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FOREWORD

The primary aim of this book is to explore and illuminate more fully than before the view of existence
based on the universal and integral principles of Traditionalitas Spiritualis et Metaphysica, to define it
further taking into account previous definitions, but also to describe it in a way that goes beyond them.
Traditionalitas Spiritualis et Metaphysica — and unless we indicate otherwise, this is what we mean

by traditionalism, tradition, and in this context, tradition tradition, — a strongly defined — definable
set of principles from which further principles can be derived to form the basis of a definable view of
existence. This worldview — as a truly definable worldview — only began to emerge in the 20th
century, after significant groundwork had been laid, that is, when Traditionalitas Spiritualis et
Metaphysica and the worldview that directly followed from it had almost completely withdrawn from
where it had once been omnipresent, namely the earthly-human world.

This retreat — after distant antecedents — coincides with the beginning of Kali-Yuga, or the Dark
Age, the closing phase of Hesiod's Iron Age. Three dates can be established for this:

4182 BC = -4181 BC
3102 BC =-3101 BC
2022 BC = -2021 BC, in each case with a margin of error of approximately 108 years.

Accordingly, the end of the closing phase of Kali-Yuga, Kali-Yuga and the entire Maha-Yuga can be
dated to 2299 A.D. on the one hand, on the other hand, 3379 AD, and on yet another hand, 4459
AD, again with an accuracy of approximately 108 years.

The disappearance and retreat of the traditional world, closely linked to tradition, and then its
complete submersion began around 510 BC = -509 £108, and this process lasted in some respects
until the early modern era, or, from other perspectives, until 1918 or 1945, and according to further
considerations, it continues even today, until the very end of Kali Yuga, but it can never cease to exist,
precisely because of the dependence of physicality on metaphysics.

However, it can be stated with certainty that around the 7th and 5th centuries BC, 6th and 5th
centuries BC, changes took place that affected the very foundations; changes that did not yet bear the
signs of the later excessive unfolding of decay, but were already closely related to it, either by playing
a preparatory role or, on the contrary, by representing the last great flashes of Spiritual Light in the
face of the rapid darkening that was beginning.

— on the contrary — represented the last great flashes of Spiritual Light in the face of the rapid
darkening that was beginning — within the darkness.

The view of existence corresponding to the principles of Traditionalitas Spiritualis et Metaphysica,
but not yet formulated separately, faded and receded into the background, becoming less and less
alive, and even at the beginning of the modern era, after the historical Middle Ages, it still had an
influence and its decisive power was more or less able to assert itself, but in most respects it was more
of a general Conventionalitas Quasi-Spiritualis, intertwined with religious — in the West, Christian
— concepts, forms and modes.

The view of existence based on the principles of Traditionalitas Spiritualis et Metaphysica — as a
formulated view of existence — should have disappeared in many respects as early as the 17th
century.



take root, and should have developed in the first half of the 18th century. This did not happen, nor did it
happen during the 19th century. There were authors who wrote in this spirit — or in a spirit similar to it
— Louis Claude Saint-Martin, Franz Xaver Baader, Comte Joseph Marie de Maistre in relation to

the political right wing, and others — but what happened was that in the second half of the 19th

century, Antitraditionalitas Pseudospiritualis—and, covertly, Contratraditionalitas—came into

being, took shape, and spread quite widely, exerting a considerable influence.

An old and traditional statement, expressed in a metaphorical form, is that the Prince of Darkness —
the Devil, Diabolos, Satan — is in fact God's monkey, who imitates God and divine intentions, that is,
outwardly creates something that corresponds to divine principles, but internally and essentially with
the opposite sign, and in time, as if anticipating the high-order and unambiguously spiritual-
metaphysical tendencies that are about to manifest themselves germinally. The trends, movements and
associations that emerged in the second half of the 19th century, and even more so in the last quarter,
which nominally and verbally represented traditional spirituality, were in fact manifestations and
representations of Pseudotraditionalitas — and, as we have already noted, of Contratraditionalitas in
a hidden form.

The principles of Traditionalitas Spiritualis et Metaphysica, and the formulated form of the
worldview that followed them, developed gradually and are still evolving today.

The beginning of this movement, which was not without precedent, is associated with the name of
Comte Albert de Pouvourville, writing under the pseudonym Matgioi. He was followed, in
alphabetical order, by the following authors and thinkers: Titus Burckhardt, Ananda Kentish
Coomaraswamy, Julius Evola and René Guénon, who were of decisive importance, as well as André
Préau, Leo Schaya, Frithjof Schuon, and, further afield, Karl Klaudius Leopold Ziegler. From several
points of view, the broader circle of traditional authors and thinkers could also include Rudolf
Pannwitz, Robert Reininger in the field of philosophy, and Taras von Borodajkewycz, Othmar Spann
and Carl Schmitt in the fields of history, political science, sociology and related philosophy. Special
mention should be made here of a figure known only by his pen name, Fulcanelli, who is significant
not as a founder of a philosophy of existence, but as a probable true alchemist and alchemical author
who appeared in this century. Rudolf Kassner was also not far from the traditional view, and others
could also be mentioned in this regard. Raymond Abellio, for example, cannot be considered a
traditional author and thinker at all, but his insights have often transcended — from the outside in —
the traditional view. The discoveries of Massimo Scaligero, who was close to anti-traditionalism and
in some respects even connected to it, often reflect a traditionalist approach (when he was able to free
himself from the constraints of his worldview, anthroposophia). However, despite their extremely
valuable insights (and the particularly traditional-metaphysical characteristics of these insights),
Raymond Abellio, Massimo Scaligero, Douglas Harding, and numerous other authors (mainly with an
occultist orientation) cannot be considered authors with a traditional stance. Nevertheless, it is
recommended to take them into consideration, and this also applies to authors with an occultist
orientation who do not lack a metaphysical perspective.

