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CONCEPTUAL EVOLUTION 
OF MODERN NEOLIBERALISM

The beginning of the 21st century suggests that we are 
dealing with a permanent abrogation of moral values in the 
world politics. On the external, propaganda level, this process 
hides behind neoliberal rhetoric with its messianic theses on «the 
sustainable development», «modern challenges» and «the right 
and the wrong side of history». To some extent, the globality 
of historical and political problems makes neoliberalism look 
like Marxism-Leninism. However, it should be noted that 
Protestant fundamentalism in its specific geopolitical version 
is substituted for the doctrine of historical materialism. The 
fundamental concept of this theory can be represented by the 
basic provisions of dispensationalism – a very popular doctrine 
among American social elites.

One more common feature exists that unites Marxism-
Leninism and neoliberalism. The latter, as well as the former, 
exists in two forms: as an economic theory and a philosophical 
construction. Moreover, the theory is sacrificed to the 
philosophy. In this way, the real «market economy» in the 
framework of neoliberalism is a non-thing and an empty slogan, 
because the economy is extremely monopolized in reality. On 
the other hand, the monopolized global economy generates a 
«market society» based on the values of status consumption and 
commodity fetishism.

All this fundamentally distinguishes the neoliberal doctrine 
from the communist doctrine. The neoliberal doctrine is also 
distinguished by global economic inequality based on the global 
differentiation of labor. The neoliberal world is divided into 
«golden billion» districts (centers) and their economic colonies 
(perimeter zones). There is a constant capital outflow from the 
colonies to the centers (a sort of a modern tribute). For example, 
cheap goods are produced in Third World countries and are sold 
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in expensive western markets. However, nobody shares profits 
with the manufacturer. Moreover, the financial system and 
financial resources of peripheral countries are wholly pegged to 
similar institutions in «central» countries. 

Even more differences between the neoliberalism and the 
communism can be found in the fields of information and 
propaganda. The attack of information of the neoliberal world 
order is cruder and more dictatorial than the authoritarian 
communist ideology. Publicist Fyodor Lukyanov characterizes 
the crash of Malaysia Airlines Flight 17, shot down over 
Ukraine in 2014, in this vein: «Unfortunately, the international 
information environment is so structured that no evidence is 
needed. Look at that: there is no evidence, there are a lot of 
questions, but the world generally believes that the plane was 
shot down by the insurgent fighters. It is almost an axiom. The 
version alluding to responsibility being held by Ukraine is 
considered by almost nobody except Russia. Cynically speaking: 
is evidence really necessary? It will do as it is. It should be 
noted that the media is a very powerful weapon. This is a sphere 
in which western hegemony still persists, although it weakens 
in other spheres, such as economics and politics.» [34] 

The Soviet ideologists had a moral philosophy, albeit 
one of class philosophy. Modern liberals have no other moral 
philosophy except the most archaic and longstanding idea of 
the «civilization vs. barbarism» confrontation. However, in the 
days of the ancient Romans, the personality of «barbarians» 
was a constant value (everybody knew who the barbarians were, 
where they lived and where they could come from). Within the 
modern political doctrine of the United States and their allies, 
potential barbarians are determined by the appointing gesture 
depending on short-term political interests of the ruling elites. 
For example, Serbians became “barbarians” in 1997. Iraq, 
Libya, Syria – after September 11, 2001. Russia and ethnic 
Russians in Ukraine in 2014.

The fight against «barbarism» (and the imposition of «turnkey 
democracy») is conducted by means of «revolutions» staging. At 
the same time, nobody is worried by the fact that fundamentalists 
such as Salafists and the Muslim Brotherhood replace moderate 
authoritarian and enlightened regimes. Moreover, a corrupt neo-
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Nazi regime is replacing the equally corrupt government in Kiev. 
The result is not important but rather the participation. In the 
event the facts do not conform to the theory, so much the worse 
for the facts. All these processes indicate a recourse of Western 
elites to new forms of neocolonialism, which was physically 
impossible during the period of confrontation between the «two 
systems». Consequently, there remains the point of fundamental 
distinction between neoliberalism and communism despite their 
general tendency towards authoritarian methods.

Before the 20th century, the ideology of European 
colonialism was shaped in purely romantic terms and phrases 
such as «white man’s burden» or «necessity of enculturation», 
etc. This vocabulary became obsolete when Marxism gained 
momentum. Under the influence of Marxism, phenomena such 
as global inequality and global dependence were described in the 
language of political economy for the first time ever. During the 
Cold War, both Soviet and American propaganda discussed the 
confrontation of two socio-political «systems» instead of «two 
cultures» or «two civilizations». This is not by accident. The 
very existence of a political alternative, even illusory (Soviet) 
one, forced the use of a more or less «decent» sublimated 
language. However, after the collapse of the Soviet bloc, the 
liberal mainstream has returned to the Discovery doctine and 
not an economically-disguised colonialism. 

Currently, the «confrontation of civilizations» (the problem 
proposed by Samuel Huntington) is currently on the agenda. 
This terminological twist was not accidental. It meant that taste 
and decency were finally left behind and the concept of global 
domination stepped back into the days of the British East India 
Company. Only one thing had to be translated into the language 
of political concepts of the 21st century: the political rhetoric 
of the age of “the empire on which the sun never sets.” This 
stylistic metamorphosis in politics has become one of the signs 
of the century’s turn.

A new language allowed free discussion revolving around 
the tightening of semantics and its archaic style within a 
liberal discourse. From here, the ideas of cultural exclusivity 
and biological superiority laid just one step away. Global 
social inequality is once again justified by culturally-racist 
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doctrines. However, the replacement of «cultural inferiority» 
by «nonconformance to democratic standards» can hardly 
deceive anybody. Euphemisms are a product of language rather 
than political reality. Moreover, new political realities were 
lined up with the new language. The harshest fundamentalist 
forces were used to overthrow the secular «dictators» in the 
Middle East (who were actually moderately authoritarian 
leaders typical for this region). Therefore, American interests 
against Bashar al-Assad in Syria were defended by «al-Qaeda» 
hostility to American politicum in the past. In Ukraine, the bets 
were placed on the ethnic war and an ethnic Russian genocide 
prosecuted by descendants of Banderovites and the Ukrainian 
National Assembly – Ukrainian National Self-Defense (UNA-
UNSO).

The comparison of information war methods used under 
communism and neoliberalism is not in favor of the latter. The 
informational dictatorship is more dangerous than the former 
ideological dictatorship. Infocracy is more dangerous than 
ideocracy. It declines all responsibility for the consequences 
of its actions and is in disagreement with reality. In contrast 
with communism, the neoliberal doctrine affords internal 
contradictions. For example, an appeal to the «universal human 
values» as a single paradigm logically contradicts the thesis on 
«pluralism». However, nobody is interested in logic when it 
comes to the only correct doctrine acquirable in a very short 
time by installing the appropriate set of definitions accompanied 
by «relevant information» related to the agenda.

Neoliberalism tacitly reserves the right to internal 
contradictions, the right to immunity to criticism and the right 
not to «descend» to polemic because it supposedly covers «the 
plentitude of the achievement of human ideas». In the days of 
classical liberalism, this gnosticism was forced out of the theory 
with some degree of success: the remnants of Christian morality 
served as limiters. However, it is in demand today. Hence, 
Francis Fukuyama and his followers’ proclamation of the «end 
of history» is quite reasonable.

It is not surprising that the neoliberal political universalism 
has a quasi-religious character. Moreover, its form is more of 
an imperative: instead of «I believe because it is absurd» [33, p. 
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1] it is more appropriate to say «Believe, because it is absurd!» 
Otherwise, you are a barbarian, and, in the words of Barack 
Obama, you are standing «on the wrong side of history». Thus, 
neoliberalism uses quasi-religious grounds, as well as cultural 
and racist concepts that were out of the question within the 
Marxism-Leninism doctrine. Such cultural and racist adjustments 
require legitimation and self-justification, which is possible only 
in the presence of an incontestable and unquestionable reason. 
For this purpose, one needs an «imperfect» opponent that does 
not fall within the principles of good and evil: a subhuman, ein 
Untermensch.

For example, ethnic Russians in East Ukraine play the 
role of «Untermenschen» who are being compared with 
insects («potato bugs») by American henchmen in Kiev. These 
henchmen demand via these journalists to reduce the number of 
these insects. Journalist Bogdan Butkevitch made a shocking 
statement in a live broadcast on the Ukrainian public channel 
hromadske.tv: «Donbass is not just a depressed region. There 
are plenty of needless people residing there. There are about 
four million people in the Donetsk region, at least one and a half 
million are just useless there. I do not know the recipe on how 
to do it quickly. However, the single most important thing to do 
remains: there are people who just must be killed». Previously, 
Yulia Tymoshenko suggested «shooting 8 million Russians 
with nuclear weapons». Such statements are not only a norm 
for the Ukrainian media. They have long become guidelines for 
the Ukrainian army, including in their destruction of residential 
quarters by means of bombing and multiple launch rocket 
systems. Nevertheless, European and the U.S. officials fully 
endorse this practice and even thank the Ukrainian authorities 
for the «moderate violence» (Jen Psaki).

Why is that happening?
The demand for legitimation of expansionary goals inevitably 

leads neoliberalism to the creation of an auxiliary doctrine of 
absolute evil which automatically eliminates excessive moral 
reflections. Such an appeal to the «absolute evil», the «axis 
of evil» and so on is initially amoral. It can be compared to 
the mood of the Inquisition and religious wars («Kill them all! 
Surely the Lord discerns which ones are his»), although this is 
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much more expansive. The basis of this understanding of evil 
is a neopagan mindset rather than a Christian one. It is quite 
obvious that this matrix of the consciousness is historically 
inherent in fascist regimes. Evidence can easily be found 
in Adolf Hitler’s Mein Kampf and well-known pamphlet 
Untermensch. The oecumenical evil is intended to shield the 
daily evil associated with the actions of specific people. The 
presence of this universal evil can be only postulated. It cannot 
be proven. This is a sign of a quasi-religious consciousness, 
typical for members of totalitarian sects.

Thus, the analysis of contemporary neoliberal discourse 
suggests it has much more in common with fascism than with 
the communist doctrine. This commonness has a long-term 
connection throughout European history.
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ETHNICITY IN CONTEMPORARY POLITICS: 
DANGERS OF NEO-NAZISM

Russian society is undergoing a process of painful and 
sudden clarification. It still does not know what to do with the 
fact only discovered in recent months: we live side by side 
with an openly Nazi state, the ideological vector of which has a 
sharp anti-Russian orientation. Politicians in Kiev claim that the 
areas with a prevalent Russian population should become either 
populated with Ukrainians or uninhabited, and that «Russians 
should be shot with nuclear weapons» (record of a telephone 
conversation between Yulia Tymoshenko and Nestor Shufrych). 
Such statements no longer remain just statements. They are 
actively turned into reality evident from attacks with «Grad» 
multiple-launch rocket systems and cluster bombs, execution 
lists and the closing of refugee passages.

Political analyst Dmitriy Babich provides an unbiased 
estimation: «This Nazism often functions without swastikas 
and salutes glorifying Hitler. Modern Ukrainian Nazism 
is sleek and well-read; it likes to invoke Churchill, Havel 
and even Varlam Shalamov; it often has a diploma from a 
European university and a pile of invitations to conferences – 
in Warsaw, London, Berlin... This Nazism can be ... intelligent 
and liberal. Liberal Nazism? This seems to be an oxymoron, 
but it’s true: modern Ukrainian Nazis came to power with the 
help of Western and Russian liberals.» [26]

When discussing the uprising of militias in southeast 
Ukraine, experts argue that there is a war between fascists 
and antifascists. This may be true, but it is not the entire 
story. In fact, we are witnessing the initial phase of an 
ethnic war. Very few people in Russia have realized that the 
conflict between Kiev and the southeast is in reality between 
Ukrainians (in alliance with the United States) and Russians, 
and not only between fascists and antifascists, a fact many 
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have refused to accept. Ukrainians are aware of this fact 
much better than we are.

One may object: are both parties equally motivated in this 
war? Of course not. Of course, the essence of Russian identity and 
the essence of Ukrainian identity are different. Russian identity 
has never been based on an ethnic self-awareness of the nation. 
It has always been considerably religious and ideocratic. The 
Ukrainian identity is historically situational. This phenomenon 
is rather artificial, brought to life by political circumstances of 
the 20th century and therefore possessing only one ideological 
foundation: Russophobia and rejection of a «Russian Europe» 
or «the Russian project» (i.e. Russian Orthodox segment of the 
European world). However, Ukraine (rather, Little Russia) was 
a part of this world for many centuries. After the separation from 
the parent entity, Ukraine is doomed to remain a «fragment» 
and a part without the whole.

That is why the current events are not symmetrical: the 
Ukrainian side perceives this war as a war for a narrow ethnic 
self-awareness of the nation. For the Russian side, this is a war 
for cultural and historical self-awareness based on moral and 
religious values. However, all Ukrainian churches, including 
the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the Moscow Patriarchate 
(UOCMP), take an active part on the informational front of this 
war. Nevertheless, if we look closely, we will find out that today’s 
Ukrainian churches, despite the uranopolitism prescribed by the 
Christian tradition, are infected with nationalist ideology and 
many church members accede to Nazi attitudes of their secular 
fellow-thinkers. In other words, Ukraine suffers from narrowing 
the religious issue to an ethnic one. [26] On the contrary, Russia 
suffers from expanding the ethnic issue to the religious and 
sociocultural one. It is one of the reasons for the notorious 
«mindset conflict». A mindset conflict is always a conflict of 
ideologies, even in our «information era” far removed from 
ideological times.

The war between Ukrainians and Russians (so far Russians 
of New Russia (Novorossiya)) certainly has a strong ideological 
degree. The residents of New Russia do not accept pseudo-
European values of Maidan, that is, the power of the oligarchy and 
the middle class over the people. They do not want to be economic 
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lambs to be slaughtered by the International Monetary Fund. 
However, they also reject the forced Ukrainization of Russians 
that has been the focal point in Kiev’s policy for 23 years. Today, 
they have entered the «hot» phase of Ukrainization.

Here another question has to be answered: what does one 
view have to do with the other? The conflict of ideologies: is it 
a conflict of economic interests or national feelings? After all, 
there is a large gap between the first and the second factor at 
first glance. In fact, this distance is negligible. The relation is 
direct and it does not involve any mysticism.

