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e Prophet of the
New Russian Empire

igal iverant

On June 5, 2007, the Ukrainian government declared Russian intel-
 lectual Aleksandr Dugin persona non grata and banned him from 

entering the country for a period of five years. is exceptional decision was
motivated by a series of inflammatory remarks made by Dugin and his fol-
lowers about Russia’s various pro-Western neighbors, the Ukraine foremost 
among them. It was not long, however, before Kiev retracted its decision, 
fearing further deterioration in its relationship with the superpower to the 
east. Dugin, after all, is not merely a philosopher. He has influential friends
in the Russian presidential cabinet and is associated with many leading 
politicians, as well as prominent academics and celebrities. And indeed, 
Ukrainian apprehension was justified by the events that followed: at very
evening, Ukrainian presidential adviser Mykola Zhulynsky and his fam-
ily, who had arrived in St. Petersburg to visit the graves of their relatives, 
were deported by the Russian government. is retaliation had no miti-
gating effects on Dugin’s aggressive public campaign against the Ukraine.
On October 12, activists from Dugin’s International Eurasian Movement 
sawed through the country’s national emblem—a statue of a trident 
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situated on Mount Hoverla—and announced that they had thus “castrated” 
the Ukraine of its sovereignty. Following this ostentatious act of vandalism, 
Dugin was again banned from entering the Ukraine. is did not, however,
prove to be the end of the affair. Authorities in Moscow were quick to show
their support for the provocative thinker, and promptly deported Ukrainian 
political analyst Sergei Taran. e Russian Foreign Ministry left no doubt
about Moscow’s motivations when it announced that Taran’s expulsion was 
a direct response to the Ukrainian ban.1

If nothing else, this seemingly bizarre series of incidents demonstrates 
the enormous influence Aleksandr Dugin has come to wield in his native
Russia. A gifted and charismatic intellectual, Dugin is the author of six-
teen books on philosophy and politics that profess an extremist worldview 
which combines authoritarian politics with an imperialist strategic agenda 
and a nostalgic longing for the glory days of the Soviet Union.2 Inspired 
by philosophers closely associated with fascism and Nazism, Dugin is an 
outspoken critic of capitalism, liberal democracy, and the bourgeois social 
order, which he identifies with his archenemy, the United States. Despite
his radicalism—or perhaps because of it—Dugin is a favorite of the Russian 
establishment, a sought-after figure in the media, and a popular and oft-
quoted political analyst. 

Dugin was not always such a prestigious public figure. Barely a dec-
ade ago, he was at best a marginal player in Russian politics. During Boris 
Yeltsin’s presidency in the 1990s, Dugin was a relatively unknown intel-
lectual who spread his doctrines among small circles of followers. His at-
tempt to enter Russian politics and bring his ideas to the public through 
the National Bolshevik Party (NBP) ended in an embarrassing electoral 
defeat. It was only in the late 1990s that Dugin finally began to shed his
image as a professional gadfly and mingle with senior government officials,
finally emerging onto the national stage in the early 2000s. Not coinciden-
tally, Dugin’s meteoric ascent from anonymity to fame took place alongside 
Vladimir Putin’s rise to power as Russia’s new strongman. Indeed, there is 
an undeniable connection between Dugin’s politics and the regime change 
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led by Putin, a former KGB officer who has put an end to democratization
in Russia and subjected it to a centralized authoritarian regime.

Dugin and his philosophy cannot, therefore, be dismissed as an insignifi-
cant episode in Russian intellectual history. On the contrary, they reflect the
dominant trend in current Russian politics and culture, and their influence
over the general public and decisionmakers in the Kremlin is only going to 
become stronger. If we wish to understand the zeitgeist that prevails in Rus-
sia today, it is essential for us to acquaint ourselves with this thinker, who 
expresses the innermost feelings of many of his fellow countrymen and their 
leadership. Dugin’s intellectual and political biography is, in many ways, a 
window into a nation and culture that many Western observers still regard 
as, in Churchill’s famous phrase, “a riddle wrapped in a mystery inside an 
enigma.”

The strange rise of Aleksandr Dugin to the heights of intellectual and 
 political prominence is inextricably linked to the recent history of 

Russia and the dramatic changes it has undergone since the collapse of 
communism. Unfortunately, these developments were, at least until very 
recently, of little interest to the rest of the world. e invasion of Georgia
in August 2008, however, has now proven that the Russian bear, eulogized 
a mere two decades ago, was at best hibernating. During Putin’s term of of-
fice, Russia has become a strong and proud country once again. Its coffers
swollen by high gas and oil prices, its population enjoying relative security 
and economic stability (admittedly threatened by the current global eco-
nomic meltdown), its army winning encouraging—if not unexpected—
victories in Chechnya and Georgia, Russia is swiftly regaining its power and 
influence in the international community as American hegemony erodes.
In light of these achievements, the Russian public is willing to accept, if 
not agree to, Putin’s anti-democratic politics and the widespread corruption 
within his administration.
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ings were entirely different in Russia a decade ago. Between 1991
and 1999, the Russian Federation was faced with the difficult, and
perhaps insurmountable, challenges posed by democratization, an attempted 
transition to a market economy, the war on terror and organized crime, and 
the question of its new place in a unipolar world. Boris Yeltsin’s presidency 
was beset by political and economic crises: In 1991, prior to the dissolution 
of the Soviet Union, senior members of the Communist Party attempted a 
coup and failed; in 1993, Yeltsin, backed by the military, suppressed an up-
rising in the Russian parliament; in 1994, the First Chechen War broke out, 
lasting three years and taking a heavy toll on Russia; and in 1998, following a 
financial collapse in Asian markets, the ruble severely depreciated, the bank-
ing system crashed, and the government was forced to declare bankruptcy. 

e economic liberalization led by Yeltsin’s administration was plagued
by corruption throughout, and benefited two groups in particular: criminals,
who flourished after years of living underground, and the handful of entrepre-
neurs generally known as the “oligarchs.” ese men, some of whom had been
apparatchiks during the Soviet era, successfully navigated the transition from 
politics to the business world. eir sharp political instincts, honed by years
of negotiating the impenetrable Soviet bureaucracy, and close ties to govern-
ment officials allowed them to take advantage of the sweeping privatization of
Communist Party assets and become fabulously rich almost overnight. 