In Hungary, Béla Hamvas drew attention to the importance of Julius Evola, René Guénon, Leopold
Ziegler — and later Rudolf Pannwitz. Béla Hamvas himself wrote one of his major works, Scientia
Sacra, in the spirit of the Traditionalitas Spiritualis et Metaphysica view of existence, and this spirit
was more or less present in his later works as well.



masterpiece, Scientia Sacra, in the spirit of Traditionalitas Spiritualis et Metaphysica, and this spirit
was more or less present in his later works as well. However, it is also clear that while Béla Hamvas
grew closer to traditionalism until 1944/45, this process reversed in 1945, and Béla Hamvas began to
distance himself from Tradition and the spirit of Traditionalism (although he was never able to break
away from it completely). Béla Hamvas sided with Christianity, in many respects opposing Tradition,
and later — as a compromise — he formulated his judgement on this issue by stating that Christianity
should be regarded as the culmination of Tradition. From then on, he was once again open to
Tradition, although he strongly and unconditionally professed the primacy of essential Christianity—
compared to anything else—until the end of his life. However, Béla Hamvas is still remembered in
Hungarian cultural consciousness as the first and only representative, indeed the custodian, of
Tradition and Traditionalism in Hungary. In our opinion, Béla Hamvas was the first to draw attention
to Tradition, and he was — chronologically — the first representative of this spirit. In the strictest and
most literal sense of the word, however, he was not an unambiguously traditional thinker and author.
The author of these lines knew Béla Hamvas well and was fortunate enough to consider him a good
friend of his father. He remembers his lofty personality and the (always to-the-point) dialogues he was
able to have with him with undying love and respect. There was a great deal to learn from him, and
the author of these lines owes a great deal to Béla Hamvas in this sense as well.

However, this does not change our position that Béla Hamvas — although he was a writer and
thinker deeply influenced and inspired by Tradition — did not belong to the circle of radically
traditional authors and thinkers, and although his views were not far from theirs, he held contrary
views to some of them (in particular, certain views of Béla Hamvas are contrary to the basic outlook
of Julius Evola, and some of René Guénon's insights are also incompatible with Hamvas's positions).

The author of these lines does not consider himself a follower or disciple of traditional thinkers and
authors in the strict sense of the word, especially if this means adhering to some kind of intangible but
nevertheless perceptible absolute standard to which he would have to adhere at all costs. From our
point of view, there can be no question of such a thing. At the same time, however, we must also say
that on issues where all traditional authors agree in their answers and judgements, we generally
accept the position of those who agree, because we usually have no reason not to do so. In general, we
agree with most of the statements made by all traditional authors; this simply follows from the fact
that we define ourselves as belonging to the circle of traditional (indeed, radically traditional)
thinkers and authors, and not because we believe that we should not deviate from the standard —
which we have never recognised anyway.

There are some issues and numerous details on which even

"classics" among traditional authors, and there are even issues on which there is not even partial
agreement, even though one of the characteristics of traditional authors is mutual recognition and
explicit appreciation of each other's views.

In these controversial issues — as in essentially all other cases — we wish to decide and will decide
on the basis of sovereign principles and in a sovereign manner. We are aware that some consider us
to be committed followers of the Evolian-Guénonian line, or rather, followers of this



line or lines. Our response to this is as follows: if the utmost respect for Julius Evola and René
Guénon means taking an Evolian and Guénonian stance, then we are Evolians and Guénonians;
however, if this means unambiguous and explicit

"following" is meant, then we are not, and we also firmly reject others classifying us as such. There is
no doubt that we identify ourselves with these two authors — above all other authors and thinkers —
and, of these two, primarily with the spirit of Julius Evola. If we refer to anyone at all, it is Julius Evola
above all others, to whom we refer, have referred, and will continue to refer. However, even Julius
Evola's most concise statements, which we hold in the highest regard, are not "canonical” in our eyes.
We consider them to be statements that must be taken into account as far as possible, at all times and in
all places, by all people who are willing and able to think.

The foundation of the view of existence based on the principles of Traditionalitas Spiritualis et
Metaphysica — as a formulated view of existence — cannot yet be considered complete. On the one
hand, because it can never be completely complete, and on the other hand, because it has not yet
been perfected in its foundation and grounding in the sense that it could be considered complete in a
positive sense. The founders were the continuators of Matgioi's preliminary work, however far they
may have gone beyond it — both in terms of horizontality and verticality — in symbolising what
Matgioi had laid down, which is otherwise highly commendable. The foundation must continue for a
considerable length of time. This process of laying foundations will not be complete even when the
author of these lines has published all his planned writings, when his students have written
everything they consider important in this regard, and when one or two generations of traditionally
oriented authors living in different parts of the world have published a series of essential works.
Until the foundation is perfected, there is still much work to be done—for many people.