The relation between national racial and socioeconomic 
factors in Nazism may seem random or inexplicable, but 
only on a superficial level. In fact, it has been common 
practice throughout world history. People were oppressed 
economically during colonization. Nevertheless, the right to 
such oppression was always justified by reason of the victims’ 
national, cultural or civilizational inferiority and the aggressor’s 
certain «exceptionalism». Moreover, the oppression was often 
represented as a sort of «payment» for the services of a highly 
developed nation ostensibly «civilizing the savages.» In the 
times of Rudyard Kipling, it was considered to be a «white 
man’s burden.” Today’s Ukrainian liberals comment on the 
European Community Association Agreement with Ukraine 
and speak about a «payment for an economic master class» with 
a view of inevitable cataclysms in the future: a rise in tariffs, 
decline in manufacturing output, national currency devaluation, 
purchase of national assets by foreign companies (the Biden 
father and son duo are just the first signs) and, finally, a debt pit 
of the International Monetary Fund which future generations 
will have to deal with.

The above-mentioned is true if we speak about the relations 
between Ukraine and the European Union. This system also 
includes South-East as a third element. The industry of East 
Ukraine is going to become a lamb to the “economic” slaughter 
after the entry through «European economic standards», 
which means unemployment, decline in living standards, 
and starving families in the territory of the current Donetsk 
People’s Republic and Lugansk People’s Republic, as well 
as the Kharkov region. However, let us turn our attention to 
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the fact that European integrators from Kiev keep pace with 
the best Nazi traditions and tend to impute such a brilliant 
prospect to the «mindset conflict» (according to the Ukrainian 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs), a special status of the inhabitants 
of Donetsk and Lugansk as «subhumans» (definition by the 
Ukrainian Prime Minister Arseniy Yatsenyuk), and even a war 
between the «Soviet» and the «non-Soviet». The latter is rather 
strange considering the people’s-democratic message of New 
Russia and nomenclative oligarchical nature of the Ukrainian 
regime typical for the Commonwealth of Independent States as 
a whole. 

In short, the relationship between the economy and the 
theme of «cultural superiority» is plainly visible in today’s 
Ukraine.

How can we explain the fact that the stock phrases about 
the «territorial integrity» are not enough for the Kiev authorities 
and their agitprop insists on Nazi and cultural racist motives? 
One may state that these motives are intended to emotionally 
strengthen their shaky arguments. Kiev is short of «legal» 
bases for the retention of the Southeast. However, the lack of 
arguments is not the only reason for the Nazi discourse. Even 
Bandera «traditions» are an important factor rather than a 
decisive one that links the economy and the ideology.

In fact, this type of connection is not situational. It is quite 
deep. It stems from the laws of liberal capitalism. The well-
known left economist and historian Immanuel Wallerstein 
always stressed in his works «there is a correlation between 
«class» and «ethnic» ranking on the one hand, and the presence 
of different «class» and «ethnic» groups with certain political 
rights on the other hand. The lower groups form ... «a class-
ethnic lower stratum».” [7, p. 34] Furthermore «the axial 
differentiation of labor between the core and the periphery (of 
the global economy — A. S.) has both a class and ethnic degree. 
They change places on the global level as opposed to on the 
domestic level: first of all, ethnic hierarchy is obvious. The 
backwardness of the Third World is often explained in terms of 
culture and education ... « [7, p. 35] 

It is characteristic that stages of the processes occurring 
in the global economy affect the adjustment of «racial» 
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boundaries. According to Wallerstein, it is no more than a 
«constant redefinition of ethnic groups in the capitalist global 
system pursuant to the needs of the latter. As a result, yesterday’s 
«Mediterraneans» become today’s Europeans; the Japanese 
(yesterday’s leaders of the «Golden Horde») become the 
«honorary whites»; and, who knows, maybe today’s Swedes will 
turn into «pale-faced barbarians» again one day. Ethnicity and 
race in the capitalist global system are constantly changing their 
definitions of status. During a period of decline and contraction 
in the global economy, entire nations are acknowledged as 
ethnically imperfect and therefore pushed out of it. During a 
period of growth and expansion (extension) some of said nations 
are let in again.» [3, p. 9] At the same time, «in weak peripheral 
countries and societies, racial, ethnic (national) and linguistic 
identity become a denominator of class interests indication or 
status groups solidarity formation. The racial and ethnic degree 
of social relations in CGE (capitalist global economy – A.S.) 
becomes institutionally secured.» [4, p. 745]

This very process – the institutionalization of an authoritarian 
economic model as the idea of racial and ethnic superiority – 
can be observed in today’s Ukraine. It should be reminded 
that the leaders of the Third Reich represented their conquest 
of «living space» as the right to rule the «Untermenschen» 
or «racially imperfect peoples». Ukraine steadily follows this 
well-worn path. There’s nothing exotic and unexpected in the 
pernicious degeneration of Ukrainian politics which began two 
decades ago. It will be followed by cultural encapsulation and 
degradation of the Ukrainian society. One cannot hide from 
this fact as the liberal and patriotic middle class in Russia and 
the liberal-patriotic middle class in Ukraine do. Nevertheless, 
there is also nothing surprising about this. The phenomenon of 
Ukrainian fascism requires a calm and cold analysis.
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NEO-FASCISM AS A CONCEPT: IDEOLOGIC DEBATES 
AND THE BOUNDARIES OF MEANING

Recent events in Ukraine confirm we are witnessing the 
return of fascism to European politics. However, there still 
remains a serious problem in the analysis of the situation and 
a clear understanding of fascism as a historical phenomenon. 
For example, writer Maksim Kantor details six signs of fascism. 
[36] Obviously, the set of criteria being excessively large 
complicates the definition of the event rather than facilitates 
it. Nevertheless, let us try to consider the six characteristics of 
fascism laid out by Kantor.

«National pride is the first tenet of fascism». However, 
in which units is it measured? What about the cults of «Dear 
Old Blighty» and «Sweet France»? Are they manifestations 
of national pride? Are they really just sprouts of an archaic 
fascist consciousness? In fact, this is not national pride (in an 
adequate and healthy sense). This is the national (racial, cultural, 
civilizational) superiority complex and the position of a master 
nation or a civilizer.

«The union between the people and the state is the second 
tenet of fascism». This thesis ignores the main question: what 
kind of state is it? What are its ideology, economy, and social and 
political goals? A state by itself is a neutral phenomenon. The 
attitude to the «state in general» is a trendy topic of conversation 
among libertarians. However, this is somewhat baseless. 
Dogmatic, a priori anti-statism represents the phenomenon 
similar to the sovereign idolatry, with the opposite sign though. 
Historical experience shows that these events give rise to and 
support each other in Russia. This situation resulted in the lack 
of real politics in the country.

«Tradition is the third tenet of fascism. Only the bygone 
grandeur is honored. Fascism always represents a retrospective 
program». Once again this has nothing to do with reality. On 
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the contrary, tradition (i.e. culture and history) is the only 
serious counterbalance to the «call of the blood». Tradition 
is something a person can tap into of his or her own free will 
whereas ethnicity is given to him or her at birth. Hence, tradition 
is a choice, freedom and responsibility. Tradition makes people 
equal. It doesn’t involve the logic of exclusion. Cultural and 
national racism are bound up in this logic (here we are and here 
they are; we are the salt of the earth and they are natural born 
slaves). Tradition is in the tideway of history and therefore 
doesn’t bind us to the past. It is not the past; it is a connection 
between the past and the future, a guarantee against historical 
gaps by preserving shared experiences. Therefore, tradition is 
not aggressive; it does not tend to conquer itself or someone on 
the side. It redeems all that belongs to it.

«Fascism is a retro empire. Fascism invents nothing new. 
The pathos of fascism is in the abolition of progress». Nothing 
of the kind. Fascism deifies progress with «blood»: enough 
evidence supports this by recalling the economy of the «Third 
Reich». Truth and tradition are not enemies of progress but are 
rather the point of progress and assurance of humanity.

«Inequality is the fourth tenet of fascism. Fascist states 
represent armies, and the inequality is typical for armies. 
However, fascism receives this inequality preformed – from the 
market. The inequality itself was not created by fascism. The 
inequality had been already created by the oligarchy and the 
market democracy». This is the most important and, in some 
cases, the only viable criterion. This fact is undeniable. T’s 
crossed and I’s dotted.

«The fifth tenet of fascism is its totality». Strange criterion. 
Liberalism is also total and socialism aspired to be total. Religion 
is total, so what?

«Paganism is the sixth tenet of fascism». That is true. 
Moreover, the pagan nature of fascism is closely related to 
inequality. Nevertheless, it is difficult to agree with the following 
thesis: «Paganism does not necessarily mean the abolition of 
paternal religion. It is a modification of Christianity, adaptation 
of the latter to the needs of the earthen consciousness». In fact, 
it should be read as the modification of Christian religion to the 
needs of the global market. As an example of such modification, 
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consider radical Protestantism and Calvinism. [8] Earthen 
consciousness initially had little in common with Christian 
uranopolitism, but the situation has somewhat changed in the 
age of globalization: Earthenism becomes a counterbalance to 
the interests of the global financial system, and eventually a 
preservative of tradition, including the Christian one. Therefore, 
in the case of the «earthen consciousness», it must be explained: 
what kind of «earth», i.e. what kind of tradition is in question? 

The regression of neoliberalism to the direct support of 
Nazism and fundamentalism is no longer a theory. Evidence 
supports this. Maksim Kantor once admitted: «It is liberal 
democracy that prepared today’s fascism... Fascism of the past 
century was defeated by the union of democracy, socialism, 
humanistic art and religion. All the components of this victory 
were deliberately destroyed. Today, we have nothing to oppose 
fascism.» [28]

It is impossible to ignore this disappointing logic of the 
historical process. However, when any question related to the 
nature and origins of fascism arises, the main thing is not to 
distort the historical picture for the benefit of the neoliberal 
establishment.

The concepts based on the thesis of fascism «secondarity» 
(and thus minor guiltiness) compared with communism are 
often used for such distortion. Within the context of the school 
of German historian E. Nolte and the official adjustment for 
«German history normalization», it is commonly believed in 
Germany that Hitler’s regime was a response to Stalin’s regime 
and therefore Hitler cannot be considered an aggressor. The 
transition from political infighting to military activity (22.06.41) 
is not often taken into consideration.

However, the excuse of historical blame shifting from the 
aggressor to the victim is usually negligible. Fascism is much 
«older» than communism. It was born long before the 19th 
century. It is perfectly set out in Manuel Sarkisyanz’s famous 
book Anglo-Saxon Roots of German Fascism: From British to 
Austro-Bavarian «Master Race.

According to Sarkisyanz, «Great Britain was the only 
country where racist ideology stemmed directly from the national 
tradition. The tradition was based on Old-Testament Puritanism, 
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and the situation was exacerbated by the entrenched perception 
of social stratification as a part of English Heritage (in Great 
Britain, the social lows invariably harbored deep respect for 
the upper classes while the latter treated them with undisguised 
contempt)» [19, p. 95] (see also: Thost, Als Nationalsozialist in 
England (München, 1939), S. 99; Thurlow, Fascism in Britain 
(London, 1982), p. 276; Hannah Arendt, Elemente ... totaler 
Herrschaft, S. 288). Here, referring to Hannah Arendt, he also 
argues that class inequality was perceived almost as an inherent 
feature of the English national character. «The social inequality 
was the basis and specific feature of the English society, so, I 
suppose, the concept of human rights has never been such a 
thorn in the side anywhere else» states Hannah Arendt. [19, p. 
95]

However, one should not focus on the English national 
character but on the conditions of global capitalism and the 
liberal ideology supporting it – the phenomena that emerged 
most clearly in England when it was the leading colonial power. 
In this case, the mystery of English roots in fascism can easily 
be solved without mysticism and everything clicks into place in 
the framework of this historical phenomenon. Yes, in the epoch 
of capitalism the leading European powers can be considered 
the birthplace of European fascism. However, the reason is not 
the mentality or the national character but the development of 
the global monetary system. This factor obviously influenced 
the formation of specific traits of the national character.

This poses the question: why did it happen? Why is the 
authoritarian nature of global capitalism much deeper and more 
radical than the ideological authoritarianism of communism? 
To answer this question, let me refer to a long quotation from 
Boris Kagarlitskii: «The fundamental difference between the 
capitalist «market» terror and the «totalitarian» terror is the 
fact that the latter is carried out by the government assuming 
political and moral responsibility. On the contrary, the 
«market» terror is carried out spontaneously while nobody at 
the political level claims responsibility for it. More specifically, 
the responsibility is allocated among a plurality of specific bad 
guys, each of which is responsible only for his “subtask». On 
the other hand, as noted by one character of The Lugano Report 
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by Susan George, market terror is more efficient. Concentration 
camp guards can be bribed or moved to pity. The bureaucracy 
is slow and sluggish. Only the market solves the problem of 
destruction of people with its uncompromising and unrelenting 
efficiency by obeying the logic of a spontaneous process. In the 
end, no one is responsible for anything. The contractors, the 
profit receivers, the heirs of capital created by slave labor are 
all respectable citizens whose reputation is beyond the reach of 
all suspicion. Millions of victims of economic efficiency stay 
unrecognized, they are forgotten, and nobody is going to be 
penitent for their crimes. That is why the economic holocaust 
can happen over and over again» [11, p. 36]. 

It is important not to lose sight of the economic roots of any 
holocaust.
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GENEALOGY AND TELEOLOGY 
OF MODERN NEO-NAZISM

The ideology of fascism became popular after the 
destruction of the communist doctrine. Fascism was recognized 
as a legitimate response to communism long ago. This idea is 
quite common among right-wing parties when the conversation 
drifts to fascism. [11] This is not by accident. The myth of 
the alleged «secondarity» of fascism rotates the historical 
«chessboard» (in the words of Zbigniew Brzezinski) by 180 
degrees. This myth deserves a systematic and harsh criticism. It 
is not a mere coincidence that liberal historiographers and social 
scientists protect this «redoubt» most of all. Such discussions 
are inevitable in a society experiencing the struggle for history 
and formation of a long-term national policy.

Real fascism is much older by historical standards than 
Leninist-Stalinist Communism. We are talking about historical 
specifics rather than the extreme antiquity of the ideas themselves 
(both egalitarian and national pagan), which is also important. 
From a historical point of view, fascism was not a response 
to communism. However, it resulted from the conditions and 
politico-economical factors of liberal capitalism.