Outside of these privileged circles, however, the vast majority of the 
Russian people suffered greatly. Instead of enjoying the fruits of reform,
they were faced with hyperinflation, skyrocketing unemployment, loss of
public property, and rising crime. Media outlets freed from the grip of 
government censorship bombarded the public with unfiltered and often
distressing information. Moreover, the dissolution of the Soviet empire 
prompted a massive influx of Russian and non-Russian refugees from the
newly independent republics, which the Federation was ill-prepared to 
absorb. On top of it all, indiscriminate Chechen terrorism made Russia’s 
already angry streets all the more dangerous. 
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us, the euphoria that followed the collapse of communism was
quickly overtaken by disappointment, insecurity, and despair. e talented
author Victor Pelevin described these sentiments in his novel, Homo Zapi-
ens, published in 1999. e hero of the story, Babylen Tatarsky, a typical
member of the Soviet liberal intelligentsia, drifts through a Russia marked 
by decline and decadence: 

It was a very strange world. Externally it had not changed too much, ex-
cept perhaps that there were more paupers on the streets, but everything in 
his surroundings—the houses, the trees, the benches on the streets—had 
somehow suddenly grown old and decrepit. It wasn’t possible to say that 
the essential nature of the world had changed either, because now it no 
longer had any essential nature. A frighteningly vague uncertainty domi-
nated everything. Despite that, however, the streets were flooded with
Mercedes and Toyotas carrying brawny types possessed of absolute confi-
dence in themselves and in what was happening, and there was even, if one 
could believe the newspapers, some kind of foreign policy.3

e malaise Pelevin describes was caused, to a large extent, by Russia’s
sense that it had lost the national greatness it once knew. e Soviet Union
was not a worker’s paradise—in fact, it was quite the opposite—but it did 
give the Russian people a sense of order and stability. For many of its citi-
zens, the ’s global reach and power were a source of pride. e collapse
of the Soviet bloc and the political, social, and economic crises that swept 
through Russia in its wake changed all that. Russians went from being the 
subjects of an awe-inspiring superpower to the citizens of a defeated coun-
try plagued by domestic problems and lacking any substantial international 
influence.

is humiliation was most keenly felt by the Russian military. e
army, whose prestige had already been greatly diminished by the withdraw-
al from Afghanistan in 1989, was almost in shambles: naval vessels were 
rotting in their docks, nuclear missiles were rusting on their launch pads, 
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and fighter jets were grounded. Nonexistent morale, a shrunken budget,
and a series of failures in Chechnya threatened to make Russia’s military a 
laughingstock to those who had once trembled at the mention of its name. 
e situation in the arms industry was even worse. Since the end of the
Cold War, weapons sales had dropped worldwide, particularly in the Mid-
dle East. e factories that had once armed the Soviet superpower and its
satellites were on the brink of bankruptcy.4 ings were no better among
law enforcement officials in the Ministry of the Interior, the Ministry of
Justice, and the police force. ey felt betrayed by the Soviet collapse, and
many of them resigned because of their minuscule salaries. Widespread 
corruption among those who stayed further lowered their prestige in the 
eyes of the general public, which had never held them in high regard. 
Tough times came even to the formerly omnipotent intelligence service: 
Between 1990 and1995, its name and mission changed at least five times;
it suffered from a brain drain, shrinking resources, and the loss of its deter-
rent power. Only after the creation of the Federal Security Service (FSB) in 
1995 and its success in the war against Chechen terrorism was the service’s 
reputation somewhat restored, though it has never reclaimed the stature it 
enjoyed during the Cold War. 

Russia of the 1990s was, in short, a mere shadow of the “Evil Empire” 
it once had been. Its traditional rival, the  alliance led by the United 
States, was acting unimpeded, without any apparent regard for Russian 
interests or any fear of Moscow’s response. e military actions of America
and her allies in Serbia and Iraq conveyed a profound disrespect for the 
Kremlin, which could do nothing but voice its opposition. is ongoing
humiliation inspired a surge of nationalist rage, directed mainly toward 
the Ukraine and the Baltic states, which had unequivocally rejected their 
Soviet past and expressed their desire to be incorporated into the West. 
is was seen by the Russian public as an attempt to “jump ship”—an
unforgivable act of betrayal by those who had once been their closest 
compatriots. 
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Overtaken by confusion, frustration, and nostalgia for its former glory, 
Russia was a breeding ground for xenophobia and nationalist discontent. 
Such impulses, which had long been repressed or recast into “acceptable” 
form by the old Soviet regime, began to emerge as a genuine political 
movement as an ever-increasing number of activists took up the war cry of 
their dishonored nation.5 e most brilliant and talented of them all was
Aleksandr Dugin.

Dugin was born in Moscow in 1962. His parents separated when he 
 was three years old. His father, Geliy Aleksandrowitch, was a mili-

tary intelligence officer who eventually rose to the rank of general. His
mother, Galina, had been in her youth a close friend of the famous human 
rights activist Valeriya Novodvorskaya, the most outspoken opponent of the 
current Russian regime.

Young Dugin was accepted to the prestigious Moscow Aviation Insti-
tute, but was dismissed in his third year—according to him, for voicing 
anti-establishment opinions. As a result, he lost his student’s exemption 
from military service, but managed to avoid the draft because of “emotional 
problems.” He worked as a street cleaner and a private tutor of English and 
French, which he had taught himself. In later years, he spoke of his growing 
revulsion at the bleak conditions of life in the Soviet Union at the time. “In 
the late 1970s, when I was seventeen or eighteen, I awoke into a repulsing 
and entirely vacuous world,” he said. “rough my existential rejection of
that world, I came to reject the paradigm that served as the basis of that 
world and embarked on the search for alternatives to the paradigm.”6 

Dugin rejected “the paradigm that served as the basis of that world” in 
the most radical manner possible. In place of communist ideology, he chose 
fascism; instead of historical materialism and socialist realism, he turned to 
mysticism, esoteric philosophies, and fringe culture. He turned his back on 
what he considered to be a dull and provincial Russian Orthodox Church, 
and took up exotic religions and pagan rituals. 
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In 1980, Dugin joined the Yuzhinsky circle, a group of bohemians and 
mystics involved in witchcraft and magic.7 e group, which convened
in the apartment of subversive author Yuri Mamleev, chose to “fight” the
Soviet regime’s cultural oppression by devoting themselves to drugs, alco-
hol, black magic rituals, and orgies. Here, Dugin met Yevgeny Golovin, 
a poet and translator who served as something of a spiritual guru. A self-
declared expert on Eastern philosophy and esoteria, Golovin was later to 
establish an underground cult named the SS Black Order, which sub-
jected its newcomers to humiliating initiation ceremonies and demanded 
participation in orgies directed by its leader. Golovin, who continues to 
surround himself with faithful acolytes, accompanies Dugin to this day and 
even lectures at the educational institution the latter established, the New 
University. 