This book — according to the author's intention — is a rough draft, a collection of loosely connected
studies or rather study outlines, in a relatively simple and accessible form, deliberately avoiding any
"literary" style, so that the individual chapters can serve as short introductions to separate books
dealing with these topics in more detail. Accordingly, we will deal with a number of questions and
issues, some of which are closely related to the "Metaphysica Centralis", but also some which are only
loosely, indirectly, yet unquestionably connected to it.

Our writing is not philosophical, or only to a very limited extent, and it certainly cannot be considered
a specialist philosophical work. Regardless of this fact, we will discuss certain issues in such a way
that this discussion can also be interpreted philosophically. Most of our basic principles do not belong
to the circle of

"Philosophia Metaphysica" but belong to the circle of "Hyperphilosophia Metaphysica", but they can
also be interpreted according to the terms of Philosophia Metaphysica. Our basic principle of
existence, taken from the Hyperphilosophia Metaphysica, could be expressed in terms of Philosophia
Metaphysica as follows: "metidealismus immanentali-transscendentalis et transscendentali-
immanentalis theourgo-magico-solipsisticus absolutus”. Obviously, we will not use this almost sea-
serpent-length name as the name of our approach, but if the philosophical name of our
Hyperphilosophia view of existence is expected, we must resort to this long term (as one that more or
less accurately expresses our position). We could also say that our "hyperphilosophia” position can be

expressed in philosophical terms as "idealismus subiectivus" "extremo-



permaximum absolutum. However, we must emphatically reiterate that we are not committed
followers of this philosophical school of thought, but rather of the

"hyperphilosophical” trend (and there is no other "hyperphilosophical” trend, in fact), which
corresponds to such philosophical terms if its essence is to be interpreted and understood. Thus,
acknowledging these indirectnesses, we naturally also defend philosophical "idealismus subiectivus
solipsisticus”, and even its limited representation, provided that it appears completely coherent and
free of any vulgarisation.

Parallel to our rejection of the

"canonisation” and will not budge on this, we must also acknowledge that, on the other hand — and
in a higher sense — there is and must be a subtle and spiritual "canonicity” that is expressed more in
criteria than in direct requirements. Each traditional thinker and author must derive the coherence of
their own requirements from the coherence of the criteria. Thus, in this way, the requirements that
traditional authors impose on themselves and project onto others may not coincide completely, but
they will certainly be similar to each other.

This book — a collection of loosely but nevertheless coherent and interrelated studies — can be
regarded as an introductory and generally panoramic summary. It deals broadly with the topics that
the author of these lines presented to a narrower audience between 1960 — more precisely 1975 —
and 1995, and about which he has also written shorter, as yet unpublished studies. The author of
these lines is publishing a completely accessible text that can be understood by anyone, without any
special training or education, and which is acceptable, at least in broad terms.

Further books will be devoted to detailing and deepening the topics raised here.

Spring 1995 The
Author



INTRODUCTION

Traditio Spiritualis et Metaphysica and Traditionalitas Spiritualis et Metaphysica are the

principal and doctrinal foundation upon which our orientation to existence is based. These two
concepts or conceptual categories—whose essence is far above and beyond concepts and
conceptuality—have an external and superficial meaning, as well as a "definitio nominalis" that is,
so to speak, well known: the

"traditio" is a derivative of "tradere", which is formed from the verb "trans-dare" and means

means to hand over, to pass on, and ultimately, to tradition. "Traditionalis" and "traditionale" mean
traditional, while "traditionalitas" means traditionality, that is, everything related to tradition and
traditions and resulting from them.

If we were to speak only in general terms about tradition or traditions, we would not really be saying
anything significant, nor would we be referring to any kind of actual definition.

could be said. Tradition — generally speaking — can be almost anything, and mostly does not extend
beyond what convention and conventionality mean. However, on the one hand, we are talking about
"spiritual

tradition," that is, an intellectual tradition (since the Latin word "spiritus" — within the present context
— means spirit, and "spiritualis" and "spirituale" mean spiritual

). On the other hand — and this is a further, significant restriction — we will be talking about a
metaphysical spiritual tradition.

The word "metaphysica" — as a Greco-Latin word — can be traced back to the Greek expression "ta
meta ta physica" (in Aristotle's book title: "ton meta ta physika"). It has two

meanings. The first, but lower-level meaning is: "those things that are beyond the natural". The second
and higher-level meaning is: "those things that are beyond the created" (in the book title:

"those that are beyond the natural" and/or "those that are beyond the established"). The
"metaphysikon" — as a neutral adjective — means "beyond nature" or

beyond the established, and as a noun, it means "beyond nature" or "beyond the established"; its plural
form is "metaphysika", its Latinised form is "metaphysicum", and its plural form is

"metaphysica". It is actually a Greek and Graeco-Latin word — a feminine, adjectival structure that
has become a well-known and commonly used expression. The adjectival structure "philosophia
metaphysike" and

"philosophia metaphysica" are adjectival constructions; from the Graeco-Latin version, the adjective
and adjective "metaphysica" later became independent and gained a noun meaning (as well). We do
not specifically indicate any deviation from this

unless we indicate otherwise — always understand both levels of meaning together in the words
metaphysics or metaphysical, but we place the emphasis on the second and higher level of meaning.
Furthermore, we consider it necessary to note that metaphysics, in our

not refer to a branch or pinnacle of philosophy — "philosophia metaphysica" — nor to one of its
schools of thought or methods, which some have extolled, some — such as Hegel — have rejected as
underestimated, while others — such as the proponents of "philosophia existentialis" — have treated
with ambivalence or even

declared it meaningless, as did the advocates of "logica-i positivismus" and "logicismus". In our
usage, metaphysics hardly ever arises in a philosophical sense, at most in a philosophical sense

and in a way that can be interpreted by terms.