Which is why the definition of fascism by Hannah Arendt 
(with the replacement of the disputable «totalitarianism» and 
equally disputable fissioning of the concept of racism) is not the 
best representation. It is clearly inferior to another definition 
given by Georgii Dimitrov. Known as «Dimitrov’s formula,» 
this is a classical definition of fascism and was considered the 
most precise in the USSR. «Fascism is the open terroristic 
dictatorship of the most reactionary, the most chauvinistic and 
the most imperialist units of financial capital ... Fascism is not 
the superclass power and not the power of the lower middle 
class or the lumpen proletariat over the financial capital. 
Fascism is the power of the financial capital itself. It is the 
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organization of terroristic violence against the working class 
and the revolutionary section of the peasantry and the middle 
class. Fascism in foreign policy represents chauvinism in its 
crudest form, cultivating zoological hatred of other peoples.» 
[9, p. 64-65] 

The main aspect of this definition is the direct connection 
between fascism as an ideology and the power of financial capital. 
This connection means that fascism is the continuation of the 
ultra-right neoliberal ideology – the ideology of big business. In 
this regard, it becomes clear why left-wing social democrats and 
communists have always emphasized the connection between 
fascism and capitalism. At the same time, the liberal theory of 
«totalitarianism» repudiates this relationship. Everything hinges 
on target ideological attitudes. Anti-system position is one 
thing. Historical meditations permitted by the liberal consensus 
is another.

The binary theory of totalitarianism helps to gloss over the 
problem of the historical roots of fascism. Boris Kagarlitskii, 
historian and sociologist, rightly comments on this subject: 
«Liberal sociologists regularly emphasize the system and the 
socioeconomic logic of the «left» totalitarianism, but consistently 
and persistently deny the same logic of the «right» totalitarianism 
for some reason. According to their opinion, it turns out that the 
Gulag was «obligatory» in the absence of private property, but 
Buchenwald and Auschwitz were quite incidental through an 
exception in bourgeois economic system.» [11, p. 34]

The assurance of the «accidental occurrence» of Buchenwald 
and Auschwitz is extremely doubtful. It contradicts not only the 
leftist view of the problem, but also – de facto – is contrary 
to the European sociology, political science and historiography 
of the pre-war period. Many works written in Europe and the 
United States before the war are not in line with the binary 
theory of totalitarianism and other ideas formulated after the 
war by Hannah Arendt (The Origins of Totalitarianism), Karl 
Popper (The Open Society and Its Enemies), Friedrich August 
von Hayek (The Road to Serfdom) and additional authors. For 
example, if we take the definition of imperialism by Hannah 
Arendt and reconcile it with the views of Max Weber, the author 
of the famous The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism 



22 23

[8], it turns out that the latter is the mastermind and apologist 
for imperialism.

However, Weber’s concept represents general constituent 
attributes of the entire Western capitalist civilization of the 
modern age. When considering liberal capitalism in such a 
perspective, European fascism will appear as a logical and 
natural consequence of the development of the Western economy 
rather than an accidental historical dislocation and «systemic 
failure» in Western society. With this object in mind, Boris 
Kagarlitskii emphasizes «the other side of the story may be 
also noted. The economic rationality of German concentration 
camps (as opposed to the repeatedly described irrationality and 
absurdity of the Soviet camps) was just a legal result of the 
market economy, private enterprise and the Protestant ethic.» 
[11, p. 35]

Based on the above-mentioned, it is easy to understand 
which of the two totalitarianisms is real fascism and how it is 
connected with the spirit of a liberal capitalist global economy 
and market society. From there, we will have to recognize 
that the use of the concept of totalitarianism as a common 
denominator for the concepts of «communism» and «fascism» 
is flat out incorrect.

In order to understand what happened after 1940 in the field 
of ideology, it is sufficient to apply the theory of totalitarianism 
in retrospect. The only thing is that today’s European and 
American political science strongly discommend it. However, 
it remains impossible to suppress the fact that the fresh generic 
concept of fascism has been revised and emasculated in the 
framework of the theory of totalitarianism.

So, what is fascism?
Besides the narrow sense of the term «fascism» (i.e. 

Mussolini’s regime), it represents the idea of the imperfection 
of a particular group not falling within the law, or the superiority 
of any group that is logically the same. The «imperfection» may 
have different markers: national, cultural (to justify colonial 
expansion) and civilizational. This superiority complex serves 
as a transcendental justification of biological and social 
inequality of people. The monetary system uses this approach 
in the framework of the global colonial policy.
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In any case, fascism is directed against the part of a person’s 
identity that cannot be changed, that is, where a person has no 
choice. The authoritarian (totalitarian?) regime provides a choice: 
either to adjust your views in the public space or to become a 
victim of the regime. Fascism, in contrast, does not leave this 
«or» to a person. This is precisely why the comparison and the 
convergence between communism (in spite of all its crimes) and 
fascism are inappropriate. In addition to this, the theory of «two 
totalitarianisms» by Hannah Arendt is absolutely blasphemous. 
The fact is that fascism, in contrast with communism, does not 
need a human being as an object of subordination. It needs a 
person to slip out of existence. A person is unwanted. People 
get in the way of fascism, because they either occupy the sweet 
spots of territory or are a food link, a material resource, a food 
reserve and «organic matter» (in classical colonialism). Let 
us recall the suggestion of fascist journalist Butkevitch made 
in a live broadcast of the Ukrainian public channel: to kill 
1.5 million residents of Donbass. This does not concern their 
«abnormality» – this is about their needlessness. They are a 
fifth wheel. Fascism is based on the logic of exclusion: there are 
humans and there are subhumans.

In the German version of fascism, we can easily reveal 
the very same idea of changing the ethnic composition of 
the «eastern territories», which resulted in the genocide of 
the Jews and the eastern Slavs, especially Russians (see the 
Section devoted to the «Eastern Question» in Mein Kampf and 
the brochure «Der Untermensch (Subhuman)). [24] When the 
conversation drifts to fascism, many people give full attention 
to stylistics, external effects, some imperial grandiosity, rather 
than to the essence of the matter. Speaking of Hitler, many 
people recall the Olympics of 1936 and the movie Olympia 
by Leni Riefenstahl. These aspects of history represent a side 
effect of the policy unrelated to Hitler’s fascism. These are the 
elements of the imperial promotion that has always been and 
remains under all regimes both fascist and non-fascist. The 
Olympics neither added nor reduced Nazism in Germany. It 
was not the Olympics, it’s the «Untermensch», the «Eastern 
Question», anti-Semitism, gas chambers, eugenics and «racial 
purity». Nevertheless, liberal critics of fascism are not really 
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interested in them: they are afraid to find these ideas among 
their own. 

Alongside the imperial aesthetics, liberal critics often 
mention the «cult of force», «the subordination of an individual 
to the collective reinforced by the «idea»» and this «idea» itself 
(read: superidea). All these phenomena are partially neutral 
and partially negative. Nevertheless, they are either indirectly 
relevant to fascism or have no relation at all. The subordination 
of an individual to the collective reinforced by the «idea», fully or 
partially, takes place under any regime. The collective just does 
not exist under other terms. The degree («authoritarianism») 
of the subordination may be different. However, in the case of 
fascism, it is not the subordination or the «idea» itself, it is the 
caste, that is, the original status differences between sectors of 
society (the collective) in relation to this very idea. 

The state cannot exist without subordination of an individual 
to the collective. However, it is quite possible without segregation 
and ranking (Nazism). Actually, fascism represents a «human 
material» ranking by some features. It is a ranking rather than 
a classification. Sometimes it comes to negation of a particular 
ethnic, cultural or social group.

A strong example lies in a conversation between Crimean 
“New Channel” broadcaster Oleg Kruchkov and his chief 
editor. It was 2014, before Crimea’s integration with Russia. 
Crimea was still a Ukrainian peninsula at the time. «We film 
a public rally near the Supreme Soviet. I wrote the following 
text: «The Crimean Tatars have outwitted Russians tactically 
and came two hours earlier». I sent it to Kiev and received the 
following correction: «The Crimean Tatars have outwitted pro-
Russian Ukrainians». I said, “Wait a minute, people came to 
the rally with placards in Russian. It appears that they clearly 
held themselves out as Russians…” Maksim Dybenko, a chief 
editor, responded that there were no Russians in Ukraine, that 
Russians lived in Russia, and that there were only pro-Russian 
Ukrainians in Ukraine. I said that more than 200 nationalities 
lived in Russia and all of them were Russians (the citizens of the 
Russian Federation). I was told once again that there could be 
no Russians in Ukraine. I asked, “Well, if I’m an ethnic Russian 
and not a pro-Russian Ukrainian and live in the Crimea, does 
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it mean that I have no nationality?”. Maksim answered: “Yes, 
it means you have no nationality”. “I wonder,” I said, “why 
can the Crimean Tatars, unlike Russians, live in Ukraine?” 
In response, Maksim declared that the Crimean Tatars were 
an idiom. I wonder, if the Crimean Tatars know that they are 
considered an idiom in Ukraine.» [35].

The strongest cultural discrimination can be traced quite 
clearly here. Russians in Crimea, as well as in Donetsk and 
Lugansk, turned to be «needless people». However, in Donbass 
this disease passed to the next stage and turned into genocide.

An incidental poetic definition might include: fascism is 
simple-minded (literal) liberalism; the same liberalism that 
scarcely shelters itself behind the law and follows its basic 
principle (the principle of total competition) to its logical end. 
Among other things, such episodes reveal the falsehoods of the 
liberal law. In fact, the law is not a preliminary to the politics. 
It specifies a real diplomatic landscape and configuration of 
power post factum. However, the scenario depends on historical 
circumstances.

Speaking of fascism as «simple-minded» liberalism, one 
may recall the story the famous philosopher Slavoj Žižek told 
about his communist friend who was imprisoned in socialist 
Czechoslovakia as a dissentient for delivering a too literal and 
sincere confession of communist dogmas. The party comrades 
thought he was mocking them. The liberal «criticism» of fascism 
is a phenomenon is cut from the same cloth.

Which is why the National Guard of Ukraine provides 
employment opportunities for the members of Maidan 
«Hundreds». It is not a mere coincidence that the Heavenly 
Hundred are named after the Nazi stormtrooper Horst Wessel, 
copied from the political realities of a German version 
of European fascism. Thus, the Ukrainian elite perceive 
Europeanism as the theory of civilizational exceptionalism and 
the war in the East as the «mindset conflict» (a term used by the 
Ukrainian Ministry of Foreign Affairs).

Euromaidan in Kiev was good. So, why should Maidan in 
Donetsk be a terrorist offense? Hence the lapse of the former 
prime minister Arseniy Yatsenyuk, who called the inhabitants of 
Donbass and Lugansk «subhumans». Today, there is good reason 
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to fall back on the «universal jurisdiction» for the purpose of the 
new Nuremberg. The Kiev government’s actions show evidence 
for the violation of the Geneva Convention «On Protection of 
the civilian population» (1959) and the Convention of 1980.

Against the background of these crimes, the statement by 
Barack Obama that «Russia is on the wrong side of history» 
seems to be peculiar. Apparently, it is an exclusive right of the 
«master race» (des Herrenvolks) to know where the «right side 
of history» lies. This political providentialism emerged on the 
basis of the American Protestant society. However, it is in no 
way different from the eastern fundamentalism and from the 
concepts of radical Islam. Before the recent events in Ukraine, 
this western «Taliban» was not so noticeable in Russia. Today it 
is prevalently out in the open. In theory, that must be a cognitive 
dead end for a liberal: «democratic» United States turned out 
to be more hard-edged and dreadful than the «authoritarian» 
Putin.
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BINARY THEORY OF TOTALITARIANISM: 
VALIDITY LIMITS

In the post-war decades, the term «fascism» has undergone a 
notable transformation. It was associated with the desire to dissolve 
this concept in a more general and much less specific concept 
(«totalitarianism»). For a time, the theory of two totalitarianisms 
was considered popular. However, today this legacy of the Cold 
War era, created through the efforts of Hannah Arendt and Karl 
Popper, is obviously obsolete and should be revised.

Such a revision has become unavoidable as fascism revived 
in Europe. Doubtful theoretical constructs have been driven out 
by the rampageous obviousness: neo-fascism is a real threat; 
«totalitarianism» is just a term that means almost nothing.

The theory of two totalitarianisms (fascism and communism; 
the left-wing forces knew this theory as a «binary») was raised 
to the rank of a political standard as soon as it emerged. This 
doctrine appeared to be extremely popular. Actual art exhibitions, 
such as the sensational «Berlin – Moscow», were dedicated to 
it. The main author of the theory is Hannah Arendt. The theses 
written by Arendt are accompanied by the unique views of 
philosopher Karl Popper, who divided human societies into two 
types: «open» and «closed» (there was talk of the culture of 
political relations, but a country’s place in the global economic 
system was neglected) and referred to the Platonic philosophy 
in his study of Hitlerism. According to Popper «Plato was the 
first political ideologist, who thought in the language of classes 
and invented concentration camps.» [18, p. 1]

In her work The Origins of Totalitarianism (1951), Hannah 
Arendt writes «Today, we are aware of only two authentic forms 
of a totalitarian state: the dictatorship of National Socialism 
after 1938 and the dictatorship of Bolshevism after 1930. These 
forms of state are much different from any kind of dictatorial, 
despotic or tyrannical government. Even though they are the 
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result of continuous development of party dictatorships, their 
essential totalitarian qualities are new and not derivable from 
single-party dictatorships.» [6, p. 545]

Arendt tried to draw the line between totalitarianism and 
«simple despotisms» or «simple dictatorships». However, the 
reference to the only fact that «essentially totalitarian qualities 
are new and not derivable» from the former government 
practices raises a lot of questions. It resembles the language of 
theosophy rather than the speech of a historian. However, it is 
commonly known that Arendt was not a professional historian.

Totalitarian ideology, according to Arendt, is different in 
that it focuses on a single theory (whether it be a theory of 
national origin or a theory of class struggle) and derives all 
social disciplines from this theory: philosophy, politics, history, 
and even theology. Political universalism can be assessed in 
different ways; however, it appeared as early as the Middle 
Ages (the ancient world is left aside). From then on, it occurred 
repeatedly in various forms. For example, should the natural 
rights of the liberal theory not be universal? What about Neo-
Freudianism? What about any religious fundamentalism? In this 
case, the «totality» (universalism) of the theory can hardly serve 
as a criterion of its pernicious essence. Some other important 
criterion is obviously missed or replaced here.