In 1988, on Golovin’s advice, Dugin joined the National Patriotic 
Front, also known as the Pamyat (“Memory”) Society, then led by Dmitri 
Vasilyev. e society, sponsored by the KGB, was dedicated to spreading
nationalist and antisemitic ideas. Nearly all the radical right-wing move-
ments in Russia today can trace their lineage, in one way or another, back 
to it. e charismatic Dugin, already well versed in fascist ideology, was at
first welcomed and treated as an important ideological asset to the society,
even serving on its central committee for several months. It was not long, 
however, before the rising star who espoused independent opinions aroused 
Vasilyev’s jealousy and was dismissed from the organization. 

Over the following decade, Dugin invested a significant amount of
time and effort in trying to gain the recognition of the general public.
e ideological platform he put forward was based on a variety of sources,
all of which shared a deep loathing for the “impure” trinity of modernity, 
rationalism, and democracy. One of these was the esoteric doctrine of 
“Traditionalism,” developed by the French philosopher René Guénon 
between the two world wars. Dugin, who has described himself as “100 
percent Guénonist,” enthusiastically took up the ideas of Traditionalism, 
most notably its rejection of progress and modernity.8 Generally speaking, 
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Guénon and his followers saw human history as a narrative of decline, 
claiming that the relationship between God and man reached its climax at 
the moment of creation, which has been followed by an ever-widening gulf 
between the two.9 In the process, the divine order, reflected in the funda-
mental doctrines of the great religions, has been abandoned and forgotten 
in favor of false idols and illusory ideals. Guénon perceived this divine order 
as naturally hierarchical: Just as there is a clear and natural distinction be-
tween God, his angels, and all other creatures in the heavens, so too is there 
a natural inequality among all created beings in the physical world and 
among men in particular. erefore, in a perfect society, organized accord-
ing to divine principles, there will be a strict division between social classes. 
Guénon praised the traditional Hindu varna system of social hierarchy (the 
accepted term, “caste,” is incorrect in this context), according to which the 
intellectuals or priests (Brahmins) stand at the top of the social pyramid, 
followed by the warriors (Kshatriyas) and, at the bottom, the merchants 
(Vaishiya), a parasitic element that tries, throughout history, to subvert the 
sacred order. 

Guénon saw history as a series of struggles between this primordial, 
sacred tradition and its enemies. He interpreted every clash between secular 
and religious forces as simply another battle in an ongoing historical war, 
including the decrees of the Confucian government in China against the 
Taoists during the Qing dynasty (1644-1912); the Kshatriya revolution 
against the Brahmins in India during the ascent of Buddhism in the third 
century ...; and the ongoing power struggle between the Catholic kings 
and popes during the Middle Ages. Not surprisingly, Guénon believed that 
the modern era represented the victory of the inferior classes over their bet-
ters. e Renaissance, the Reformation, the Enlightenment, the French
Revolution, materialism and capitalism, Russian communism, etc., were 
all milestones in the subjugation of the world by the forces of darkness. 
Modernism, especially the scientific revolution and the development of in-
dividuality, represented the birth pangs of what Hindu mythology calls the 
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Kali Yuga, the Age of Discord, when humanity completes its tragic aban-
donment of the natural order. 

Guénon ultimately concluded that the secular West had decisively 
turned its back on God, and thus was doomed to fail. e primordial and
blessed order was preserved only in the East. Believing that Christianity 
had proven its weakness by submitting to anti-traditional ideas, Guénon 
converted to Islam and renamed himself Sheikh Abd al-Wahid Yahya.10 He 
moved to Egypt in 1930, where he lived until his death in 1951.11 

ough he tries to give this worldview a more “Russian” character,
Aleksandr Dugin sees himself as the quintessential Traditionalist.12 In this 
vein, he has called for the restoration of Russia’s medieval social hierarchy, 
with an aristocratic ruling class under religious patronage. He differs with
Guénon only in that he believes the French philosopher was too quick to 
give up on Christianity. Unlike Catholicism and Protestantism, Dugin 
claims, Eastern Orthodox Christianity preserved its esoteric character and 
its ties with divine tradition. 

Another profound influence on Dugin was the Conservative Revolu-
tionary school of thought, which originated in 1920s Weimar Germany. 
Some of its most notable representatives include Oswald Spengler, au-
thor of the two-volume bestseller e Decline of the West (1918); Carl
Schmitt, the controversial jurist and political theoretician; the historian 
Arthur Moeller van den Bruck; and the author Ernst Jünger.13 In many 
ways, the conservative revolutionary movement tried to formulate a “third 
way,” distinct from traditional right- and left-wing politics. Like the radi-
cal left, the conservative revolutionaries strongly rejected capitalism and 
the bourgeois social order, which they saw as the cause of social division, 
immorality, and decadence. Although they rejected Marxism, they leaned 
toward economic socialism. ey were generally in favor of a state-
controlled economy, and they glorified the heroic and pioneering worker
over the selfish and greedy businessman. is was the extent, however, of
their kinship with the left. Unlike socialists and Marxists, the conservative 
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revolutionaries vehemently rejected modernism and its progressive ideals. 
eir views were not wholly reactionary, in that they did not advocate a re-
turn to the pre-modern order, but they did long for a more organic and pri-
mordial social existence; one in which the individual is entirely assimilated 
within a closely knit, unified community. In contrast to the universalist vision
upheld by the left, the conservative revolutionaries favored particulars such 
as culture, nation, and race. ey believed in an eternal struggle between
these forces, rejecting the desire for a unified humanity and world peace.