In Greek, "Paradosis Metaphysike", "Paradosis Pneymatiké kai Metaphysike",
"Hyperphilosophia Pneymatike kai Metaphysiké Paradedomeng", "Paradosis Pneymatike kai
Metaphysike" express roughly the same thing as our conceptual basis

. In Sanskrit, "Paramparyatmavidyasambandhi" expresses the same thing, albeit from a slightly
different perspective. In Hebrew and Aramaic, the



The term "Qabbala(h)" refers to a spiritual tradition, primarily Gnostic in nature, which stands behind
and above the religious level of Israelism. Tradition and traditionalism stand above traditional
religions, such as confessions and religions.

traditions are wrapped in religions and "religionalities", then in confessions and "confessionalities",
then in cults, cultures and "culturalities", and finally in civilisations and "civilisationalities". The
"civilisation" that is not cultural —

is "pseudo- and contra-civilisation",

the "cultura" that is not "confessionalis" the
"pseudo- and contra-cultura",

the "confessio" that is not "religionalis", the
"pseudo- and contra-confessio",

religion that is not traditional, pseudo- and
contra-religion,

and finally, "traditio" that does not adequately convey and represent eternal and timeless metaphysics

the "pseudo- and contra-traditio".

We can only speak of the inner, transcendent unity of religions in the case of traditional religions

, and even then only through the unity of traditions, i.e. only

indirectly. The unity of traditions is not entirely direct, but it is almost so, based on the fact that there is
essentially only one "Metaphysica". This

single, essentially timeless and eternal, in fact still inexpressible metaphysics is carried by the
"Supertraditio Metaphysica", which — approximately — corresponds to what

we call "Traditio Primordialis Metaphysica". Traditions are expressions of this super-tradition or
"Traditio Primordialis" in Unity: in them, different metaphysics arise, which, however, are held in
Unity by the spiritual reality of "Metaphysica Essentialis"

— ultimately and ultimately keeps them in Unity, through which the essential essence of the traditions
becomes reality.

unity, and then indirectly and downwardly the inner-transcendent unity of the "Religio Traditionalis".
The unity of confessions, cultures and civilisations is so indirect that we can no longer speak of

them as unity-forming elements and of their unity, even though they too — if indeed they are

what they ought to be — are secretly connected, independently of external

independently of their external

differences and — not infrequently — extreme contradictions. However, we must state emphatically
that statements such as "in fact, all

religions teach the same thing" — since they are not articulated in accordance with the above
principles — are nothing more than expressions of dilettantism in the worst sense of the word.

The inner genesis of the Traditio Primordialis Metaphysica and, through it, of the individual traditions,
follows from Beyond Being and Non-Being, from the Beginningless-Infinite, and then from the
Beginning.

It originates directly from the Origin of Creation and unfolds together with Creation — descending

— as a supra-intellectual-spiritual "memory" and "knowledge" that relates to the Origin, beyond that
to the Beginning, and beyond that to the Beginningless. The "Absolutum



Metaphysicum" or "Metaphysicum Absolutum" manifests its own reality beyond reality in the world
of Being and the created world through a quasi-direct "memory" of the Beginningless-Infinite
Centre beyond Being and Non-Being. The origin of the essential metaphysical

tradition is rooted not only in the unfathomable depths of the past, but above all in the realm beyond
Being. Antiquity — as the temporal counterpart of archaism — is only a "projected" carrier of
"Traditionalitas Metaphysica". Traditionalism, although closely related to the past, is not essentially
connected to the past, but to the original

dominant archaism. Metaphysicalitas, which is passed down through tradition and unfolds together
with Creation, has descended to the human level as Power-Dominance-Knowledge and appeared as
"Supertraditio Primordialis", which was maintained, preserved and represented by the lords

of the "Hyperboreia", the "hyperboreios" superhuman empire above empires.

represented.

The word "hyperboreios" means "beyond the north", "above the north", in a lower sense "beyond the
Arctic Circle", in a higher sense "beyond the Earth's poles", "above the Earth's poles", that is

From Sarkcsillag. We are talking about principles here, so — quite obviously — there can be no
question of any interplanetary or interstellar spaceships possibly arriving here,

regardless of whether they exist or not.

The borealis — anthropo-biological — basic race (great race) includes the descendants of the
"hyperboreans" who descended and were partially contaminated. Those belonging to this group were
the guardians and maintainers — of course, only by their highest castes — of the borealis-hyperborean
tradition. From this basic race, the Mongoloid-Mongoloid basic race emerged first, together with one
of the primary branches of the boreal tradition, and those who remained furthest north, belonging to
the Europid-Europoid great race, were the guardians and maintainers of the other primary boreal
tradition branch. This branch split into several branches, and among these, those who spoke Indo-
European or Indo-European (Indo-European) or Indo-Aryan languages preserved the purest Boreal —
Hyperborean — tradition. These were later called — from their highest strata

— were called Indos (Indo-Aryans) or simply Aryans. (Contemporary

linguistics no longer refers to the entire Indo-European language family as Aryan or Indo-Aryan, as it
did in the past, but only to one of the main branches of this language family, the

Indo-Iranian or Indo-Iranian branch.) It is obvious that the Mongoloid race and the Europid race, or
within the latter, the traditions maintained by the Indo-Germans, differed significantly from each
other, but — in terms of their metaphysical essence, there was not and could not have been such a
degree of difference between them that fundamental differences could have been or

It would be possible to discuss this, just as it is not really possible to raise decisive differences in values
in this regard

, and even less so about contradictions that penetrate to the core. The differences and their significance
must be taken into account and not forgotten, but

if we truly wish to proceed in a traditional spirit.