Arendt emphasizes: «It is obvious that racism is the main 
ideological weapon of imperialism. However, many scientists, 
as if they are afraid to enter the path of commonplace truth, 
prefer the false interpretation of racism as a kind of exaggerated 
nationalism. Many valuable scientific works, especially French, 
demonstrating the very special nature of racism and its tendency 
towards the destruction of the national political body, usually 
remain out of sigh.» [6, p. 232]

In other words, Arendt hesitates to argue directly with the 
fact that racism is an inevitable attribute of liberal capitalism. 
At the same time, she replaces the concept of racism (and 
fascism) with the more general one – «totalitarianism». Then, 
based on those «essentially new totalitarian qualities» (new 
both in relation to the already mentioned «despotisms and 
dictatorships» and, apparently, to the colonial racism), she 
allocates two totalitarianisms as a special political phenomenon. 
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This phenomenon has nothing in common with the liberal 
capitalist roots of European racism. With the help of logical 
manipulations, totalitarianism turns into some ahistorical 
phenomenon that emerged like a jack-in-the-box. 

This raises the natural question – why did she introduce the 
third concept in the presence of such definitions as «communism» 
and «fascism» (any of them could and had to be the subject of 
moral appraisals) if this concept took up a metaposition in relation 
to the first two and neutralized their specific characters? Perhaps 
the reason was the intention to get away from historical specifics.

The fate of the concept of racism is no less interesting given 
that racism is nothing more than a synonym for «fascism». At 
first, Arendt acknowledges the most important fact: «Racism 
denies the equality of people arisen from the Judeo-Christian 
perception of a person «after the image and likeness of God» 
[Genesis 1:26].» [6, c. 546] But then she introduces an amazing 
typology. According to Arendt, racism (read: fascism) is divided 
into two types – the racism of superiority and the racism of 
envy. The racism of superiority was ... ideologically justified by 
the care of «inferior race» («white man’s burden»). The racism 
of envy, according to Arendt, unites the peoples of Central and 
Eastern Europe, in particular, Russia and Germany. It is based 
on the superiority theory rather than on the specific experience 
as the racism of superiority.

Using concrete examples should probably clear up the 
absence of centuries-old practices of colonization. However, 
racism already existed at the very beginning of the colonial 
era. Therefore, it is quite obvious that the so-called «German 
totalitarianism» was just a classical Western colonial racism. 
To be honest, it was delayed a bit (because of the territorial 
fragmentation of German Länder (states)) and therefore was 
late for the colonial division. It is because of this historic delay 
that Hitler had to transfer all the colonial practices from the 
outskirts of the world (where they were considered something 
natural) into Europe, where the same methods were considered 
shocking. There lies the mystery of totalitarian «horrors». The 
secret is in the self-applicability.

As for Russia, Arendt simply confuses the idea of Slavic 
unification — quite controversial, but links no comparisons to 
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oppression and colonization. Arendt did not take into account the 
fact that Russia, being a semi-peripheral country in the global 
economic and political system, was an empire (in relation to the 
eastern and southern areas) and a colony of Western economic 
elites. In other words, it was both a colonizer and a victim 
of colonization. When speaking of Russia, it is necessary to 
consider two contrary practices simultaneously.

However, Arendt did not do that. Apparently, she wanted 
to explain somehow the obvious unprofitability and disfavor 
of the second type of racism. She writes: «The racism of envy 
promised the moral benefit of absolute superiority, complete 
understanding and involvement in all human affairs rather than 
the material benefits a planter could get from his black slaves 
(or a metropolis could get from its colonies).» [6, p. 92]

Does this mean that the superiority of «ordinary» racism is not 
absolute? How are «complete understanding and involvement» 
related to the methods of colonization? Against the wish of the 
author, you can come to the opposite conclusion: colonialism in 
its usual sense was impossible in an ideocratic state without a 
national idea (the Soviet Union or Austria-Hungary (by virtue of 
its multinationality)), because racism was also impossible there. 
Austria-Hungary dissipated due to the abovementioned specific 
feature. The USSR fastened its multinational «patchwork 
quilt» with the idea of socialism and equality for some time. 
However, Turkey, being more authoritarian, set out to recast its 
multicultural diversity into a single «Anatolian» format and still 
exists up to now. Arendt did not come to such conclusions. 

Of course, we should say a few words about the author’s 
methodology. It is interesting that Arendt brings forward 
psychological arguments rather than economic, trying to make them 
a part of the political concept. Arendt describes national objectives 
and interests in terms of psychological patterns. The division of 
nations into «arrogant» and «envious» raises a lot of questions and, 
quite possibly, contains its own grains of cultural racism.

To sum it up, it should be noted that the examples of Russia 
and Germany show that the concept of two totalitarianisms by 
Hannah Arendt, as well as the concept of two racisms, are ill-
structured. They are obviously superfluous in relation to real 
historical events. Apparently, these concepts were imposed by the 
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ideology of the Cold War, which was a small wonder in 1951 (the 
year of The Origins of Totalitarianism) and even in 1981. However, 
it is not completely clear why Arendt’s modern followers revive 
the concept of two totalitarianisms in all seriousness.

Of course, moving along the path of forced theoretical 
arguments, we can raise the problem of three totalitarianisms – a 
system in which global liberalism is a generating matrix, Nazism 
is its ideological center, and communism is an artificial alternative 
subordinated to the parent unit. However, this complication 
and congestion of the theoretical construction indicate its weak 
explanatory power. The concept requires additional theoretical 
support which is inefficient and therefore useless.

Today, significant discrepancies in the comprehension of 
ideological correspondences between liberalism, fascism and 
communism can be observed. The first two are infinitely close 
to each other and are very closely related. If communism is a 
pocket-sized «alternative» to liberalism, then Nazism is the most 
important component and a deep base of the liberal doctrine 
itself. Liberalism and fascism have a common moral ground: the 
war of all against all, a total competition. Practically speaking, 
the transfer of this principle from the economic sphere to the 
cultural, ethnic and social sphere and back changes nothing. 
That is why the neoliberal establishment seeks to bring such 
social institutions as religion, family, gender relations to a 
common market standard (hence, the forced secularization, 
juvenile technologies and legalization of same-sex marriages). 
Quite the totalitarian practice.

The obsolete and considerably parascientific theory of 
two totalitarianisms still has its adherents among the liberal 
intelligentsia in Russia in the environment prone to consider 
itself as an intellectual class. However, the «intellectualism» 
never prevented this social group from being interested in 
pseudoscientific concepts, for example, by Helena Blavatsky or 
Ron Hubbard.

In order to analyze the regression of the political 
consciousness in the 20th century, we have to withdraw from the 
concept of totalitarianism and re-address the issue of fascism, 
which is a more precise concept describing historical events 
both in the past and, unfortunately, present time.
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POLITICAL DISCOURSE 
AND PRACTICAL POLITICS

«The triumph of information means the death of politics,» 
Politicians and journalists turned this statement by Pierre 
Bourdieu into a catch phrase. However, the following fact is 
often overlooked: this statement was made by a left philosopher 
and is not just an aphorism. It characterizes the whole recent 
epoch. The epistemological conflict designated by Bourdieu 
is, in fact, an old problem of correlation between «words» 
and «things» set up by Michel Foucault, This problem reaches 
logical conclusion when dealing with the situation of complete 
separation rather than types and degree of conformity.

What was the reason for that separation?
It is common knowledge that the history of ideas in the 

information society can be clearly traced to the history of words. 
The most illustrative example is the phenomenon of political 
correctness, the roots of which go back to the 1960-70’s. It all 
started with several authors of the French newspaper Libération 
(in particular, Serge July, André Glucksmann and others), who 
were considered the disciples of Jean-Paul Sartre and eventually 
figured out how to reduce the level of xenophobia in society. To 
ease the tension and to reconcile different social, religious and 
national groups, it was sufficient, in their opinion, to replace 
the hate language into the language of political correctness. 
All the contradictions were expected to disappear on their 
own accord. In the presence of growing social tension, social 
reality itself required serious changes. Instead, the practice of 
manipulation of corresponding knowledge broke out. Certainly, 
the contradictions did not disappear then. Only one thing 
changed: the audience lost its ability to analyze and find the 
causes of social processes. Instead, the audience was taught to 
«chat up» the social reality – i.e. to «reprogram», «restart», «re-
define» and perform other information manipulations.
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This way, political linguistics emerged along with the well-
known linguistic philosophy. The principle of «language against 
reality» quickly became commonly accepted. The use of language 
programming techniques in political processes grew to be more 
and more confident and extensive. For example, today’s CNN 
managers «provide their journalists with a glossary of taboo 
words and hold daily meetings devoted to «thorny subjects». 
Everything related to nationality, race, religion, class position, 
material status, second-class works, gender, sexual orientation 
or health is deemed thorny.» [22, p. 32]

However, there was not only an absolute prohibition against 
undesirable notions at the heart of the described political 
kitchen. In many cases, a substitution of notions took place: 
embarrassing concepts were often replaced with face-saving 
ones, which were accompanied with a changing of semantic 
accents.

Today, this practice is used more than ever. Take for example 
the concept of modernization, which was in demand after the 
collapse of the socialist camp. This concept addressed former 
Soviet bloc countries and invited them to take their places in 
the international division of labor, emerging as a gentle and 
politically correct synonym for colonial dependence. However, 
this term was chosen and was weighty as «perestroika and 
acceleration» during the Gorbachev era. The concept of 
modernization is widely used in today’s Russia. Economists 
focus on it extensively. In addition to the above, it entails the 
financial dependence of the country on global capital markets 
and external credits (against the background of their regular 
subsidy assistance through the Reserve Fund). This concept 
also increasingly entails one more thing: the preservation of 
Russia’s disadvantageous position in the international division 
of labor.

The events of 1989-1991 enriched the newest dictionary 
of the liberal politicum. In addition to «modernization,» the 
productive vocabulary of political language included a broad 
range of new concepts, as well as concepts not so relevant 
in the past. Another popular expression was «the end of 
history.» It became popular due to the philosopher, political 
scientist and political economist Francis Fukuyama and his 
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book The End of History and the Last Man. [1] The expression 
contained a clear message of quite radical content. It was not 
just drawing a line under the «bipolar» era and not the so-
called trend to Marxism. The point was that world politics 
should abandon historicism and clear the political language 
of all historical definitions. To abandon – in favor of what? 
In favor of a new political metaphysics with the concept of 
the global liberal consensus in its center. Such is the reality of 
language politics. What about real politics? Of course, the idea 
proved to be utopian. The «consensus» did not work out. The 
part of the world not included in the living environment of the 
«golden billion» did not accept the new order – the tightening 
of economic policy and the policy of westernization. Several 
attempts to take a position of negation were also noticed in 
certain locations (i.e. Saddam’s Iraq). Apparently, the political 
linguistics supporters came to the consensus that the time of 
linguistics had passed and the course of police brutalities had 
arrived.

These measures were described in detail by political 
scientists and military analysts. We are interested in the political 
language itself: it is important to understand how the global 
policy tightening – a «crackdown» in the world politics – 
triggers the change of key concepts in political language. For 
example, Fukuyama’s «end of history» was replaced with 
the concept of the «clash of civilizations». This concept was 
introduced by American sociologist and political scientist 
Samuel Huntington. [2] Such changes should be considered 
highly significant events. These replacements or substitutions of 
notions indicated the readiness of the world’s elites for the war 
between the North and the South. With this objective in view, a 
radical change of language politics was proclaimed. Along with 
the notions of the global economy, cultural and civilizational 
differences returned into the global language. There is no doubt 
that this was a throwback, or, more precisely, a remake. It does 
not matter who proclaimed this first – Professor Huntington 
or Iranian Ayatollahs professing mirror ideas of jihads when 
combatting the infidels. The side of the aggressor and the side 
of the victim can be revealed based on the difference of weight 
classes of the two conflicting entities.
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In the 1990’s, linguistic programming techniques were 
widely applied in social processes. Among other things, 
they justified the U.S. military aggression against the Third 
World countries and Europe. The military actions in Iraq and 
Yugoslavia were simply renamed as «humanitarian bombing» 
and «peace-compelling operations».

This practice evolved incrementally. The pro-American 
government in Kiev hesitates to call the events in the southeast 
Ukraine the simple and clear word «war». The dead are ‘dead,’ 
not ‘deserters.’ The supporters of self-determination are ‘other-
minded’, not ‘separatists.’ Thus, the myth of information was 
born, which absorbs and obscures the politics itself.

The situation is extremely alarming, but natural in its own 
way. After all, the linguistic politicum from the very beginning 
assumed that society should accept a new form of social 
life – collective solipsism. This is a necessary condition for a 
«painless», although not bloodless, separation of informational 
images from reality. In essence, this approach is in no way 
different from the principles extracted by Berkeley, the 
philosopher and author of the solipsistic doctrine («To exist 
is either to perceive or to be perceived», «physical objects are 
mere complexes of ideas» and so on).

The well-known philosopher Andrei Ashkerov wrote about 
the origins of social solipsism: «The Old World considered 
utopia as an off-the-map place – in strict accordance with the 
etymology. The United States associated utopia directly with 
themselves and identified themselves as a location where 
something unprecedented had occurred... Psaki represents 
an individual embodiment of such solipsism. Even though 
anyone else could be in her place, the unremarkable qualities 
of the «representatives of American solipsism» indicate that a 
carrier is not so important. The solipsistic adjustment turned 
into a political program is the most important thing. The more 
routine the American «lifestyle,» the stronger the feeling of an 
American that he or she was allowed to be present at the unique 
«creation of the world». The latter is something between a 
laboratory experiment and a direct fulfillment of the God’s will. 
The American nation takes on the mission of both the collective 
Messiah and the collective natural scientist with politics as its 
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second nature and research subject.» [25] The only addition to 
the above-mentioned: nowadays, this specific feature can be 
confidently attributed not only to U.S. culture, but also to the 
Western political culture. Indeed, in the intellectual sense, the 
relationship of «the U.S.A. – the West» is equal to «the West – 
the rest of the world».

Unfortunately, the principle of collective solipsism is the 
basis for modern mediasphere, political strategy and international 
policy. The history of the Malaysian Boeing shot down over 
Ukraine in 2014 is a remarkable example. The Ukrainian 
government bars fair investigation of the shooting for all it 
is worth. Instead of expert findings, Ukrainian and American 
authorities offer unfounded conclusions and photographs with 
«holes in the ground» of unknown origin to the public.