Such thinking appealed to Dugin, who had always seen himself as 
a rightist with respect to his nationalist views, and a leftist with respect to 
his economic positions. e ideological platform he developed based on
this synthesis, under the name of “National Bolshevism,” was also indebted 
to the Nazi movement (especially to the left-wing socialist faction of the 
party). While Dugin passionately rejects Hitler’s ideology of biological rac-
ism, he does not hide his admiration for the romantic death cult fostered 
by Nazism, which forsakes life in service of a higher cause. He sees radical 
Islam, which he also takes as a model, in a similar way: 

We need a new party. A party of death. A party of the total vertical. God’s 
party, the Russian analogue to the Hezbollah, which would act according 
to wholly different rules and contemplate completely different pictures.
For the system, death is truly the end. For a normal person, it is only a 
beginning.14 

is radical cocktail of Traditionalism and revolutionary conservatism
brought Dugin to the attention of the “European New Right,” which 
shares many of the same influences.15 He discovered, however, that his
ideological allies in the West did not share his disgust for the Soviet re-
gime. eir proclaimed enemy was not the , but her archrival, the
United States, the most vigorous and aggressive exponent of the decadent 
bourgeois civilization they hated. e spiritual father of the European
New Right, Belgian politician Jean iriart, so loathed capitalism that he
openly flirted with Maoism and Stalinism. He envisioned a “Euro-Soviet
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Empire extending from Vladivostok to Dublin,” and praised the authori-
tarian and cooperative aspects of the Soviet Union, which he compared 
unfavorably to the corrupted “utopian utilitarianism” of Western market 
economies.16 e movement he established, Young Europe, collapsed
in 1970, largely as a result of his dramatic ideological transformation, 
although his influence on the New Right remained, especially through
his outspoken anti-Americanism. Alain de Benoist, the leading French 
theorist of the New Right today, echoes iriart’s sentiments when he
says it is “better to wear the helmet of a Red Army soldier than to live 
on a diet of hamburgers in Brooklyn.”17 Like iriart, de Benoist also
underwent an intellectual journey that ended in his wholesale rejec-
tion of Americanized culture, Western capitalism, and globalization. 
He spoke in favor of the reorganization of Europe as a single, unified
entity divided into tiny, culturally distinct ethno-political communi-
ties. Moreover, he preached a return to the pagan roots of the continent 
and the establishment of a neo-feudal order along the lines of “Indo-
European, Nordic, Celtic, Greek, and Roman” models.18 

In light of his allies’ sympathy toward the Soviet regime, Dugin was 
forced to reexamine some of his convictions. Due to the collapse of the So-
viet Union in the early 1990s, however, his intellectual shift did not appear 
so drastic. Support for the defeated empire against the liberal status quo 
suddenly took on an invigorating, avant-garde character, and while Dugin 
continued to reject Marxism and Leninism, he began to speak up in favor 
of “Sovietism.” 

Dugin sought to translate his new red-brown ideology into real power 
and influence in Russian politics, albeit with little initial success. In 1991,
he supported the failed Communist coup that tried to remove Mikhail 
Gorbachev from power and return the Soviet Union to its former glory. In 
1993, he made another misstep, supporting the Russian parliament’s failed 
attempt to dismiss president Boris Yeltsin. It was during this period, how-
ever, that Dugin built his journalistic career. He joined the editorial team 
of the radical nationalist newspaper Den’ (“Today”), which later changed 
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its name to Zavtra (“Tomorrow”). He also founded a monthly periodical, 
Elementy (“Elements”), the almanac Milyi Angel (“Dear Angel”), and appeared 
on various radio shows. Between 1990 and 1991, Dugin established a research 
center and a publishing house named Arctogea (“Northern Land”), where he 
published his books and translated the writings of his favorite Western think-
ers, including René Guénon, Julius Evola, and Carl Schmitt, into Russian.

roughout the 1990s, Dugin stood at the forefront of radical opposi-
tion to the Russian government. In 1994, he created the National Bolshevik 
Party in cooperation with the controversial author Eduard Limonov.19 At 
the same time, he improved his relations with sympathizers outside of Rus-
sia. He met frequently with leaders of the European New Right, such as 
iriart, de Benoist, the Flemish nationalist Robert Steukers, and others.
He even arranged their participation in a roundtable discussion in Moscow 
in 1992. at same year, he met with Christian Bouchet, head of the French
headquarters of the occult society Ordo Templi Orientis (“Order of the 
Temple of the East”), whose past leaders include the infamous “magician” 
Aleister Crowley.20 

Dugin’s political hopes, however, were soon dashed. In 1995, he ran 
for a seat in parliament as a representative for St. Petersburg and received 
less than 1 percent of the vote. Besides the fleeting publicity it received for
various minor acts of political hooliganism, such as throwing food in the 
faces of hated politicians, the National Bolshevik Party failed to gain public 
recognition. In 1996, Dugin and Limonov had a falling out. Two years later, 
Dugin and his handful of followers left the party altogether. His public ca-
reer was at its nadir, but he did not give up. e future would soon prove
this to have been a wise decision. 

Dugin’s failures as a politician throughout the 1990s led him to reeval-
 uate some of his choices. He came to realize that his oppositional 

stance had led him to an impasse. His associations with esoteric, anti-
Christian traditions and the European New Right had gained him nothing 
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and left him devoid of any significant power or influence. As a result, when
he distanced himself from the National Bolshevik Party, he also made an 
ideological readjustment. Although he did not abandon his radical ideas, 
he began to express views more acceptable to the establishment. In 1997, 
for example, this former friend of the Satanists suddenly reemerged as a 
devout Russian Orthodox Christian. In the same year, he published e
Foundations of Geopolitics: Russia’s Geopolitical Future, inking Spatially in
which he presented the fundamental concepts of Eurasianism, which later 
became the cornerstone of his ideology and public activities.21 