Traditionalism is a broader category than tradition. On the one hand, any traditionalism

implies all traditions, indeed all traditionality, everything that is connected with tradition and
traditions, everything that follows or should follow from them — the

at every possible individual and sacral-collective-universal level of human existence.

In addition to traditionalism — although this will be discussed in more detail later — it is essential to
mention the existence and nature of "anti-traditionalism" at the outset.

Traditional thinkers and authors generally agree that there is no greater contradiction in the world of
earthly human life than that between "Traditio-traditionalism" and "Anti-traditio-



anti-traditionalism . This is such an extreme contrast that nothing else can be compared to it; indeed,
it is the consequence of most other contrasts.
broad sense, anti-tradition/anti-traditionalism appears in four basic variants:

a) "Abstraditio-Abstraditionalitas" or Extratraditio-Extratraditionalitas, i.e. tradition and non-
traditionalism or tradition and non-traditionalism, always in the sense of tradition and
traditionalism.

b) "Antitraditio-Antitraditionalitas" — in the strict sense of the word — that is, open or somewhat
veiled tradition and
anti-traditionalism, going as far as the persecution of tradition and traditionalism.

¢) "Pseudotraditio-Pseudotraditionalitas" — false tradition and false traditionalism;

characterised by a sometimes strong, sometimes weak, but

sometimes very strong resemblance to tradition and traditionalism, which is, however, burdened with
components that are incompatible with tradition and traditionalism.

d) "Contratraditio-Contratraditionalitas", i.e. counter-tradition and

pseudo-traditionalism; this is also characterised by a resemblance to true tradition and true
traditionalism, but oriented in a direction diametrically opposed to that of true tradition and
traditionalism, combined with the

"Contrainitiatio" and "Contrarealificatio" physical-spiritual-intellectual, spiritual-intellectual or
intellectual practices.

It can be stated as a rule that all four broader interpretations —

anti-traditional basic variants always appear together, but one of the four always dominates,
always at the forefront of a specific foreground-background sequence.

Any of them can be in first, second, third or fourth place. There are numerous transitional variants
between the basic variants. It is obvious that tradition and traditionalism are most severely attacked
from the perspective of anti-tradition and anti-traditionalism in the strict sense, but

all things considered, counter-tradition and counter-traditionalism are the most dangerous of all.

most dangerous. The 20th century was the era of the most vehement anti-traditional offensives, but
this will only intensify in the future.

For those who base their view of existence on the principles of Traditionalis Spiritualis et
Metaphysica, knowledge of anti-traditional aberrations
indispensable, and their study forms the chapter of general "studia traditionalia".

The view of existence based on the principles of Traditionalitas Spiritualis et Metaphysica is not a
political worldview. It is a decisive factor in terms of principle and, consequently, also in terms of
operational

spheres of life. The basic position that this view of existence takes with regard to politics

is clearly in the spirit of "Metapoliteia" and "metapoliticitas". At the same time, it implies the
possibility of opening up in the direction of both metapoliteia and meta-a-politeia.

The manifestation of this explicitly metapolitical worldview, based on the principles of

Traditionalitas Spiritualis et Metaphysica, on the political and social plane is

correctly interpreted true right-wing politics (dextritas, dextrismus). We may add to this that the political
and social projection of the various versions and principles of Antitraditionalitas Antispiritualis et
Antimetaphysica is, on the other hand, precisely interpreted left-wing politics (sinistritas,



sinistrismus). This is the largest, most tense, most diametrical and

most striking political and social manifestation and potential manifestation

— truly — irreconcilable contradiction. Moderate right-wing politics is, in fact, more or less — but
mostly poorly disguised — moderate, or not so moderate, left-wing politics. In this respect, therefore,
only extreme right-wing politics can be considered adequate, but it does not matter

matter what this extreme right-wing actually is in terms of quality and purity.

Ordinary far-right extremism (extremo-dextritas vulgaris, extremo-dextrismus vulgaris) does not, in
fact, meet the high standards of traditional far-right extremism, or only to a very limited extent.
Traditional extreme right-wing ideology — precisely for this reason, but without denying its own
extreme right-wing nature — prefers to call itself (as a distinction, but also on other grounds) the
representative of ultra-right-wing ideology (ultradextritas, ultradextrismus)

. The ideal of the ultra-right wing is the traditional state and traditional

society; its orientation is determined primarily and almost exclusively by principles derived from a
traditional view of life. In many respects, the simplified formulation that ultra-right-wing politics is —
at least approximately — a radicalised 20th-century adaptation (provisionally applicable to the third
millennium as well) of the classical right-wing politics of De Maistre and Metternich-Winneburg is
also accurate.