However, the history of the concept of fascism is almost the 
most significant in the context of the current events in Ukraine. 
In recent decades, it has undergone tangible transformations. 
At first, this narrow specific term (within the meaning of «the 
Mussolini’s regime») was extended to a generic term and 
synonymously identified with the concept of Nazism. Then, 
Hannah Arendt, Karl Popper and their followers attempted 
to dissolve the concept of fascism in a more general and less 
specific concept of «totalitarianism.» Such a rearrangement of 
terms allowed to displace the theme of «German guilt» (as well 
as all the Axis powers) from 20th century history. Moreover, the 
theme of World War II could be deprived of moral evaluation 
criteria in just the same way, by removing such key terms as 
«aggressor», «victim», «genocide» and «ethnic war» from it. 
Thus, language politics has set the stage for revision of the results 
of World War II. First, on the terminological and secondly, on 
the moral, social and political levels. These processes perfectly 
agree with the semi-official policy of «history normalization» 
established in today’s Germany (that is, the refusal to admit its 
guilt for the outbreak of war with the USSR).

It is interesting to note that along with the displacement of 
one concept with another («fascism» – «totalitarianism»), the 
word «fascism» has suffered an uncontrollable loss of its clear 
semantic shape. Today, it is practically divorced from clear 
socio-political definitions and is a synonym for the evil incarnate 
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(«the devil and all»). At first glance, it’s natural. However, if 
a word loses its semantic border, it ceases to indicate specific 
events and turns into a phenomenon within language politics. 
In short, it becomes useless.

Up to the beginning of the Ukrainian events of 2013-2014, 
the word «fascism» signified a quasi-religious term, a kind of a 
secular curse shouted by almost everyone. It almost turned into 
a performative utterance (such as «thank you», «I’m sorry», 
«get out»), which, according to the author of the speech act 
theory George Austin, «doesn’t describe any event, because, 
in contrast to a constative utterance, it is an action itself. To 
utter a performative statement means to perform the appropriate 
action, for example, to order, to promise or to give a name.» 
[32] The problem remains that such statements are not subject 
to verification. Each of them is a referent itself. That is why the 
word «fascist» ceased to be a definition and a social diagnosis. 
It has turned into a designating gesture and a way to insult an 
opponent. It is no longer enough to say «I’m not a fascist» 
in reply to the unfounded accusation of fascism and demand 
an explanation and (or) an apology. The only way to distance 
yourself from fascism today is to call someone else a fascist, a 
person who most likely applies the same epithet to you. In this 
sense, the concept is completely eliminated. 

When an inappropriate notion is used as a performative 
one is indicative a negative downturn. The denoted subject still 
remains unnamed, gets out of social control and ends up outside 
the system relations of language and society. The displacement 
of political reality occurs. The result of such a situation is 
simple and sad. Real fascism cannot be traced and recognized 
in society as such.

This result is one of the reasons, which made the events in 
Ukraine possible. Unfortunately, in the course of these events 
we observe the expansive and open neo-Nazi revival based 
on Bandera’s ideology. Moreover, a healthy public reaction 
to it is tragically delayed. This process does not possess only 
economic and geopolitical reasons. One of the reasons lies in the 
destruction of social immunity due to the forced transformation 
of fascism from a political into a linguistic political phenomenon. 
As a result, society did not have enough time to react. The 
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epistemological gap between politics and language politics 
made the society vulnerable to the real political challenges.

Luckily for Pierre Bourdieu, he did not live to see the final 
fulfillment of his prophecy. However, today’s society is very 
well aware of what happens when the «triumph» of information 
kills the political consciousness of people. The sleep of political 
reason produces political monsters. The call to «get back to 
reality!» rings truer now than ever before.
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TRADITION IN POLITICS: 
THEORY AND AXIOLOGY

Against the background of social crisis, tradition is 
associated not only with antiquated forms described in school 
textbooks but also with a dynamic link between the past and the 
future. It is a part of a self-protection mechanism of Western 
society such as the Christian and post-Christian civilization. As 
a result, tradition is increasingly becoming the basis of social 
innovations.

Society needs a new moral consensus to survive and 
develop. Consequently, the role of some aspects of tradition 
(which involve the elements of ethical reflection) increases 
in social life. This peculiarity is typical for many traditional 
and especially monotheistic religions – Apostolic Christianity, 
classical Islam, etc. Moreover, it is typical for socialist and 
social-democratic concepts – to the extent that the latter are still 
claimed by history.

In Apostolic Christianity, for example, the evangelic 
«moral consciousness» gains momentum and reveals itself in 
the patristic heritage. A similar mechanism exists in Islam and 
other religious systems. However, it is characteristic that the 
so-called «Soviet experience» could not avoid its structuring 
in accordance with a similar, traditional model. The Soviet (as 
well as the Western) version of socialism, and Marxism above 
all, implied the existence of precursors, primary carriers of 
knowledge – i.e. some kind of «Apostles». It also suggested 
«canonical» and «non-canonical» interpretations. In this 
context, the idea of noted philosopher Bertrand Russell is quite 
remarkable: 

«Yahweh = Dialectical Materialism
The Messiah = Marx
The Elect = The Proletariat
The Church = The Communist Party
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The Second Coming = The Revolution 
Hell = Punishment of the Capitalists
The Millennium = The Communist Commonwealth
The terms on the left give the emotional content of the terms 

on the right, and it is this emotional content, familiar to those 
who have had a Christian or a Jewish upbringing, that makes 
Marx’s eschatology credible.» [30]

Only with this integrating approach is tradition able to 
satisfy the request for a new moral consensus.

It must be admitted that due to a certain inertia, the heritage 
of European «New Right» and – in broader terms – the «rightist» 
view of tradition are still much regarded today. Figuratively 
speaking, this descends from the works of R. Guénon, J. Evola, 
A. de Benoist, G. Faye, M. Sedgwick and other theorists. It 
involves a view of the tradition with the dominance of an ethno-
cultural aspect.

To summarize the ideas of René Guénon, one of the main 
pillars of right-wing traditionalism, one can quite accurately 
determine his ideological basis. This research was conducted 
in the PhD dissertation of A. Makarov. [13] Even from the 
title of the research, it ascertains that right-wing traditionalism 
tends to perceive tradition as a static and not dynamic whole, 
as well as seeks to remove tradition from the stream of history 
and to oppose historical changes against certain unchangeable 
archetypes.

It is particularly remarkable that right-wing traditionalism 
resembles liberal thinking style even beyond the sphere of 
ethical values. This style, in turn, tends to separate various 
social factors, oppose «tradition» against «modernization», 
«past» against «modernity,» and to seal them off from one 
another. As for the «left-wing» view of tradition, it comes from 
the backward dialectic arrangement: to trace back history as a 
part of tradition and tradition as a part of history (the principle 
of holism). It is interesting that this approach was highlighted 
by some Soviet researchers, in particular E.S. Markarian 
[14], in their traditiologist studies. However, let us turn to the 
rightist view of tradition in the form set out by René Guénon. 
According to A.I. Makarov, «R. Guénon specifies the following 
interpretations of traditionalism: 1) traditionalism as a simple 
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psychological tendency to the status quo retention («standparti
sm»,»traditionism»,»flexibility»); 2) traditionalism as a feature 
of archaic mythological consciousness associated with the 
attempts of traditional societies to stand against any changes in 
any sphere of life support system («pre-flexional traditionalism», 
«primitive traditionalism», «naive conservatism», «integral 
traditionalism»); 3) traditionalism as an ideological trend 
evolving as a result of the confrontation between anti-
traditionalism and atraditionalism. In this interpretation, 
tradition is separated in order to «create» an ideologically 
«pure» tradition rather than identified with heritage («reflective 
traditionalism», «ideological traditionalism»).» [12. 35]

Russian philosopher Aleksandr Dugin agrees with Guénon’s 
right-wing traditionalism. He explicitly identifies himself as 
Guénon’s follower but thinks of traditionalism as the «antithesis 
of the modern language» located inside of this language. 
According to A. Dugin, when inside of Tradition, a researcher 
is out of traditionalism (and vice versa). [10, p. 37] Despite a 
number of rather subtle observations, Dugin’s interpretation 
of tradition explicitly claims to be universal and provokes 
serious objections. The crucial thing – the locality of «modern 
traditionalism» as liberal traditionalism – remains beyond 
Dugin’s considerations. Conservatism is commonly declared by 
Aleksandr Dugin and appears in elementary antithesis: the past 
(Tradition) is labeled positively when compared with the present. 
However, the model of tradition itself is almost identical to the 
liberal model. The only difference is the change of the sign. Let 
us call this traditiologist phenomenon a «separation model».

The fact is that this model assumes the separation between 
history and historical thinking on the one hand and tradition as 
a set of unchangeable archetypes on the other hand. However, 
in our view, it is wrong to oppose «modernity» (according to 
Dugin – traditionalism) against the «past» (Tradition). This 
axis of distinction is, without a doubt, a product of the liberal 
humanitarian sphere. 

We must understand that collective representations of the 
past and the future and the very perception of «modernity» are 
undergoing major changes today. Therefore, it is necessary to 
go beyond the previous model. Today, the difference between 
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tradition and modernity becomes, at first, ever more conditional. 
Secondly, it is reasonable to adjust it with another axis – the axis 
of historical values. Within the model of historical values (the 
transhistorical model of tradition), two concepts of tradition 
and two types of traditionalism should be compared with 
each other: ethnocultural, metaphysical, ahistorical right-wing 
traditionalism separating tradition and history, the past and the 
present, and sociocultural, dialectical, transhistorical left-wing 
traditionalism. That is why the concept of transhistorism should 
accompany any future research in the context of traditiology.

It is interesting to compare the rightist and the leftist views 
of tradition. One of the most influential left-wing theorists, 
historian and economist Immanuel Wallerstein, criticizes the 
myth that the scientific culture of historical capitalism was 
«created by noble knights at struggle with vigorous opposition 
of «traditional non-scientific culture» («Galileo against the 
Church» «modernizer against mullahs», «entrepreneur against 
landlord»). Wallerstein points out that this cultural meme 
represents a «hidden background associated with temporality. 
It was assumed that «modernity» is new in temporal relation, 
whereas «tradition» is old and precedes «modernity»... This 
background is historically false and, therefore, is an absolutely 
wrong belief. Numerous cultures, numerous «traditions» 
which flourished in the spatiotemporal framework of historical 
capitalism, were no more premordial or archaic than numerous 
institutional structures. Originally, they are the product of the 
modern world, a part of ideological forests planted by it.» [7, 
p. 117-118] 

As will readily be observed, according to Wallerstein, 
transhistorical relations should be considered within the 
research of tradition. Not only for the benefit of «pure science», 
but also because the transhistorical view of tradition «plays 
an important role in uniting of the groups in their political 
and economic struggle against the background of historical 
capitalism». Therefore, «we should not perceive the cultural 
forms of tradition as a givenness...» [7, p. 118] 

Wallerstein’s two important thoughts should be pointed out. 
Firstly, he actually appeals to abandon the liberal («modern») 
interpretation of tradition, that is, to stop making a museum 
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piece of the past. Secondly, he would like to consider tradition 
inside of history (in the transhistorical way) rather than in 
isolation from the history. It is characteristic that he is a left-
wing theorist stating all that. Moreover, he speaks from the 
standpoint of the protection of tradition and refers to it much 
more carefully and soberly than followers of liberal stereotypes 
do. The latter constantly run to one of two extremes: either to 
militant anti-traditionalism, which leads to denial of traditional 
values from the standpoint of the sacred attitude to modernity, 
or to apologetics of ancient, tribalistic traditionalism, which is 
an equally extreme paleoconservative view.

A sober attitude to tradition should, figuratively speaking, 
lie in the middle. However, this center should be understood not 
arithmetically, but dialectically – in the spirit of tradition and 
modernity mutual penetration.

It must be admitted that the traditiologist line is, unfortunately, 
not one of the most essential in today’s left-wing social and 
scientific discourse. Therefore, a view of tradition cannot be 
considered completely pre-programmed. Nevertheless, it may 
happen that in the near future, the phenomenon of tradition will 
play one of the main roles in the left-wing intellectual field, and 
traditiology itself will develop at the junction of the socialist 
(socially oriented) and conservative schools of thought, while 
maintaining the freedom from old stereotypes of the rightist 
view of the problem.
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«STRUGGLE FOR TRADITION»: 
A NEW FORM OF POLITICAL LEGITIMACY

Tradition is an invaluable capital of history. This is a 
mechanism for maintenance of moral standards and the 
accumulation of ideals of collective experience and cultural 
and social achievements. From the point of view of modern 
traditiology, tradition makes «the explanation by a social 
subject of the selected future behavior through the reference to 
the authority of the past» possible. [12, c. 5]

The main problem in the development of this resource in 
Russia and other «developing» countries (in other terms, semi-
peripheral countries) is associated with ideological dogmas 
of the market society. More precisely, with serious losses 
of governing corporate and oligarchic layer in the event of 
substitution of the liberal economic course for the principles 
of long-term development, which is the socioeconomic 
imperative of traditionalism. Nevertheless, sooner or later, this 
«development fee», that is, the payment for the rejection of an 
already degrading liberal project, will become obligatory.

This can be directly applied to the sphere of social sciences. 
The Western scientific community has already recognized «the 
turn to tradition» which is gaining momentum as a trend. In 
Russia, a great amount of researchers are traditionally committed 
to yesterday’s theoretical schemes.

For example, A.S. Akhiezer, S.G. Kirdina and other 
representatives of the outdated view of Russian society argue 
that there is an evident «entirety split» involving «the fight 
of opposite ideals – the veche (cathedral, liberal) ideal and 
authoritarian (absolutist, totalitarian) ideal.» [12, c. 52]

The split of society certainly exists, but it is not symmetrical. 
The designation of the opposite poles is incorrect and internally 
contradictory. Therefore, collegiality (the principle of the social 
majority consent) has nothing in common with the liberal 
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principle of power delegation to elites fighting against each 
other. Political competition of minorities and the democratic 
majority are clearly not the same thing – keep in mind the 
sensational and cautionary vote on the building of minarets in 
Switzerland. The majority decision was attacked as «an archaic, 
inefficient and immature democracy».

Moderate authoritarianism of domestic policy (but not 
totalitarianism) in peripheral countries – especially in Russia – 
provides the movement of a country towards the European space. 
Liberal elitism, on the contrary, usually throws a country back 
to the Asian «context». This dialectical connection revealed 
itself intensively in the Ukrainian crisis in 2014.