Dugin’s concept of Eurasia, it must be noted, is not his original crea-
tion. It was first contrived by a group of Russian exiles in Europe in the
1920s. Its founding father was Prince Nikolai Trubetskoy, who abandoned 
Russia after the Bolshevik Revolution and settled in the Bulgarian capital 
Sofia, which had a large population of “White” Russian exiles. In his book
Europe and Mankind, published in 1920, Trubetskoy described Russia 
as an indispensable part of Eurasia.22 He held that Russia was a distinct 
entity, not only ethnically, but also religiously, morally, and politically. It 
was founded on the combined legacy of the Mongolian Empire and the 
Byzantine religious tradition, which had been assimilated by the Slavic race. 
Europe, on the other hand, was the cradle of Roman-Germanic culture. 
is civilization, said Trubetskoy, had undergone a comprehensive process
of secularization and had now adopted a post-Christian value system that 
placed individualism, egoism, competition, materialism, and technological 
advancement over all other values. A destructive hubris, marked by subser-
vience to material rather than spiritual values, gave European civilization a 
coarse and aggressive streak that manifested itself in, among other things, 
its determination to impose its ways on the entire world. Trubetskoy saw 
the dissemination of Western culture in the name of supposedly “universal” 
ideals as a spiritual epidemic that threatened both Russia and humanity as 
a whole. e Romanov dynasty, he claimed, had collapsed because it was a
“westernizing” regime, in thrall to European ways. e two revolutions of
1917, argued the prince, were eruptions of the true, primordial Russia: the 
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Eurasian “Muscovite Kingdom” which had risen up against the European-
ized “St. Petersburg Empire.” 

Trubetskoy and other exiles established the first Eurasian Movement,
which preached a unique political vision: Russia’s destiny, they believed, 
depended on the country’s restoration as a Eurasian nation.23 In the post-
Bolshevik future, a new ruling elite would arise, based on a series of ideo-
cratic values such as the return to Russian Orthodox religion, pan-Eurasian 
nationalism, collective responsibility, asceticism, and strong discipline. e
Russian nation would then reconstitute itself in accordance with a system 
of government uniquely adapted to Eurasia—a Demotic regime (unlike the 
cursed democratic system) in which semi-autonomous community councils 
would govern under the unquestionable authority of the ruling elite. e
Eurasianists believed that this was the only way Russia could regain its soul 
and resist the aggressive colonialism of Roman-Germanic culture.

e movement Trubetskoy established began to die as early as the
1930s, and its fate was sealed in 1938 with the death of the exiled prince. 
e concept of Eurasia, however, survived. In the 1980s, it was revived by
Russian historian Lev Nikolayevich Gumilev, the son of renowned poets 
Nikolay Gumilev and Anna Akhmatova. 

Like many of the thinkers already mentioned, Gumilev believed that 
nations are living organisms made up of individuals who share a blood re-
lationship, a collective history, and a single fate. ese organisms—which
ought to be called “ethnoses” rather than “nations”—are born, mature, 
reproduce, fight for their existence, grow old, and die. Gumilev estimated
that the entire process takes, on average, about 1,200 years. Every ethnos, 
he thought, is endowed with “passionarity,” an inner energy or source of 
vitality whose levels rise and fall in accordance with the developmental 
stage of the collective organism. When the ethnos’ “passionarity” is at 
its height, it causes revolutions, carves out new ideas and ingenious new 
technologies, and chooses a path of conquest and imperial glory. When its 
“passionarity” is at a low, however, it becomes mired in atrophy, passivity, 
and decadence. 
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Under certain circumstances, according to Gumilev’s theory, ethnoses 
can join together in order to create a larger and more powerful entity. is
is how the Russian “super-ethnos” was created from a synthesis of Slavic, 
Mongol, Tatar, Finno-Ugric, and other smaller ethnic groups. e mar-
riage between the nomads of the steppes and the forest dwellers, the pagan 
Turkic tribes and the orthodox Christians, gave rise to a new nation that was 
greater than the sum of its parts: a relatively young (only 500 years old) and 
vital Eurasian power with an ethnic and cultural uniqueness that set it apart 
from its eastern and southern neighbors.24 is super-ethnos had nothing
in common (it was not “complementary,” in Gumilev’s words) with the 
European super-ethnos, which was conceived almost a thousand years ear-
lier. Europe, according to Gumilev, had come to the end of its life cycle, 
but it aspired and still aspires to absorb the Russian super-ethnos into itself. 
Gumilev believed that this would be devastating to the younger and more 
vital Russia, which must fight for its right to make its own mark on the
world. Indeed, like Trubetskoy, Gumilev continuously warned against the 
destructive influence of the old and rotting West on the Russian culture he
regarded as essentially of the East. 

Gumilev also warned against the Jews. Indeed, his antisemitism was 
overt and unmistakable. e Jewish people, he claimed, is an ancient ethnos
that lost its homeland and has since been surviving as a parasite, feeding off
its host nations. As a result, the Jews are not “complementary” with other 
ethnoses, and are also incompatible with their ecological surroundings, 
because they live without a land. In a similar fashion, Gumilev attacked 
America, which he believed was infected with Jewishness, thus rendering it 
a parasitic power that sustained itself only by looting the resources of other 
ethnoses.25 

In the eyes of his academic peers, Gumilev’s ideas were embarrassing, 
and they were largely silenced. For the most part, scholars dismissed his 
theories as baseless speculations—an amalgam of exaggerated observations 
based on insufficient and occasionally imaginary data.26 In 1988, however,
Gumilev’s reputation underwent an unexpected reversal. e death throes
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of the communist bloc were accompanied by a renaissance in pseudo-
scientific nationalist theories. e views of the controversial historian sud-
denly became popular.

Gumilev did not live long enough to enjoy his newfound fame. He died 
in 1992, and was quickly replaced by his intellectual successor: Aleksandr 
Dugin. Combining Gumilev’s ideas with various other geopolitical theories, 
Dugin describes Russia as a rising Eurasian power that originated in a fusion 
of the Turkic and Slavic cultures.27 Russian identity, he argues, stems from 
a combination of Northern-Nordic and Eastern elements, a marriage be-
tween the authoritarian characteristics of the “white men” and the esoteric 
heritage of the “yellow men.” His positive view of this merger, however, 
sets him apart from other Russian nationalists, who tend to be extremely 
xenophobic. While Dugin often uses the terminology of race theory and the 
rhetoric of blut und boden (“blood and soil”), he nevertheless shuns biologi-
cal interpretations of these terms and explicitly rejects antisemitism.28 As 
he explains it, the identities of which he speaks are essentially cultural, and 
the nationalism he advocates—if one can even call it nationalism—is not 
rooted in blind loyalty to any one ethnic group, but to a state that is made 
up of a variety of such groups. 