The far right or extreme right differs from the ordinary right or extreme right mainly in that the latter
tendencies have been contaminated, more or less without exception, by the influence of the counter-
left. Anti-leftism — a term introduced by the author of these lines, which we consider

indispensable, is understood to mean radical anti-leftism, which, despite its opposition to the left,
embraces left-wing ideas, goals, styles and methods in the name of anti-leftism.

anti-leftism, embraces left-wing ideas, goals, styles and methods in the name of anti-leftism. Ordinary
right-wing politics, and especially

common extreme right-wing attitudes — although not identical with anti-leftism — in different ways
and to different degrees depending on the tendency — in almost all cases accepted and

incorporates anti-leftist influences: from simple, superficial involvement to almost complete
immersion. The various strands of common far-right extremism are generally contaminated by the
influence of

However, we cannot deal with these issues here, but we will discuss this problem in more detail in
one of the chapters of our book.

However, we cannot deal with these issues here, but we will discuss this problem in more detail in one
of the chapters of our book. Nevertheless, we felt it necessary to make a few preliminary remarks in
this regard, touching on some fundamental ideas, so that no one would be completely taken aback by
the sometimes casual references that hint at the intimate connection between adequate right-wing
politics and a traditional worldview

whether implied or expressed openly. However, at this point, it would not be appropriate

to discuss the actual basis of this intimate connection, beyond stating its existence with apodictic
emphasis.

The theoretical aspects of the view of existence based on the principles of Traditionalitas Spiritualis et
Metaphysica require, most definitely, not philosophical but "hyperphilosophical" considerations

, even at the initial level of interpretative approaches. Nevertheless, this

"Hyperphilosophia Metaphysica" can also be interpreted using the terminology of "Philosophia
Metaphysica"

, regardless of the fact that the former cannot be identified with the latter, either remotely or partially



the latter. Using the terminology of Philosophia Metaphysica, the basic approach of Hyperphilosophia
Metaphysica Traditionalis can and must be clearly called a solipsistic approach — or — directly —
solipsism. If a philosophical name were to be chosen for this hyperphilosophical

approach, it could be called, as we have already noted, something like this: Metidealismus
Immanentali-Transscendentalis et Transscendentali-Immanentalis Theourgo-Magico-

Solipsisticus Absolutus.

Obviously, we will not use this long name all the time to describe our approach.
as a designation, but on the level of philosophy, this is still the most appropriate definition of our
approach, which exists on the higher level of hyperphilosophy and is not even named "in se".

We are certain that, on the plane of philosophy, only Philosophia Solipsistica can be — conceptually
— and also that the omission of Consideratio Solipsistica renders completely meaningless and invalid
the very raising of the question of the existence of the concept of being, and above all any kind of
orientation towards Suprarealificatio Metaphysica, its form and its definition as a necessity.

The easier discussion of certain philosophical and hyperphilosophical questions and issues — or

those more closely related to them — may require, didactically, that methodologically — while

strictly maintaining the solipsistic position — we should refrain from always representing the
unconditional and foregrounded validity of solipsism. In such cases — as a methodological and
superficial concession — we can go to the limits of subjective idealism and objective

idealism, but never beyond that, i.e. we must not under any circumstances cross over into the realm of
objective idealism. Meanwhile, we must be constantly aware that our concession is exclusively didactic,
methodological, and superficially pragmatic, and that our concession has opened up and revealed to us
not only a lower, but also a decidedly less real and true realm, so we must hastily return again and again
to

our solipsistic position, which we have never actually abandoned. It is almost unnecessary

to mention that those trends that encompass both the object and objectivity, as well as the subject and
subjectivity, and in connection with these, both objectivism and subjectivism, and that approach or
approaches that transcend and surpass these, and even their unity, in everything, transcending all

pairs of opposites

dare to speak of their superiority: — in fact, somewhat covertly, but in reality simply and trivially
"sliding back" into almost explicit objectivism, —

regardless of whether their representatives realise this or not. This is the case in all such situations,

and in fact it cannot be otherwise.

Here we must also mention that the adjectival forms obiectivus, obiectiva, obiectivum

cannot be correctly related in meaning to the nouns obiectum, obiectivum and obiectivitas
independently of consciousness or independently of the existence that can be posited

existence. Realitas obiectiva — does indeed exist, is indeed real, and is indeed objective, but —
obviously — is not independent in either its reality or its objectivity, nor can it be

independent of subject-centred consciousness, but belongs to it and is its realitas obiectiva.

Lenin's "definition of matter", according to which "matter is objective reality existing independently
of consciousness and reflected in consciousness", is nothing more than a completely non-
philosophical and

deeply sub-philosophical, a foolish and confused statement expressing the proximity of dementia
paralytica,



which, however, reveals the confusion in which objectivity and existence independent of
consciousness are linked without any factual basis, even in formulations that far exceed the level of
the above "definition".