The above-mentioned statement is the result of an archaic, 
inadequate and outdated categoric apparatus of liberal political 
science. This theoretical relict preserved since the Cold War, 
has long been unable to «grasp» the realities of modern politics, 
which ultimately results in a theoretical collapse: instead of real 
politics description, we observe the examples of pseudoscientific 
myth-making.

Thus, the inclusion of historical tradition into the field 
of social studies and the social development scenario (these 
processes are interrelated, of course) is about timing. The only 
question: in what form and in what way will the tradition be 
perceived and used? It depends on the approach to tradition. 
It should be mentioned that the forms of traditionalism can be 
different. Discussing the situation in Western Europe, it is likely 
that the ruling elites will try to extract the mechanisms, allowing 
them to conserve the world’s social inequality on a new basis. 
De facto, this would be a return to what the liberal theory used 
to call «backwardness of the old regime».

The overcoming of «religious and class prejudices» was 
considered a merit on the part of bourgeois revolution and 
was classified as a foundation of a new state and new society 
established after 1793. «The era of democratic freedoms» 
originated from these events. Today, in the name of Western 
world preservation, the rehabilitation of what was recently 
called prejudice may be needed. It may happen that such 
rehabilitation would become the official manifesto of a new 
post-secular society. Why is that?
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The reasons are not hard to extract. Liberalism is in a 
profound crisis, and figuratively speaking, the movement 
along the socialist (leftist) path will finish this obsolete social 
model off. It might be the best thing for Europe as a whole, 
but not for the ruling yet «liberal» elites. Therefore, there 
is a serious possibility of an alternative scenario. The turn 
to re-examination of tradition and historical heritage can be 
regressive both socially and morally. Even today, an appeal 
to tradition involves the actualization of certain elements of 
neopaganism or extreme fundamentalism. We can trace it 
in many examples – from new age cultural, pseudoreligious 
movements like The Third Testament» and Age of Aquarius 
to the political and military support of fundamentalist and 
Nazi movements (Syria, Ukraine) with the US and European 
capital. For example, the forces of Sunni radicals, especially 
the Wahhabis, and al-Qaeda (hostile until recently) are used in 
the Middle East against regimes unsubmissive to the United 
States. However, control of these forces takes place in some 
cases («Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant») – with support 
of Shi’ite radicalism.

The whole complex of the above-mentioned ideas and 
events is associated with the most ancient and inhuman 
elements of Middle East and European traditions (for example, 
Ukraine with its cult of Bandera and Shukhevich). To play 
the radical card in appropriate cases is what modern Western 
elites do best.

It should be remembered that in contrast with conservatism 
of 18th-19th centuries, the right-wing traditionalism of the 
20th century is «conceptually «archaic»... and is oriented to the 
restoration rather than conservation.» [13, p. 25]

Below are signs pointing at a multidimensional (and still far 
from positive) «turn to tradition» – political and socio-cultural 
trend of the new time:

1) The phenomenon of «financial feudalism» and parting 
with classical bourgeois; 

2) Negative actualization of tradition in the form of 
fundamentalism and Nazism;

3) The union of the liberal establishment, Nazism and 
radical Islam; 
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4) Ideas of new colonialism: artificial regime change («Arab 
Spring»); interpretation of European integration like «the war 
of civilizations» and «the conflict of mindsets;»

All of these points are not a political exoticism or any 
sign of global deterioration in morals. It is just a sign of a new 
and strong dependence of peripheral countries on the global 
economic center. This development is based on the pretext of 
modernization and «catching-up of development» and can be 
expressed not only in ideological but also in material terms: 
the EU Association Agreement signed by Ukraine, as well as 
the attempts to tackle economic problems of this country by 
a strong dependency on loans and recommendations of the 
International Monetary Fund are quite telling.

Is there any prospect of a civilized, humane and constructive 
neotraditionalism?

Indeed there is. Civilized neotraditionalism should not 
imply the obscurantism of radical ideas. Civilized, historically 
productive neotraditionalism could involve values, ethical 
standards and mechanisms of people unification, which were 
accumulated in the experience of Christianity and other 
traditional religions and gave rise to different forms of communal 
solidary society. Christianity should be discussed in the context 
of European paths. In China, for example, it is Confucianism 
and Buddhism; in the Middle East, it is traditional moderate 
Islam.

Unfortunately, any given view of tradition – left or right – 
will inevitably entail far-reaching political consequences. The 
right-wing traditionalism perceives tradition as a symbolic 
capital in pockets of national elites. In some cases, it allows to 
resist global elites and is a form of «right-wing tradition» similar 
to the phenomenon of national racism in the Third Reich. It also 
underlies the philosophy of modern right-wing Eurosceptics. In 
other cases, right-wing traditionalism is the core of the global 
neoliberal project. In particular, this is the role of Protestant 
fundamentalism in the United States.

It is obvious that the involvement of right-wing traditionalism 
in globalist projects is far more significant in world politics 
than its support of local European elites. However, symbiotic 
configurations are possible. Using the example of today’s 
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Ukraine, we see how local Nazi traditions become a minion 
in the hands of global players. During the Ukrainian crisis, 
American and British capital willingly finance ultra-right forces 
in the framework of the «Right Sector», which executed the 
fascist coup on January 28, 2014 in Kiev and other cities.

The analysis of these trends leads to deplorable conclusions. 
It is quite possible that several Nazi-type states will soon 
emerge in the Western Hemisphere called «Global North» by 
adherents of geopolitics. The first state is Ukraine. Without any 
exaggeration, social racism and civilized racism in the USA 
should be noted. However, the latent Nazi nature of a «new elite 
International» has previously been quite obvious.

The scenario of fascist traditionalism is expected to be 
realized with support of «the great history of mankind». Alas, this 
is done by bypassig genuine European Christian identity. This 
unfavorable scenario can only be opposed by a truly Christian 
tradition based on equality of men before God, humanity and 
benevolence rather than separation and inequality (here we 
suggest only the primordial concept of apostolic Christianity 
rather than historical transformations of church religiosity that 
often distorted the egalitarian concept of Christianity).

In other words, right-wing traditionalism is a powerful and 
still not fully enabled resource of liberal totalitarianism. The 
stiffening of the latter leads to regular use of a neopagan – in 
particular, neo-Nazi – part of tradition. It is used as a tool to 
mobilize the consciousness of people and to rouse the ancient 
level of consciousness («a new wildness») in them. Such an 
approach to tradition is a serious obstacle in the path of civilized 
social traditionalism, which is mastering a Christian and socially 
oriented view of tradition.

In fact, «right-wing» and «left-wing» traditionalism are 
mutually exclusive. The first one seeks to bring the West to 
neopaganism – «the new Middle Ages» without Christianity 
(mentioned, for example, in a long-time project of «a global 
electronic village» by information society theorist M. McLuhan). 
The second seeks to reinstate the Christian moral layer of 
European tradition rejected by the project of the Enlightenment 
and integrate it into civilized and socially oriented forms of 
modernity without any fundamentalist extremes. The future 
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struggle for tradition comes down to a choice between two 
basic forms of traditionalism.

For example, the United States places its bet in the fight 
against Bashar al-Assad on the right-wing tradition – radicalism 
of al-Qaeda and Wahhabism. American elites use foreign 
fundamentalists in the necessary ideological regime rather than 
their own. This is a typical attempt to force the myth-making and 
traditional values to work for the liberal model. Ideologically, 
such myth-making, as well as the model of Ukrainian 
Nazism, looks like dominoes: right-wing traditionalism plus 
traditional liberalism (for example, under a slogan of European 
integration).

The above-mentioned hybrid phenomenon is one of the 
possible forms of post-secularism. Because of this hybridism, 
moral and ethical values are degrading in politics: any party is 
entitled to use its own «wildness» against any other wildness. 
In this case, «the tradition code» (Protestant fundamentalism 
of American hawks) emerges mechanically inside the liberal 
episteme rather than «the progress code» (as the interests of the 
financial International).

It is necessary to remember that racial and mystical motifs 
prevail in modern ultra-right thinking. The differences between 
liberalism and new right-wing traditionalism display themselves 
in stylistics and epistemology (on the one hand in mysticism, on 
the other is rationalism and mercantilism), but not at the ethical 
level. However, in terms of moral and ethical archetypes, these 
differences are not as significant as they might seem. Practically 
speaking, the ethics of the New Right is a retrospection and 
simplification of liberal ethics up to its primordial origins. The 
outbreak of Nazism (with its exotic idea-complex) in European 
history of the 20th century is the result of such a regressive 
simplification. Today, the «new» right-wing traditionalism 
should not become a response to the current social request.

It should be pointed out that the future of post-secular society 
is not so much a turn to tradition as the struggle for tradition. 
The price tag is high. Liberal right-wing traditionalism can be 
opposed only by left-wing social traditionalism. The ancient 
pagan «law of the strongest» faced by the tradition of Christian 
justice.
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The ideological confrontation is inevitable, but from now 
on, it will be held in the sphere of traditional meanings rather 
than political doctrines. Anyone who is able to speak on behalf 
of tradition and make the society give ear to him is going to 
bring the situation under control. The challenge of healthy social 
forces is not to abandon the future to destructive neo-Nazi, neo-
pagan and fundamentalist tendencies. This goal is attainable.
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CONCEPT OF TRADITION IN RUSSIAN POLITICAL 
AND IDEOLOGICAL SPACE

The concept of «tradition» is seriously distorted in Russia 
by both opponents and supporters of traditionalism. Discussion 
between them involve an endless struggle of historical fetishes 
and phobias. The discussion itself often looks like a labeling 
contest. Some researchers willingly use science for ideological 
and publicistic purposes and as a consequence add fuel to the 
flames. They tend to randomly use terms taken from the concept 
of «tradition» in ideological and political discussions, as well as 
to mixture of these terms with lexis of various kinds.

On the one hand, usage of these words bring about 
inappropriate estimations. On the other hand, the same semantic 
row often includes such concepts as, for example, «patriarchality» 
and «tradition,” which are certainly not the same things. Or a 
methodologically disputable division of societies into «open» and 
«closed.» Or simply emotional definitions like «civilized world.» 
The situation around the concept of «tradition» is reminiscent 
of the misuse of «medieval» in the sense of «backwardness» as 
well as the negative myth of the Middle Ages as the «dark ages» 
destroyed by the efforts of independent historians, in particular, 
by the representatives of the French «Annales School.» However, 
some time ago this burden of prejudice caused many problems in 
the development of medieval studies.

Today, we have the same situation with traditiology. The 
use of evaluative lexis taken from the unscientific context in 
reference to the mechanisms of sociocultural experience is 
incorrect in principle. Moreover, this vocabulary is obsolete 
even in the publicistic context. It has already fulfilled its purpose 
in ideological battles of the 20th century and is not relevant any 
more.

Entirely different concepts and categories should be used 
to describe a society in the postsecular era. This fact is realized 
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in its entirety in the West, but the Russian «creative class» 
proclaimed it an ideological hand-me-down in its own country.

The fate of traditiology in Russia leaves much to be desired. 
So far, the idea of tradition and traditionalism remains a prisoner 
of the political climate in many respects. Of course, this is 
largely connected with the peculiarities of the humanitarian 
sphere in modern Russia as a peripheral or a semi-peripheral 
country. However, it is only part of the story. The inappropriate 
use of the word «tradition» can be also attributed to purely 
linguistic mishaps that are easily traced among English-Russian 
transcriptions.

Let us consider the concept of tradition in the context 
of English language. In contrast to the Russian context, the 
concept of tradition falls into two definitions: traditional and 
conventional.

«Traditional» means belonging to the historical mechanism 
of collective experience. The Russian community, symbolism 
of the British monarchy, the German dream of the European 
Union – all these specific transhistorical phenomena can be 
combined within the concept of tradition. Some time ago, any 
of the above-mentioned events were a subject of agreement, but 
today they are deemed unconditional.

«Conventional» refers to phenomena included in the 
collective memory as the result of some agreements. This 
situation is mostly conventional and agreement-based, rather 
than semantic and belonging to the sphere of social and cultural 
archetypes. Such phenomena can move from the «conventional» 
sphere to the «traditional» sphere within long historical 
periods. Considering that cultural and social systems are mostly 
structured like a language (similar to a semiotic system of 
language), the tradition mechanism can be compared to some 
linguistic models. In particular, it resembles the model of 
generative grammar proposed by Noam Chomsky and includes 
two structural levels – deep structure and software structure. [16; 
21] However, in the case of tradition, the relationship between 
the upper and lower levels is more dynamic and equitable.

«Tradition» and «convention» can actively interinfluence 
inside of tradition itself. Today’s society – the society of 
transitive period, the period of a liberal ideological paradigm 
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shift – perceives feedback as the most essential and important 
factor. That is, the actualization of traditional historical 
meanings and traditional semantics in the framework of current 
social conventions and private relations between members of 
society. In today’s context, the dialectic of «traditional» and 
«conventional» structures, as well as the dialectic of tradition 
and modernization, requires additional research within the 
social sciences.

Today it is very important to study the features of the use 
of the word «tradition» in the public sphere and to reconstruct 
its true meaning (semantic) where possible. The scientific 
community needs to create several competing programs of 
tradition research. It is necessary to create several science teams 
that could develop this line of research independently. It is 
obvious that this issue is of great national and state significance. 
Possible research topics: «Tradition as a Mechanism of Social 
Experience Transfer» and «Tradition as a Source of Social 
Conventions».

The phenomenon of tradition must and will be soon 
introduced in the field of social sciences as a competent research 
subject. The problem of the study of tradition mechanisms and 
its genesis and social functions in the new post-secular society 
will be as important as the problem of identity choice or gender 
problems in the late liberalism era. The question of significant 
values and social morality will become as equally important as 
the question of small groups and «significant Other» is important 
now – against the background of a split society. The search for 
social distinctions will be substituted by the search for unifying, 
strategic social factors.

The sustainability and social significance of the concepts 
defining the destiny of a nation, as well as its historical mission, 
suggest that transhistorism is a phenomenon of tradition 
continuity and of historical focuses of national development.

The most efficient definition of tradition to date is 
suggested by S.A. Madukova and U.V. Popkov: «In modern 
local communities, neotraditionalism characterizes the use of 
tradition for the explanation by a social subject of the selected 
future behavior through the reference to the authority of the 
past.» [12, p. 5]
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Today we need a new way to identify the boundaries of 
the concept of tradition under a new social model. However, 
the adherents of «patriarchality», as well as their opponent-
modernizers, may keep calm. The question is not about the 
return to the customs and institutions of the past, not about 
the historically specific «autocratic tradition,» whether it is a 
restoration of monarchy or a kind of «USSR-2» project. The 
question is about a much more subtle and complex process – the 
restart of continuance mechanisms in culture and society. This 
restart involves tradition as a support point for a new movement 
from the past to the future, as well as for historical course 
adjustment. It is not some tradition. It is a new type of social 
awareness and public relations dependent from the principles of 
tradition functioning.