Dugin also differs from Gumilev in his choice of enemies. In his
view, it is not Europe but “Atlantica,” the Anglo-Saxon alliance led by the 
United States, which opposes Russia and seeks its demise. He believes that 
this confrontation is rooted in a natural rivalry between the two powers: 
Eurasian Russia is a land-based society (tellurocratic in Dugin’s terminol-
ogy), as opposed to Anglo-Saxon Atlantica, which is a sea-based empire 
(thalassocratic).29 Dugin, following in the footsteps of other geopolitical 
theorists, claims that the ongoing struggle between continental and mari-
time civilizations is the driving force, the engine, of world history.30 Accord-
ing to Dugin, land-based empires are inclined to respect cultural differences
and variety, whereas sea-based powers aspire to control their surroundings 
through imposing political, economic, and cultural homogeneity upon 
them. Atlanticism, Dugin asserts, seeks to subject the entire world to the 
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American model, which it believes to be the greatest achievement of man-
kind. Dugin, however, sees it as all that is loathsome and contemptible:

ere exists today a strong and grave force that stands in our way. It has
dismembered our homeland and has overcast the continent with the 
cobwebs of its dark presence; this is the civilization of the far West at the 
other end of the ocean—the United States. In that country everything 
stands on its head—the mirror laws rule there: the weak and the sick 
are privileged, the distorted and the perverted are at the center of public 
attention. ere, one is allowed to be weak, sickly, contemptible, and
cowardly, and power, will, and reason are forbidden. Everything there 
can be exchanged for money… lies and deceit rule there, fake fast food… 
everything which originates in America is dipped in poison. Everything 
that is said there is lies and disease…. is will be the first step in the great
war between the continents—Eurasia against America. Our alliance has an 
absolute enemy: the United States of America. is is the beginning and
end of our hatred.31

In order to block Atlantica’s cancerous influence from spreading, claims
Dugin, Russia must reassert its dominance and power. Accordingly, his vi-
sion of Russia’s rightful place on the Eurasian continent is unmistakably 
imperialist. Not only does he seek to rebuild the old Soviet empire, he also 
advocates the annexation of areas that never belonged to it in the past, 
including the Balkans, Tibet, and Mongolia. Moreover, he advocates a net-
work of strategic alliances with powerful neighbors. Unlike his predecessors 
in the Eurasian movement, he sees continental Europe as a potential ally—
especially Germany, the object of his genuine admiration. Looking east, he 
identifies Japan as a bulwark against the growing power of China, which he
views as Russia’s chief rival for dominance of Eurasia. To the south, Dugin 
looks mainly to Iran. He has high praise for the Shi’ia theocracy, which 
has bravely resisted the Americans, and supports its plans to obtain nuclear 
weapons.32 He even identifies Israel as a potential member of the Eurasian
coalition—alongside the Arab countries—provided it severs its ties with its 
American patron.33 
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Unquestionably, the ultimate purpose of Dugin’s proposed annexations 
and alliances is war. He portrays America as an “absolute enemy,” a conta-
gious disease. For Dugin, the “clash of civilizations” is not merely a cultural 
and spiritual confrontation but a Manichaean war between the forces of 
light and the forces of darkness; a struggle which will also be waged on the 
battlefield. If Russia is to fulfill its divine mission, it cannot avoid this con-
flict. On the contrary, it must embrace it. e rising Eurasian juggernaut
must decisively defeat the emaciated Atlantic giant, and demand for itself its 
rightful place at the top of the new order: 

e Russian bear has undone its shackles, it has ripped off its strait-
jacket, it has crawled out of its den into the open air, and now, just 
like a wandering beast, it will move throughout the Eurasian continent. 
And nobody will stop it now. Not the fifth column, not the agents of
influence, not the experts, not the European value system, and not the
protectors of human rights. Nothing can stop it now but its willpower. 
e Russians have arisen, everybody understands this…. Once, we could
have reached Paris this way. We could cross over half of Europe, looking 
over it peacefully, as a territory belonging to us. We may do this once 
again. I understand that this is an uncomfortable subject. But, on the 
other hand, what else can be done in the face of the escalating hostilities 
between the two superpowers?34 

The publication of e Foundations of Geopolitics in 1997 was received
 with great interest, and brought Dugin to the attention of power-

ful figures in the Russian government. He wisely befriended the oligarch
Aleksandr Taranzev, who recommended him to the military general staff.
His anti-American doctrine, calling for the restoration of Russian imperi-
alism, naturally appealed to the frustrated generals, who had despaired of 
Yeltsin and his sycophancy toward the West. Dugin’s book was incorporated 
into the curriculum of the Russian military academy and became required 
reading for the next generation of officers. One year later, Dugin was
appointed senior political adviser to Gennadiy Seleznyov, a former member 
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of the Communist Party and chairman of the Russian parliament, who 
headed the Center for Geopolitical Analysis, a think tank dedicated to pol-
icy recommendations on internal security matters. By the time Seleznyov’s 
power began to wane in early 2001, Dugin had already gained a reputation 
he could only have dreamt of a few years earlier.

e radical intellectual’s stature reached new heights with the appoint-
ment of Vladimir Putin to the Russian presidency. Slowly but surely, Dugin 
succeeded in ingratiating himself with the new president’s inner circle. 
He forged strong ties with a hawkish, security-oriented clique of insiders, 
mostly composed of ex-members of the military and the security services. 
First and foremost among them was Igor Sechin, a former KGB official
who has served as Putin’s closest adviser for the past fifteen years and is now
deputy prime minister. Other members of this powerful faction include 
Security Council secretary and former head of the FSB Nikolai Patrushev; 
former deputy prime minister and Security Council member Sergei Ivanov; 
and Boris Gryzlov, the speaker of the lower house of parliament and chair-
man of Putin’s ruling United Russia party. 