For a view of existence based on the principles of Traditionalitas Spiritualis et Metaphysica, tradition
and traditionality are a secular reality, but in the generality of secular existence — a lost

reality. There can be no doubt about the lostness of this reality, but — and this must also be said —
this undoubted lostness is not absolute: it is still present as a hidden strand, and as a possibility it
remains uncorrupted and incorruptible. The

The world of Traditio and Traditionalitas — in essence — was, is, and will be in archaism that has not
been submerged in temporality or that stands out from it, rather than in past antiquity,

although the latter corresponds to the temporal projection of the former. In this sense, the

traditionalist approach generally views the past paradigmatically and appellatively, but since it seeks
to connect with archaism beyond temporality through the past, it has nothing to do with a dreamy
immersion in the past. In terms of realisation beyond realisation

, the traditional approach emphasises the primacy of the sharpest present, since the point-like present
— in the sense of traditional principles — is the gateway to timeless eternity

. On the other hand, adherents of the traditional-spiritual orientation live in the spirit of building and
realising the Golden Age. The coming Golden Age — in essence — is not the

future, but in a higher order of existence, of which the future is, in fact, the temporal projection. A
person living according to traditional principles is not, in essence, a

temporal, but rather a personality turning towards timelessness and transcendence, yet one who, in terms
of temporality, is a person of the past, present and future. It is important to be aware of this, because
there may be misunderstandings that a traditional outlook is oriented exclusively towards the past,
towards the surviving documents of traditional doctrines, towards what is no longer tradition, but merely
the "memory" of tradition. Certainly, such a

misconceptions, but not among the relatively and partially authentic representatives of traditionalism.

According to some pseudo-occultist trends of the 20th century, the archaic paths of initiation and
realisation are impassable for modern man, but the new era, the modern age
modernity also have their mysteries and schools of initiation — as newly opened paths.

We can actually agree with the first half of such statements. Modern man is incapable of initiation and
metaphysical realisation, so archaic paths are truly impassable for him. On the other hand, we deny
that new mysteries and modern initiation opportunities have emerged in the 20th century and

the modern man of the present day. The man of the present day, as a modern man, is indeed incapable
of following archaic paths, but if he eliminates his modern humanity and

re-archaicises themselves, then — for the most exceptional among them — the true paths become
passable.

The view of existence based on the principles of Traditionalitas Spiritualis et Metaphysica

is inseparably linked to the most decisive and radical rejection of any kind of evolutionism, and even
to the explicit denial of the existence of evolution. This

evolution is just as much a part of this as the uncompromising rejection of historical, cultural or
strictly spiritual evolution. Evolutionism

Progressive forms, on the other hand, are those whose rejection becomes one of our defining criteria
with particular urgency.



The theories of biological evolutionism — ascensionist — descent, i.e. those theories according to
which man — as the pinnacle of the animal world — descended from animals, or rather primates, in
the sense of ascending evolution: from the position of the traditional

worldview, are completely absurd in many respects. For us, Lamarckian or Darwin-Huxley-
Haeckelian theories of descent are just as unacceptable as their later, new and most recent modified
versions. We do not accept the theories of phylogenetic trees and phylogenetic shrubs, which we
consider to be absurd, nor do we accept the theories of reverse,

involvent phylogenetic trees and phylogenetic shrubs, even though our approach in this regard is
involutionistic, but also organic, desuper-graduational, proportionally creationistic and
descentionally materialistic. The simplistic vulgar

creationism, motivated by the demand for complete conformity to the most superficial and literal
interpretation of the biblical story of creation, are also unacceptable to us because of their anti-spiritual
and inverse-materialistic nature.

The pseudo-occultist trends of the 19th and 20th centuries, which "modernly"

Based on the principles of evolutionism, progressivism and egalitarianism, they are enthusiastic and
committed proponents of the doctrine of reincarnationism. Reincarnationism vulgaris — as a
typically evolutionist-egalitarianist theory, which, incidentally, is not true in fact

true, also belongs to the circle of views that advocates of the traditional view of existence can never
accept. This does not mean that there is not a spark of reality in the doctrine of reincarnation, but it is
certain that, as it is interpreted, this view does not correspond to the real truth in its fundamentals, and
its consequences are extremely harmful.

Unfortunately, in order to explain what we actually affirm — in the current Dark Age — we must
necessarily begin by discussing at length what we cannot accept under any circumstances, what we
must deny or reject.

reject. That is why we deal in relative detail and at the outset with those concepts that are quite
common but, on the other hand, completely

unacceptable to us, but which we must reveal to our readers — as part of our views, even before the
chapters that deal with them more closely, since our approach is coherent and the chapters are partly
independent — sometimes even implicitly: they refer to each other. Solipsism, right-wing politics,
and the rejection of evolutionism do not, at first glance, appear to be closely

connection, — however, we assert most emphatically that these are indeed most closely and intimately
connected and belong together. However, it is necessary to state this before providing supporting
evidence, because otherwise the coherence of our arguments would remain hidden throughout. As we
have already indicated, our chapters are loosely connected studies that stand on their own. Behind this
deliberately loose connection lies a

regulatory coherence, or rather, an essential unity. The immediately noticeable connection between
the most diverse, almost completely different themes is expressed in the application of traditional
perspectives. This is our guiding motif throughout, but it is much more theoretical and essential than
formally aligned with the specific traditions



THE SELF, THE EGO AND THE SELF

Those who are capable of awareness must raise within themselves the most important

— rightly called essential — questions about themselves, those that — switching to the first person
singular — concern myself, my person, myself and the

my personality, myself and the relationship between myself and the world.

There is no doubt that I exist among other beings, as a human being among other human beings, as a
person among other

among persons. At the same time, | am not just a person, but a person who experiences and grasps
myself as a Self-Person. However, there is no more than one Self-Person,;

there is no other Self-Person besides me, and there are no other persons who are Self-Persons; a
person is generally only realised in individual persons, but only in one

person; in my person, it forms a unity with the lived reality of the Self-Person.

