is whether Evola ever employed an analytical approach to begin with. For Berlin, it is clear: he was an intellectual historian and an analytic philosopher, he was academically trained for philosophical analysis. For Evola, the perennial philosopher, there was no clear set of rules or assumptions to guide him in his studies. One can even doubt whether he was an intellectual historian in the first place. If we take the definitions offered by Lovejoy, Grafton or Wickberg, he falls short on many fronts. Firstly, Evola’s goal was never academic, and so he did not employ objectivity in the same way Isaiah Berlin did. Secondly, Evola’s goal was to find “truth”, which he defined in metaphysical terms; the goal of intellectual history is typically more detached, wishing rather to create a historical narrative rather than claim definitive truth. Despite these qualms, Evola still behaved in a way comparable to an intellectual historian; the stated goals of his Traditionalist School were to uncover the metaphysical “truths” of the past, and in the way Evola approached Maistre he did so partially to create his own “genealogy” of metaphysical ideas. Furthermore, in Evola’s political writings, he would trace the origins of ideas across time, just like an intellectual historian would. However, Evola was far too normative herein, labeling the Renaissance, the Reformation and the Enlightenment as increasingly degenerate breaks with tradition, related to the inevitable fall in spiritual consciousness connected to the Kali Yuga. 
 	Where Evola sought metaphysical truth, Isaiah Berlin’s interests in Maistre were primarily academic, and he employed a detached objectivity in taking apart Maistre. He never engaged in a thorough intellectual historiography of Joseph de Maistre, as he was more concerned with his Counter-Enlightenment theory than Maistre in particular, but his analysis was still considered rigorous and remains influential to date. What Evola might have remarked on Berlin, was that his analytical approach was obviously hemmed by a pedantic rationalism, typical of his ilk. As a product of Berlin’s school of thought, Berlin sought to uncover contradictions in Maistre’s argument, believing this to be the responsibility of an analytic philosopher. He writes: “Maistre contradicts himself a thousand times. He says, for example, that all constitutions must be lived, they cannot be written, because whatever is written perishes, and therefore the English constitution is the best, because it has not been written down. Everything which is written down in laws and enactments must perish because this codification is done by human intelligence, by clerks, by people who use the feeble categories of the human intellect instead of thinking with the blood – a very strong theme in Maistre. On the other hand he also tells us that the Turks have survived so long because they have all believed in the Koran, that the Chinese have survived so long because they repeat the apothegms of Confucius, which presumably are written down, that Christianity has survived for so long because it has dedicated itself to the eternal truths of the Bible. These two kinds of proposition are not compatible with one another… There are many other contradictions of a similar type, which I need not go into, and which are relatively unimportant.”[footnoteRef:194] 	This sample aptly showcases Isaiah Berlin’s brand of analysis: he seeks to evaluate Maistre’s ideas rationally and to find contradictions and logical flaws. From Berlin’s perspective, this is his duty, and logical contradictions are a grave error on the part of a philosopher. For Evola, this would be entirely the wrong analytical approach; Berlin attempts to nitpick Maistre’s thinking, but misses the bigger picture in the process: Berlin is far too literal in his reading of Maistre. 
 	Evola would trace the value of a written Koran, a written Bible and written apothegms of Confucius to their indelible value as vessels of tradition. He would interpret Maistre’s concept of the “living constitution” as simply another expression of furthering tradition across the generations. Berlin seems stunned that Maistre would advocate for both written vessels of tradition as well as for unwritten vessels of tradition; he takes Maistre’s statement that “all constitutions must be lived…” as a literal axiom of Maistre’s, and through this interpretation claims that Maistre is contradicting himself. Evola would not be bothered by such a seeming contradiction, as his goal for Maistre and therefore his analytical approach are entirely different. Evola wished to engage with Maistre’s ideas head on, to evaluate them for their metaphysical truth and their predictions on man’s nature, to see how they could have been of value for life in the modern world. Berlin’s goal is not to engage with Maistre, but to label him and categorize him, to point out his logical contradictions and to put him in his pre-determined place: Joseph de Maistre, the Counter-Enlightenment proto-fascist. 
 	Isaiah Berlin and Julius Evola were two different people, living in similar times, following incompatible schools of thought, with different goals, different assumptions and different methods who both turned their attention to Joseph de Maistre. Berlin was detached, objective and rational; Evola was engaged, normative and poetic. It is clear that Berlin was an academic, schooled in analytic philosophy and intellectual history, while Evola was a philosopher, with perhaps some traces of an intellectual historian. We have seen two dialectics on Maistre, based on different initial intentions and different ideological biases, both home to the 20th century. To reach an agreement, we must now turn to a synthesis. 







VII - Conclusion

7.1 Synthesis

Joseph de Maistre was a Savoyard aristocrat who lived from 1753 to 1821, that much is clear. We have covered his background in Chapter 2, and his philosophy in Chapter 3. In Chapter 4, we introduced Isaiah Berlin, his Counter-Enlightenment and his analysis of Maistre. In Chapter 5, we did the same for Julius Evola. Finally, in Chapter 6, we engaged in contrasting their two differing interpretations of Maistre. All this was done with the intention of answering the main inquiry posited in Chapter 1:

Why are there analytical differences in Isaiah Berlin’s and Julius Evola’s intellectual reception of Joseph de Maistre and what can the discipline of intellectual history learn from these differences?