Encouraged by the Putinists, Dugin took the next step in his flourishing
public career. In April 2001, he created the Evraziia (“Eurasia”) Movement. 
A year later, it became a political party, and in November it became the 
International Eurasian Movement.35 Unlike other groups Dugin had been 
involved with, this was anything but a marginal organization. High-level of-
ficials were members of its steering committee, such as Aleksandr Sokolov,
Russia’s former minister of culture and communication; Aleksandr Torchin, 
deputy speaker of the upper house of the Russian parliament; Aslambek 
Aslakhanov, former candidate for the Chechen presidency, Putin’s adviser 
on the Caucasus region, and now a member of the Duma; Talgat Tajud-
din, the Russian mufti; Igor Panarin, dean of the foreign affairs department
at the Diplomatic Academy of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Lieutenant
General Nikolai Klokotov, head of the strategy department at the Russian 
General Staff Academy; and Mikhail Leontyev, a popular reporter who is
reputed to be Putin’s favorite journalist.
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In order to gain acceptance into the prime minister’s inner circle, Dugin 
has ceased to advocate the decentralization of political power, a position 
he held during his days with the New Right. Instead, he has turned to 
glorifying the idea of the great leader. During the founding session of his 
movement, Dugin announced that the Putin regime embodied the triumph 
of the Eurasian spirit: “We support the president in a total and radical man-
ner,” he said. “erefore we are a total and radical center.”36 Toward the end
of Putin’s second term, when the question of his successor became a topic 
of public discussion, Dugin announced: “Putin is in everything, Putin is 
everything, Putin is absolute, Putin is irreplaceable.”37 It seems that the 
once-oppositional thinker has no problem glorifying the prime minister in 
terms taken directly from the vocabulary of totalitarianism. An unmistak-
ably fascist tone is also present in Dugin’s manifesto of the Eurasian Youth 
Movement: 

Your purpose: to become a master; you must be handsome, proud, wise, 
and brave… you are more than just a man. You must become more than 
a man.… Our purpose—absolute rule; we are a brotherhood of masters, 
Eurasia’s new commanders… discipline is the foundation of the Eurasian 
Youth Movement. is is the path to government and rule.… Without
discipline, man is nothing, filth. When you learn how to obey, you will
know how to command.38

Dugin’s infatuation with Putin has tempered somewhat in recent years. 
Occasionally, he has gone so far as to publicly criticize the prime minister, 
mainly for surrounding himself with pro-Western advisers and for not fol-
lowing a sufficiently tough policy against the United States and its Eurasian
allies, such as the Ukraine, the Baltic states, and Georgia.39 e recent crisis
in the Caucasus, however, seems to have revived the philosopher’s faith 
in the Russian leader. As expected, Dugin’s stance on the Georgia crisis 
was extremely militant from the outset. In an August 8, 2008 interview 
with the Echo Moskvy radio station, he claimed that Georgia was com-
mitting genocide in the separatist region of South Ossetia and that it was 
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incumbent on Russia to respond with military force.40 At a protest two 
days later outside the Ministry of Defense, activists and leaders of the 
Eurasian Movement shouted slogans like “Tanks to Tbilisi!” and “Glory to 
Russia! Glory to the empire!”41 On August 18, by which time it was clear 
that the Georgians had been defeated, Dugin demanded the establishment 
of military rule in Georgia. Since the cessation of hostilities, he has repeat-
edly called for Georgian President Mikheil Saakashvili’s head, in order to 
try him in an international court for crimes against humanity.42 Dugin’s 
support for the Russian leadership has grown only stronger as its policies 
have become more aggressive: In a September 4, 2008 interview with the 
Los Angeles Times, he explained that “Putin and Medvedev have passed the 
irreversible point. ey have shown that the will and the decision to put
the words into practice are in fact irreversible. So my support to Putin and 
Medvedev is now absolute.” For the benefit of anyone who may have for-
gotten what the future holds for Russia, Dugin made sure to remind them: 
“It is very far from the end. It is only the beginning of a real, and maybe 
very serious, and very dangerous for all of the sides, confrontation between 
us and Americans.”43 

Aleksandr Dugin, who was recently appointed head of the Center 
 for Conservative Studies at Moscow State University, is not the Rus-

sian regime’s official ideologue.44 His positions are too complex, his style too
abrasive, and his character too rebellious and independent. His influence is
nonetheless immense. e worldview he advocates has become part of main-
stream thinking, both in the Russian political establishment and among the 
general public. Dugin himself is not shy about his accomplishments: 

My thought prevails; my discourse reigns. Yes, the government does not 
disclose its sources…. Yes, there are whole circles that stand between me 
and the government… that add to the concentrated idea of Eurasian 
geopolitics, conservative Traditionalism, and the other ideologies I am 
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developing… and create a watered-down version. But in the end, this ver-
sion reaches the government, which incorporates it as if it were something 
obvious. erefore, in my opinion, Putin is becoming more and more like
Dugin, or at least implementing the program I have been building my 
entire life.45

is is not idle boasting. Today’s Russia is indeed moving closer and
closer to Dugin’s vision. e current regime’s authoritarian disposition,
centralized economy, and increasingly imperialist foreign policy can only 
reinforce the radical thinker’s hopes that his homeland is marching steadily 
toward the realization of its historic destiny. 

Dugin can also be satisfied with the successful reversal of democratization
in Russia, which so frustrated him during the 1990s. Under Putin’s domestic 
policies, Russia has shed most of the characteristics of a “free society.” Since 
2005, the NGO Freedom House, which annually publishes rankings of states 
according to their level of democracy and freedom, has labeled the Russian 
Federation “not free,” and ranked it below Yemen, Djibouti, and Uganda. It 
has done so for obvious reasons; Putin and his deputies do not hesitate to take 
extreme measures against any active domestic opposition.46 is has included
everything from obstructing rival political parties to hounding politicians and 
activists who have angered the Kremlin or never particularly endeared them-
selves to it.47 Due to these tactics and the enormous popularity he enjoys, Pu-
tin has no real parliamentary opposition. Gennady Zyuganov’s Communist 
party and Vladimir Zhirinovsky’s ultranationalist Liberal Democratic Party 
of Russia together account for a mere 20 percent of the Duma, and are not 
viewed by anyone as a tangible threat to the powers that be.

e regime retains the full support of the judicial branch as well. e
popular expression “Basmanny justice”—named after the Basmanny Dis-
trict in Moscow—refers to the court’s overt bias toward the prosecutor gen-
eral’s office, which receives its orders from above.48 e judiciary’s deference
to the government is widely recognized, but very few have the courage to 
speak about it in public. One of them is Yelena Valyavina, a senior judge in 
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the Federal Arbitration Court, who stated publicly that she was pressured 
by the Kremlin during a court testimony she gave in June 2008 and told 
outright that she would lose her job if she acted against state interests.49 
Other judges are less eager to show such public courage, and prefer to act as 
an executive arm of Putin’s inner circle.

e Russian media has also seen better days. After years of intoxicating
liberty, it has been reincorporated into the state. International organizations 
of journalists have publicly declared that Russia is one of the countries with 
the least freedom of the press in the world.50 Indeed, the Russian govern-
ment is unscrupulous in its efforts to tighten its grip on the media. It has
taken control of major television stations, closed opposition newspapers by 
applying economic and judicial pressure, and arrested “recalcitrant” jour-
nalists on fabricated charges. is, however, is not the worst of it. During
Putin’s term in office 133 journalists have been murdered in highly suspi-
cious circumstances. e most famous of them were Pavel Klebnikov and
the human rights activist Anna Politkovskaya.