Tradition and continuance are the factors the social majority 
needs. The main goal is to find the assemblage point of tradition 
and its self-reproduction, rather than a collection of various 
samples of historical antiques.

However, we consider it our duty to point out the periods in 
Russian history when tradition was discontinued. These points 
should be set on a time scale. For example, it is impossible to 
conceal the oprichnina under Ivan the Terrible, although later 
he cowered from it in terror. A benevolent intention – equitable 
land distribution among the boyars (court nobility) – was 
conducted by improper means and by people without morals. 
One injustice gave rise to another. As a result, «oprichnina» as a 
social phenomenon (it is not only a local historical phenomenon) 
became a permanent feature of Russian life. KGB purges, oil 
rent, as well as legal and economic chaos are in a broad sense 
the same oprichnina.

The Church «reform» in the 17th century became an even 
more significant event and perhaps a key breakaway torque 
for Russia. The Church dissent was initiated by the top secular 
authority and dissected the body of the Church. People’s 
theocracy and a national Church became impossible. Under 
such conditions, the formation of a Christian nation also became 
impossible.

After the so-called Church dissent, we eventually got a 
synodal «established» church. It slowed down the formation of 
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popular devoutness on the basis of which the nation should be 
built (ethnic nationalism is a shorter and cheaper way, but it is 
not compatible with the Russian Christian tradition). As a result, 
the dissent of the 17th century to a certain extent predetermined 
the events of 1917. Neither the church, peasants, or noble elites 
could resist the disaster that threw Russia far back and exploded 
its spiritual and social roots. The year 1917 brought a drastic 
demolition of Russian social paradigms. It is evident that this 
demolition continued (i.e. one more irrecoverable break-up) 
in the destruction of the peasantry and the Russian communal 
consciousness. Anticipating some questions, we should stipulate 
the following: the fate of other «old-regime» classes also can 
and should be the subject matter, but not in this article.

The events of 1991-1993 require no special acknowledgement: 
these events are still fresh in our memory, and it is evident that 
this is a new break.

These are the main events that predetermined the sad 
Russian phenomenon, the essence of which is that a break with 
tradition has become a tradition itself. In fact, such events are 
much more abundant.

However, we must renew the subject matter and change the 
question «What is to be done?» to «Who is guilty?»

Sometimes we hear «Everybody chooses tradition as perhaps 
thought fit», «Isn’t any talk of tradition a falsification?» That is 
all wrong. The foundation of tradition consists of values absolute 
for the majority. In Russia, these «unconditional» values are 
more or less obvious. They include the victory over Fascism, 
Orthodox self-identification and principles of a fair society. 
Those who take into account the elite «dispersed opinions» and 
the elite «consensus» rather than the degree of support of certain 
ideas by society have to think about this matter.

Tradition and continuity – this is what a national majority 
needs now. The aim is to make the present society develop in 
accordance with the traditional principle of the accumulation of 
collective experience rather than to pull some institutions out of 
the past to the detriment of others. This is based not on historical 
denial and historical break-ups repeated in Russian history – the 
history of splits and apical social upheavals. Historically, the 
specific forms of tradition are a reference point here rather than 
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a fetish. They should unite people rather than divide them.
A typical example: when the Donetsk and Lugansk People’s 

Republics fought for independence, an interesting stylistic 
discrepancy was outlined among their supporters. It did not 
affect the intention to support the DPR and the LPR. However, 
part of the supporters compared the DPR and the LPR with «the 
Young Republic of Soviets» bound in the vice of battlefields, 
while the other part perceived those events by analogy with the 
White Don, the Volunteer Army and Ice Campaign. What does 
this paradox tell of? It tells that in the face of real historical trials 
nationally-thinking Russian intellectuals turned to be united. 
Both sides were against the Ukrainian liberal Nazism, against 
the followers of Petlyura, Bandera, Shukhevich and Hitler. A 
hundred years after the tragic events of the Civil War in Russia, 
the Russian historical consciousness became united and the 
difference between «red» and «white» ideas remained behind 
as the allotment of academic studies. This is an important step 
towards overcoming the deepest break-up of tradition in Russian 
history. This is an example of how the deepest historical break-
up can be overcome.

Therefore, a broad question can be posed: how can one 
reconstruct tradition and to find its «assemblage point»? First, 
we need to learn to listen to each other. A serious analysis of 
tradition in Russia is represented by the authors of the socio-
political book Turning Point. In particular, they are confident 
that the consensus based on tradition «reflects a collective 
point of view of the Russian majority, without splitting it into 
left-wing and right-wing groups. This point of view meets the 
current political situation.» [17, p. V] Another common theme 
throughout the book shows how tradition is not some form of 
the past, a priori that receives in advance «the certificate of 
historic conformity». Tradition is something agreed upon where 
appropriate. This is the essence of the national consensus.

In her article about Turning Point, political analyst Elena 
Zhosulnotes the need to «negotiate in the name of common 
goals and sacred things that are more important than the fine 
features of our own so cherished ideological concept.» [27]

An active part of Russian society has yet to learn to listen 
to each other. The boundaries of tradition cannot be determined 
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by a designated gesture. Even the position of historical nihilism 
(«I do not know what tradition is», «Russia has no tradition»), 
as a result of mass disorientation of the Soviet and post-Soviet 
era cannot be considered constructive.

The task is to maintain the discussion of tradition rather than 
to insist on the ready-made understanding of it. The process of 
collective memory work is extremely important for tradition. 
It makes tradition replicate. Of course, this process should 
take place not only in the form of conferences and roundtable 
discussions (the effect of such official events rarely goes beyond 
an academic discussion), but also and above all in everyday 
life. The genesis of tradition should become the subject of civic 
engagement and the matter of each individual person who is 
aware of their belonging to Russian culture. 
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TRADITION AND MODERNIZATION: 
IS IT POSSIBLE TO INTERCROSS 

THE OBJECT FIELDS OF THESE CONCEPTS?

Nowadays, a clear definition of criteria and markers of 
such a concept like «tradition» is required from a conservative 
thought. This, in turn, requires the parameterization of the social 
and cultural balance – the balance of stabilization processes 
(tradition field) and evolution (innovation field). It is one of the 
most significant theoretical problems in the modern world.

The representatives of the modern tradition theory emphasize 
«there is a need to define the unity and the degree of contradictive 
interactions between tradition and innovation. Such a degree 
can be too high or too low and, as a result, one of the parties 
can become dominant. In this case, the conservation of tradition 
and turning it into a specimen in a museum or the intrusion of 
a strange experience unacceptable for a certain ethnocultural 
community take place. In both cases, the destruction of «live» 
traditions and the loss of experiential continuity occur.» [12, p. 
128]

By being a part of genuine conservatism, traditional culture 
cannot be destroyed. It can be modified and preserved in the 
updated form.

One of the most popular memes recently spread in the mass 
consciousness is the meme of «modernization». This word 
originally belongs to a narrow, rather technological, context. 
However, its performance in the sphere of political rhetoric 
makes it easy to notice the attempts of numerous authors to 
expand this concept and turn it into an ideologeme, and even a 
kind of slogan.

There is a significant difference between modernization as a 
scientifically-based and socially-based concept and modernization 
as an ideologeme. Modernization as a technological breakthrough 
and social engineering is one thing. Belief in modernization as a 
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technocratic cult imposed on society in order to avoid solving 
real and pressing problems is another thing. Technically, the 
question of modernization is urgent today like never before. 
However, it has a much more narrow and specific framework 
than that of «modernization» ideologemes. The question is the 
global trend outlined in the last two years and associated with the 
reindustrialization of the advanced countries of the world.

According to analysts from Expert Journals, «the first flag of 
reindustrialization was hoisted by the U.S.A. They are followed 
by Europe and the rest of the world. It is not just a renewal of 
manufacturing industry within the specific territory: the world 
has joined a new race called «Industrial Revolution 4.0», the main 
technological drivers of which are digital and additive technology 
and robototronics penetrating into traditional industries and 
radically changing their profile.» [15, p. 44] Currently, Russia 
is also going to «join the reindustrialization, come into a new 
technological mode and develop a diversified defense industry 
complex competitive on civilian markets.» [15, p. 44] 

Such is the objective reality. The reality of political 
technology is quite a different story.

In the latter case, the slogan of modernization is overtly or 
covertly opposed to the concept of tradition, both ideologically 
and stylistically. This contrastness is absolutely incorrect. It 
bears reminding that the concepts of stability and sustainable 
development were once ideologically played upon in a similar 
way. It must be noted that the use of such terms in serious 
political discussions nullifies their useful result.

The twisting of «modernization» into an ideologeme 
generates a modern equivalent of a primitive cult, where a 
word does not indicate a phenomenon or event. Instead, a word 
becomes a sacred concept, which shelters the present reality and 
justifies any policy. Understood in this way, «modernization» 
serves as a «mystical» explanation for such unpleasant things 
as the attack on family values, the fight against the Orthodox 
Church, the defeat of fundamental science and education. In the 
latter case we are dealing with a return to the concept of «skills 
instead of knowledge», which seriously damaged the education 
in the Soviet Union of the 1920’s. Today it is praised to high 
heaven again.
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The word «modernization» is increasingly becoming a 
fetish just like the word «revolution» in the Soviet period. In 
this regard, there was a sad joke among American physicists in 
the days of the Cold War: «There is no god except Progress, and 
Henry Ford is his prophet». However, a modern Scientist cult 
is not amusing any more: the belief in Progress is increasingly 
replacing the real progress. Just like the belief in a «world 
revolution» is substituted for a real revolutionary restructuring 
of society.

The concept of «modernization without tradition» is 
speculative; it does not give an incentive for development. An 
endless juggling with such terms as «innovations», «technological 
parks» and «intellectual centers» only emphasizes the verbal 
propagandistic nature of this idea closely related to the political 
and economic doctrine of neoliberalism. The more popular 
the cult of modernization in Russia becomes, the less likely is 
the modernization itself. In fact, nothing is modernized. How 
can anything be modernized when the Academy of Sciences 
is suppressed, when the unified state exam is used as a test 
method of knowledge checks or when education must be paid 
for? As a result, the degradation of the economic, scientific, 
and social sphere is obvious. However, the inhabitants believe 
in «modernization» as if it were the advent of the Messiah. 
Moreover, in the 1990’s, they believed in the omnipotence of 
the «invisible hand of the market». Everything is declared void 
and is sacrificed on the altar of the main idea: tradition, belief, 
morality and modernization itself – real modernization without 
quotes and mystic aureola.

This trend is almost universal. In Russia, the process is 
going faster than anywhere else in the Western world. The 
pension system and the health care service go under the knife 
of imaginary modernization; institutions merge with each 
other («optimize»); education and medical treatment become 
commercial (fee-based). Social segregation, as well as initially 
unequal access to social benefits and institutions are cultivated 
instead of the usual property stratification allowed within 
reasonable limits. Thus, a new stratification is approved in the 
«modernized» society, and it becomes clear what political trend 
is served by the described ideology. There are a lot of countries 
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experiencing the unsolved problem of mass literacy. Russia is 
at risk of breaking its longtime achievements and solving the 
problem of literacy again.

Today, the Church is also pushed to pseudo-modernization. 
It is forced to accept the secular concordat and split the 
churchgoers in social groups. This is a dangerous trend. The 
attacks on the Church and the Orthodoxy, historically inherent 
in Russia, actually mean the attacks on traditionalism as such. 
Even atheistic traditionalists experience this pressure. [23]

They are trying to convince the society that tradition is 
something stagnant and stand pat, that it imbodies the everlasting 
fear of change. It is an extremely unfair view. 

Modern traditiology confirms “the position opposing 
tradition against innovation, as well as globalizing society 
against traditional society, is obsolete. Its supporters often 
lose sight of such phenomenon as modification of traditions 
...l» [12, p. 58] and «tradition has potential for variability and 
adaptation.» [12, p. 6]

Tradition is constantly on the move. However, it develops on 
the basis of internal intellectual resources rather than under the 
external guidance. That is why the national modernization paths 
of different societies may overlap, but never assume deliberate 
imitation. Imitation makes modernization impossible.

The solid basis of tradition is at the heart of genuine 
modernization. The desire to break the obvious dialectical 
connections between the concepts is a sign of intellectual 
irresponsibility. A genuine yet not slogan-like modernization is 
possible only on the basis of tradition.

It is a known fact that Protestantism plays a great organizing 
role in the self-consciousness of American society – both of the 
general population, and the political elites. Even statements by 
U.S. presidents allude to this impact, including exaggerated 
remarks on the «Divine Plan» (George W. Bush) or the concept 
of Manifest Destiny for the United States. All this, despite the 
crisis in the global economy, supports social, political, scientific 
and technological progress of the United States.

Genuine modernization (not a journalistic one) is a part 
of tradition, a part of historical continuation mechanism, and 
not a denial of them. In addition to the contractual relations, 
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a sustainable and stable society supports the mechanism of 
tradition (i.e. deliberate (rather than spontaneous) historical 
continuation of collective experience). Such a society differs 
in a special type of human relations. These relations are similar 
to relations between distant relatives and constitute the level of 
social relations behind family and kinship.

If a society is focused on a living and dynamic tradition, 
it excludes stiff patriarchality, short-term benefits and narrow 
sectional interests, as well as inextinguishable utopianism in 
the choice of its future. Such a society can precisely be called 
a «large social organism». A large society needs loyalty to 
national values and cultural symbols, political will in decision-
making, historical flair and strategic thinking in the choice of 
the future.

To prove this thesis, let us give a «reverse» example. 
Communist industrialization in the USSR was conducted without 
regard to tradition. One of the social groups, the peasantry, was 
sacrificed to it within an ugly phenomenon of collectivization. 
This is a typical example of modernization without regard to 
tradition. That is why the Soviet industrialization was so fragile 
and the elements of a social welfare state were only a temporary 
achievement. This achievement was easily dismantled in the 
1990’s due to the incompetent economic policy destructive for 
the whole country. The neglect of tradition also had a poisonous 
influence on culture. When the Soviet project ceased, people 
with an obliterated identity took up a considerable part of the 
Russian society. 