To answer this question we employed a Wickbergian approach to intellectual history. Ideas are influenced by both the personal and the historical context of the thinker in question, and an analytical approach (method) often stems from the fundamental assumptions and ideology of the analyst (school of thought). For Berlin, we have found that he was a Jewish atheist, a man who craved popularity and social standing, a proponent of liberalism, analytic philosophy and intellectual history. His analytical approach stems from these a priori influences; his analysis is rational, objective, critical and detached. For Julius Evola, we have found that he was an Italian aristocrat from birth, sympathetic to fascism and committed to esotericism. His analytical approach was engaged, subjective, normative and intuitive. 
 	To answer the second part of the main inquiry, namely what the discipline of intellectual history can learn from these differences, we must turn to the fact of the matter: Julius Evola was not an intellectual historian. First of all, his motives for reading Maistre were largely non-academic: Evola’s fundamental premise is that there is a spiritual component to reality and this precludes him from engaging with any philosopher, let alone Maistre, from a detached perspective. Secondly, if Evola is right about the metaphysical nature of man, then the field of intellectual history itself would be largely superfluous: why trace ideas and their origins when you should be concerned with spiritual truth and tradition?
 	Rather, this thesis has ended up uncovering a different contribution to the field of intellectual history; namely the biases and assumptions inherent within the discipline itself. If anything, this discussion of Maistre, Berlin and Evola has shown the degree to which fundamental assumptions can affect interpretation. If we take Maistre’s view (original sin), then Evola is a heretic and Berlin a 20th century philosophe. If we take Evola’s view, then Berlin is a low consciousness product of the Kali Yuga and Maistre a spiritualist with a limited scope. If we inhabit Berlin, then Maistre is an intellectual uncle of fascism and Evola one of his cousins. We have three competing frames of interpretation, but only one that is academically dominant. This dominance is due to the assumptions inherent in intellectual history: objectivity must be sought, detachment is virtuous, normativity out of place. It cannot be argued that the discipline of intellectual history must change these assumptions; but it is worthwhile to denote them. In a sea of competing frames, in the end, the perspective of the analytic academic, is but one of many. 

7.2 Reflection

While this study has sought to conform to the proper methods of an intellectual historiography, it is not without its flaws. There have been many choices made in this thesis: the selection of thinkers, the selection of the bibliography and the research question are but some of many choices that could be disputed in this work. For example, the choice to compare Berlin, an intellectual historian with Evola, a philosopher, has led to foreseeable complications. A full self-critique of this study could likely end up being as long as the thesis itself, hence we will offer a contained selection.
 	Firstly, there was the choice for a Wickbergian methodology; there are many alternative methodologies of intellectual history, but this thesis agreed with Wickberg’s distinction of the idea from the intellectual. Secondly, there was the selected bibliography for Maistre, Berlin and Evola. While not much has been written on Maistre outside of the already selected works, we have not included by far all of the different critiques of Berlin or Evola. We also did not cover either Berlin’s or Evola’s ideas in their entirety; Berlin’s value pluralism was left undiscussed and Evola’s theory of the “absolute individual” was left unmentioned. Such omissions were necessary for the sake of brevity, but detract from this studies comprehensiveness. Thirdly, there was a constant question of the relevance of presented information. Great effort was made to avoid getting sidetracked into side-tangents, while at the same time presenting interesting details to the case at hand. The inclusion of Kevin MacDonald for example, may have been superfluous but seemed valuable in illuminating Berlin’s Jewishness. Fourthly, there is a more structural question to be asked about this research: “What or who was it really about?” While initially the focus was on Maistre, it should be clear that the real center of attention was on the contrast between Evola and Berlin: this was the main focal point of this study, and perhaps the Chapters on Maistre were too long.

7.3 Maistre: A Future

From the offset, this thesis claimed to wish to engage in a Gadamerian Wirkungsgeschichte of Joseph de Maistre. Things have turned out somewhat differently than planned. We have shown two divergent 20th century interpretations of Joseph de Maistre, but their differences may not be comparable, as one was an intellectual historian and the other a perennial philosopher. With some imagination though, we may frame this divergence as more than just the result of different professions. It is clear that Joseph de Maistre was a polarizing author, otherwise he would not have been dragged into the 20th century in the first place. He reflects an undercurrent of Western Europeans that Berlin would label as Counter-Enlightenment sentiments. In doing so, Maistre reflects perhaps the ongoing struggle of the Enlightenment and the Counter-Enlightenment into the modern age; he is branded as a proto-fascist by the liberal fox and celebrated as a traditionalist by the Italian hedgehog. For the time being, it seems Berlin’s interpretation is triumphant. But as has always been the case, history is written by the victors.
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