Having taken control of the print and broadcast media, Putin and his 
supporters have turned to a new and larger target: the Internet. In early 
2008, Duma member Konstantin Rykov of Putin’s United Russia party 
called for the creation of a sovereign Russian internet network in order to 
properly educate the country’s youth in a patriotic spirit.51 And indeed, the 
new minister of communications, Igor Schegolev, declared last October that 
the creation of a Russian internet “that is protected from destructive exter-
nal influences” was already underway.52

Along with the de-democratization of Russia, Putin’s economic poli-
cies have also largely echoed Dugin’s vision. Russia’s economy is centralized 
again: All of its important sectors—the arms industry, energy producers, and 
the corporations exploiting natural resources—are in the hands of govern-
ment officials or their trusted associates. e oligarchs who have come out
against Putin, such as Mikhail Khodorkovsky, former owner of the energy 
giant Yukos, have been crushed.53 Dugin himself has justified such actions
through his claim that the traditional social hierarchy always subjects the 
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merchants to the rule of the warrior class.54 For its part, the Russian public 
has not objected to the new economic order. e rise in oil and natural gas
prices and the end of the Chechen wars have granted Russia a measure of 
prosperity and stability it lacked in the past. 

But the cause of Dugin’s renewed patriotic and spiritual confidence
is mainly the foreign and security policies enacted by the current Russian 
regime. Since Putin replaced Yeltsin as president, Moscow has abandoned 
the desire to integrate with the West, and adopted an unambiguously 
hawkish position. Between 2000 and 2007, Russia’s security budget has 
grown more than fourfold.55 Plans are now in place for a comprehensive 
modernization of the military at a total cost of five trillion rubles, which
will include the acquisition of intercontinental ballistic missiles, nuclear 
submarines, and aircraft carriers.56 All the while, Russia is doing its best to 
intimidate its pro-Western neighbors, and has proven the seriousness of its 
intentions by invading Georgia. Its declarations concerning the Ukraine, 
Poland, and the Baltic states are even more aggressive than its old Cold 
War rhetoric. Kremlin spokesmen do not hesitate to raise the possibility of 
nuclear war in order to alert the arrogant West that Judgment Day, which 
appeared to have been delayed with the fall of the communist bloc, may 
still be right around the corner. Russia’s decisions to renounce the CFE 
treaty, which limits the deployment of armed forces in the area between 
the Atlantic Ocean and the Urals, and to reinstitute long-range strategic 
bomber flights around the world, give the belligerent statements of its lead-
ers a disturbing gravity.57 

It seems, in short, that Russia under Putinism has enthusiastically em-
braced the Eurasian vision. Putin himself publicly announced as much in 
an article he published toward the end of 2000, entitled “Russia Has Always 
Identified Itself as a Eurasian Country.”58 Putin also mentioned Gumilev in
a speech he gave at a university in Kazakhstan that year: 

Many consider Lev Nikolayevich Gumilev to be the “greatest Eurasianist 
of our era.” He was a historian, ethnographer, poet, and a man of truly 
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encyclopedic knowledge. Lev Nikolayevich judged everything according 
to history’s supreme measure… the instructive weight which his Eurasian 
ideas bear is particularly important today.59

Eurasian ideas—developed by Gumilev and his disciple Dugin—are 
essential to any understanding of Moscow’s intentions in the international 
arena. Russia’s hostility toward the United States, its efforts to increase its
influence in Europe (and particularly in Germany), its ties with Iran, and
its attempts to regain its standing in the Middle East all demonstrate a de-
termined effort by policymakers in the Kremlin to create an anti-American
alliance—or an anti-Atlantic alliance, as Dugin would put it—in which 
Russia will play the leading role.60 

e Russian collective memory is also being fundamentally revised in
line with the Eurasian vision. After years of rejecting its Soviet past, Rus-
sia is now overwhelmed with nostalgia for communist imperialism. is is
clearly evident in Putin’s public statements. In April 2005, he stated in his 
annual address to the Russian nation, “the collapse of the Soviet Union was 
the greatest geopolitical catastrophe of the twentieth century.”61 e course
of action implied in Putin’s words has already achieved concrete expression 
in the realm of education. New Russian history and social science textbooks 
teach an old-new historical narrative in which Stalin was a glorious leader; 
the wide-scale purges he conducted in the 1930s were necessary for “in-
vigorating the ranks”; hardliner Leonid Brezhnev, general secretary from 
1964 to 1982, ensured the Soviet Union’s stability and prosperity, which 
was the “model of an ideal society in the eyes of millions around the world”; 
Gorbachev and Yeltsin brought destruction to the once-mighty superpower; 
and Putin, not surprisingly, is responsible for every advancement in Russian 
society since 2000.62

Aleksandr Dugin has every reason to feel profoundly satisfied. Before
his very eyes, the ideology which he developed under the names “Tradition-
alism,” “National Bolshevism,” and “Eurasianism” is becoming the official
line of the Russian government. He is quite justified in proclaiming, “Putin
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is becoming more and more like Dugin.” is once-obscure intellectual is
now the chief philosopher of the “radical center.” And while the glorious 
Russian nation is marching to his tune, we would be wise to recall the 
words of Isaiah Berlin—a thinker who was Dugin’s opposite in almost every 
way—who warned us that ideas “nurtured in the stillness of a professor’s 
study” could destroy a civilization.63

Yigal Liverant is a translator and M.A. candidate at the Cohn Institute for the History 
and Philosophy of Science and Ideas at Tel Aviv University.
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