The secret of genuine traditionalism is that the «assemblage 
point» of tradition is never located in the same place. It travels 
along with the accumulation of social experience and the 
formation of social practices. Some of our opponents would 
like to consider tradition as a monument to itself, but this does 
not reflect the actual situation.

Tradition is always on the move.
However, everything of value that has been accumulated 

remains at the disposal of a society. Even in the event of a social 
paradigm shift, the past experience is not rejected: it gets a new 
place and a new role in a new social environment. Everything 
new is important, everything old is necessary. This principle 
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should be called the principle of multilevel development. In the 
past, it was more typical for cultural practices than for social 
and political institutions. The challenge is to make this principle 
universal at the earliest opportunity.

Moral values (in this case: Christian values) remain 
unchanged. They fix the frame of tradition and prevent it from 
crumbling and falling apart. The boundary between the tradition 
field and the field of relativistic consciousness is easily visible 
today. It is easily distinguishable despite attempts by postmodern 
intellectuals to hide this boundary behind the effects of quasi-
scientific rhetoric, doubtful sociological researches and cultural 
racist doctrines such as Fukuyama’s The End of History.

For the normal development of society, the «assemblage 
point» of tradition must be sought and found in every period, in 
every cultural phenomenon, and in every historical situation.
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CONSERVATIVE SOCIALISM: 
IDEOLOGICAL FEATURES IN MODERN RUSSIA

The political situation in Russia has accelerated the formation 
of social conservatism – a new, timely, and reasonable ideology. 
Politicians and political writers have not yet built a sustainable 
attitude to it.

The new trend is likely to reveal the long-standing 
separation between Social Democrats and Populists within the 
left-wing environment. Essentially, this separation remained 
unchanged throughout the 20th century, although it was 
buried under the concrete slab of the Soviet ideology. The 
response of the Left wing is going to become more noticeable 
in the nearest future. Evidence is provided as conservatism 
or conservative socialism as a political competitor of the 
orthodox communism. It is expected to destroy an unjustified 
monopoly of the Communist Party’s successors on the idea of 
a «social welfare state». 

Even today, the social conservative theses at social forums 
and in press meet with counter-theses from the canonical 
communism followers’ side. One may often hear that the key 
to any ideology is the class essence rather than any values. The 
communists of the Leninist-Stalinist «format» are therefore 
sure that the class relationship is inevitable between liberals 
and conservatives. They both represent the interests of a big 
business, although they may have their own preferences in 
«finances» and «raw». The conservatives of the sovereign-
patriotic wing lobby the interests of the defense unit and the 
military industrial sector. 

Such a classification is quite traditional, but there is one 
important fact this classification does not take into account. The 
situation in first world countries has yet to satisfy the classical 
Marxist scheme. However, in Russia, like in any country from 
the world outskirts, western political realities are distorted. 
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In contrast to the United States, Russian liberalism 
contravenes the national tradition rather than following it. 
For this reason, a Conservative is at a crossroads: should he 
follow traditional values or the liberal authoritarianism? The 
conservative community must inevitably split in this situation. 
One conservative line operates («conserves») liberalism – that 
is what the criticism from the Left wing is aimed at. What about 
the other line? The other alternative line has only one path – to 
the left. After all, there is no other way and «over the Liberals’ 
head» through their denial. This situation is bizarre in terms 
of the commonplace but it is extremely fruitful. Objectively, it 
binds and protects the bonds of justice and tradition. However, 
this movement seems to be inexplicable and farfetched 
without the understanding of the political framework. That is 
why communist ideologists call conservative socialists «the 
Left wing without Communism» (by analogy with the well-
known Kronstadt sailors with their motto «Soviets without 
Communists!») or «the Right-wing Conservatives camouflaged 
as the Leftists.» The second definition is fundamentally wrong 
while the first one is not quite accurate. In order to clarify the 
essence of Russian conservative socialism, there is a need to 
understand the background. 

Social conservative leaders and parties have always been 
present in Russia and they not only amount to a moderate part 
of the Social Revolutionaries. The principle of conservative 
socialism was announced, for example, by Archpriest Valentin 
Sventsitskii. In his article Christians and the Upcoming Elections 
(1912), he wrote that within the elections for the State Duma 
one should vote for the «candidates of the left-wing parties» 
(Social Revolutionaries), because only they are able to «show 
the people its enemies.» [2]

Konstantin Leontiev, the famous – one can say, the title – 
conservative, even alluded to monarchical socialism. In the 
1880’s he wrote: «Sometimes I have a feeling that the Russian 
Tsar will head the socialist movement and organize it the way 
that Konstantin contributed to the development of Christianity 
...» [1, С. 94]

However, the origins of social conservatism should 
certainly be looked at from the Slavophiles’ perspective and 
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their understanding of the collegiality. A. Khomiakov and his 
adherers partially derived church-like notions from previous 
contexts and transferred it to society as a whole, implying a 
special (familial and communal) type of communication 
between its members. Slavophiles interpreted the collegiality 
as a communal ideal and linked it with the ideal of collective 
salvation typical for Russian Orthodoxy. With the development 
of Russian philosophy, the concept of collegiality obtained 
synonyms. For example, N. Trubetskoi mentioned the principle 
of collegiality as «metaphysical socialism», S. Frank designated it 
as «We-Philosophy». Georgii Florovskii considered «commune 
enthusiasm» as «the subconscious lust for collegiality». Nikolai 
Berdiaev compared collegiality as a universal salvation with a 
«cruel» (in his opinion) doctrine by Thomas Aquinas (for their 
blessedness in paradise the righteous are indebted to the tortures 
of the sinners in hell).

These are the stages of the development of the idea. Its main 
point consisted in bringing together the peasant community 
with the church community through the idea of «collective 
salvation».

However, the problem was in fact much broader and resided 
in the creation of a new social contract, which would unite all 
parts of the Russian society directed by Orthodox moral values 
yet not necessarily by religion itself.

The main ideas of the self-determination of the peasant 
“world” primarily represented the fair land ownership and 
mutual assistance. Of course, the supporters of these postulates 
(the peasants) could be out of step with the «correct» church 
orthodoxy in their opinions. However, the course of social 
construction, planned by K. Aksakov and A. Khomiakov, lies 
precisely in the gradual convergence of these two movements. 
This is where the growth point of Russian civil society laid. 
Unfortunately, the maturation of this society faced political 
difficulties: the direct opposition (divorcing of peasants from 
their land, artificial destruction of the peasant community and 
the unlimited power of the «bread oligarchy») and the revolution 
turning into a new enslavement. 

Historical cataclysms struck the peasant community before 
it became able to resist them. This way, another interruption of 
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traditions and rewriting of national identity in the 20th century 
have considerably wiped away the efforts of the builders of the 
Russian civil society. 

The concepts of «collegiality», «community» and «collective 
salvation» cannot be narrowed down to the «peasant case» and 
church issues. The principles of the peasant community and 
the church collegiality influenced Russian life as a whole. This 
influence can be easily traced in archival documents and works 
of Russian classics (N. Leskov, F. Dostoevskii, L. Tolstoi, V. 
Rozanov et al.). There is ample evidence of this influence. It 
is no coincidence that any socially significant event in peasant 
Russia was perceived in the religious and ascetic sense. For 
example, revolutionist Vera Figner wrote that «people of the 
nation» uniquely defined even actions among the people: they 
believed that the cause of populists’ actions is the salvation. 
[20, p. 125] A lot of people perceived the religious meaning 
in attempts to set the peasants free. Even Yemelyan Pugachev 
drafted peasants into his army and promised to «grant the land, 
the cross and the beard», that is to bring back the old Truth in 
addition to the land. No matter how we treat the personality 
of this impostor, he (and later – the populists) appealed to the 
principle of collective salvation.

Today’s conservative socialism is once again in demand. 
Sometimes liberal publicists mention that this line is a sort of 
remake of the early ‘90s when the former communist functional 
bureaucrats concluded a temporary alliance with the patriots. 
This is a completely wrong analogy. Communists, liberals 
and governmental patriots are the three troops of the «ruling 
party» in the broad sense. The events of 1993, when those 
troops suddenly got to close quarters, were just a war for the 
distribution of the former Soviet inheritance. Conservative 
socialists (social conservatives) are associated with neither 
the old or new nomenclature and business groups, and have 
never participated in the split up of the Soviet pie. True, many 
of today’s communists call themselves conservatives too – in 
particular, the Communist Party of the Russian Federation 
(CPRF), but only because they would like to revive the Soviet 
project. However, this concept has little to do with real socialism 
and even less so with genuine conservatism.
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As realized by the communists, the historically local 
project of the Soviet social state is subject to a reconstruction. 
Nevertheless, this project was originally built on the bones 
of the peasant world and the church community. That is, on 
the bones of the very beginnings, at the junction of which a 
conservative, socialist and solidary project was to be launched 
in the early 20th century. Bolshevik corporate collectivism 
became a substitute for the historical Russian collegiality. The 
aim of communism at the initial stage was to build a society, 
taken out of the historical and traditional context. The hand-out 
distribution mechanism by the state was enforced instead of the 
justified forms of community life.

Therefore, social conservatism cannot be considered a 
remake of communist patriotism or simply communism. It is 
not surprising that its adherents are now in fierce polemics with 
the successors of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
(CPSU). They seek to destroy the unjustified monopoly of 
these successors on the idea of a «social welfare state». This is 
supplemented by a fundamental dispute with neo-Leninism in 
all its forms. 

According to social conservatives, the militant atheism 
forever cut the Bolshevik project off from Russian traditions. 
In addition, it is not clear which social class took the power in 
1917. The revolution was generally made by hand of peasants 
rather than proletarians. The peasants were armed with the 
outbreak of the World War I. The Bolsheviks used the peasant 
masses by promising them land and stirred them up against the 
state. Subsequently, they were «gifted» collectivization and 
communal farms (kolkhoz) on the work-day basis. In fact, the 
peasantry had been destroyed as a class. If we take into account 
the logic of conservative socialists, this was one of the tasks 
of Bolshevism. From this perspective, the Bolsheviks were not 
revolutionaries at all. Conservative socialists are not alone in 
their assessment.

It is commonly known that Karl Marx clearly mentioned 
in his correspondence with Plekhanov and Vera Zasulich that a 
revolution in Russia, where 80% of the population are peasants 
can only be considered a peasant revolt. Therefore, he accounted 
his Russian followers as Populists rather than Social Democrats. 
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That correspondence was shielded from the public eye and its 
existence was not displayed during the Soviet period. 

The proletariat in pre-revolutionary Russia was numerically 
insignificant. This class was artificially «formed» by the 
Bolsheviks, driving the human «resources» off villages. The 
consequences of this artificial lumpenization of society still 
determine the social atmosphere in the country. However, the 
process itself is very similar to the «social engineering» of the 
global community ideologists.

The tragic metamorphosis of 1917 became the result not of 
a progressive social movement but of a succession of historical 
failures –moments of a «interruption in tradition». 

All of that does not negate some obvious achievements of 
the Soviet period, namely handling the problem of education 
accessibility, the Victory in 1945, as well as the progress in 
fundamental science and the formation of the social welfare 
state. There is no reason to refuse this heritage regardless of 
ideological positions. This kind of refusal has already triggered 
the focus on social degradation. Today, it is very sharply 
expressed in the events involving the Russian Academy of 
Sciences and the education system as a whole. 

For a quarter of a century the country has been «eating 
away» everything created until 1991 and has no way to rise to 
the level of industrial development of 1990. It is not surprising 
that about two-thirds of Russian citizens deplore the USSR. It is 
unacceptable to call them «Sovs» and consider them an inferior 
social group. Such a practice is one of the manifestations of 
moral impurity of the Russian liberal establishment. There is a 
need to separate the crimes of the political party and the rights 
of former Soviet citizens, whose labor lies at the root of the 
scientific and technical base of the USSR. The lives of ordinary 
Soviet people were given for the victory in the war. These 
people became the victims of the people whom they believed. 
They are entitled to moral and material compensation. 
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SUMMARY

The idea of a «reformation period» (perestroika) is no 
longer a phenomenon of Soviet history. The necessity of radical 
changes today is common to the entire Western world. The 
reason is the profound crisis of linear development paradigms 
associated with liberal discourse and the exhaustion of their 
interpretive and historical resources. 

This crisis is considerably associated with the fact that liberal 
ideology is no longer able to legitimize the expansion of the 
global economy and the accompanying tightening of political 
control methods. The growth of disintegration processes in the 
liberal model is expressed in the destruction of the international 
law, in the rejection of Christian and other moral standards, 
in the dismantling of historical and biological identities, etc. 
The concept of economic liberalism as the ideological basis 
of society as well as all of its «humanitarian» projections are 
shipwrecked. The liberal democracy is in a profound crisis. 
What will appear in its place?

In order to overcome the crisis, the global system will have 
to restructure and change the ideological component. However, 
it is no longer possible to perform this within the framework of 
classical liberalism and «neoliberalism». The public rejection 
of the traditional articles of faith comes at a serious social cost 
and the loss of control in the society. Therefore, managers 
of the system are forced to move to new and more stringent 
authoritative scenarios and, as a consequence, to more archaic 
and authoritarian forms of ideology.

However, the subject of responsibility and the subject 
of actions may not coincide. For example: «hybrid war». 
Both the Ukrainian and the Middle-East crises show that in 
a «hybrid war» a customer (the subject of responsibility) and 
a performer (the subject of actions) do not coincide in one 
party.
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What does this mean in terms of pure ideology? Something 
different is going to replace the «Enlightenment projects» 
(classical scientific rigor, rationalism and universalism).

Researchers are increasingly talking about the «post-secular 
stage». Moreover, this stage may be deprived of the anchor 
of Christianity, which once held the medieval society from 
descending into savagery. One can talk about a fundamentally 
different «Neopagan Middle Ages» – a long period of archaism, 
«new barbarism», collective superstitions and secular cults. A 
lot of evidence supports this scenario. This is the accession to 
power of fundamentalist movements in the Middle East, the 
Neo-Nazism that ingrained «Maidan» and the moral terror 
of «contemporary art» (Femen, etc.) as a form of political 
self-expression, as well as the feudalization and archaism of 
traditional social and economic institutions.

Today’s society has to make a choice between outright Neo-
archaism and a synthesis of Christian and humanistic values. It 
is not a mere coincidence that the tendencies marked in modern 
politics cause large-scale ideological and ideological debates as 
well as ambiguous political practices. The author of this book 
tried to answer the following question: what are the conditions, 
prerequisites and prospects of such a choice?
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