I can assume that every human person can be like my Person, that is, that every human person is a
bearer of Self-Personality. This assumption, which at first glance seems to refer to an obvious reality,
has absolutely no

well-founded. This assumption has no basis in any kind of experiential evidence. Such "obvious"
assumptions —

on closer inspection — have no meaning, value or validity, nor can they ever have any. If there were —
as there actually (potentially) is — such a capacity

that would allow one to experience whether a being that appears to be a living human person-
personality is indeed a living human person-personality or not, but even the result of such a positive
statement would not correspond to the experience of the being as the bearer of the Self-Personality
— but even if this could be experienced, it would not be the same as the experience of the Self-
Person, since only the Self-Person can experience this directly as the Self-Person, as my own
Self-Person.

None of the multitude of persons who appear to be outside of me can be the Self, because

Only I can be my Own-Person as my Own-Person. The objection that, from my point of view, the
other person is not really an Own-Person, but from "their point of view" they are an Own-Person, has
no basis whatsoever; at most, it demonstrates the objector's lack of understanding. There is no Other-
Self-Person; to suggest otherwise is completely meaningless

nonsense.

The Person or Personality — in Sanskrit: Svatva (in the strict literal

meaning: Individuality or Uniqueness) — in abstracto can be a bearer of Self-Personality, but is by
no means identical with it. Self-Personality in Sanskrit: Sva-Svatva

(strictly speaking: Own-Ownership or Own-Uniqueness) — the Proprio-Persona and the Proprio-
Personalitas — is essentially Me. The Own-Person Me, the Self —

Aham, Ahamika — Ich, Ichheit — can be the Self-Person, this makes the person my Person, and —
through this — my Own Self-Person.

The experiential level of Self-Person-Self-Personality corresponds to the degree of intensity of
Selthood, which we should correctly call Self-Selfhood — in Sanskrit: Aham-Ahamika, in German:
Ich-Ichheit. Although Sva-Svatva and the Aham-Ahamika that animates it are completely unique,
they are not yet identical with Alanny. The Greek Hypokeimenon, the Latin Subiectum and the
Hungarian Alany are synonymous. All three terms are rather unfortunate, because they are related to
are related to subjugation, subjugation, and subjugation. Regardless, we will use



these words, although we prefer to use the Sanskrit equivalent

equivalent, the word which in its basic form is Atman, and in its masculine singular nominative form
is Atma. Atman/Atma appears in translations as Spirit, Soul, Self

, Self; in German as Geist, Seele, Ich, Selbst; in French as Moi, Soi, rarely as Je; in English as Self,
Me, Myself. In this book, the author translates it as Onmaga(m) in Hungarian, but sometimes also
uses the translation Onvalé. Sometimes he uses the Greek Hypokeimenon, the Latin Subiectum or the
Hungarian Alany

, but always with Atma in mind.

The author recommends the translations Selbst in German, Soi in French, and Self in English, always
making it clear — for the benefit of the less knowledgeable — that Selbst, Soi, and Self have nothing
to do with Jung's psychologia analytica complexa terms of the same form. (There is a virtually
unbridgeable gap between the concept of Hyperphilosophia Metaphysica et Traditionalis and the
various schools of modern "depth psychology" — as well as in other respects

)

As an equivalent of Atma — and as a translation of Self — the author of these lines will gladly and
frequently use the Greek word Auton, and less frequently Tauton, especially as a contrast to Other,
the Greek Heteron or Thateron.

The uniqueness of the Self-Person and the Selthood manifested therein is also unambiguous and
unconditional, but the uniqueness of the subjective Auton is absolute. Hyperphilosophia Metaphysica
Traditionalis professes and teaches the complete and absolute coincidence, even identity, of Being and
Consciousness.

The hyperphilosophy of archaic or quasi-archaic traditional teachings is not interpreted directly and
generally by philosophical terms, because they cannot be interpreted

interpretable. Thus, the coincidence-identity of Being and Consciousness did not appear directly

— formulated philosophically — as a doctrine, but the multitude of references that support its reality,
indeed that support it beyond doubt, can indeed be found in the original teachings.

In this case, Being does not only mean the Being of Beings, but beyond that — Pure Being

, but Pure Being and Pure Non-Being together, and their unity, as well as that which is beyond this
unity. Consciousness means Universal Consciousness, but never separated from consciousness in the
narrower sense — individual-propriopersonal. Being and Consciousness —
Beyond-Being-Beyond-Consciousness — is the Auton, and in fact not only the centre, but also that
which is beyond the centre, above the centre, but at the same time also the periphery of
Consciousness, and that which is the spatial entirety of Consciousness.

Sva-Svatva and Sva-Svatvika are made so by Aham-Ahamikd — that which is. 4ham and
Aham-Ahamika arise from Aham-Atmika following a downward decrease in intensity.
Ahamkara is the name of that actionality and actor — literally: I-

creator, I-maker, which realises Aham, Aham-Ahamika, by breaking — but not completely
eliminating — the close and continuous inner unity of Aham-Atmika or Sva-Svatvaham-Atmika.

Selthood — Atmaka or Atmika — can only be experienced at the general level of conscious
forces as Sva-Svatvaham-Ahamika, but even then not to an adequate degree: at a lower level of
Asmita — Being. In the context of interpretations of traditional doctrines, the question often
arises as to whether the intense existence of the Self is positive or — on the contrary — negative,
because in relation to the teachings and their interpretation, both of these opposing views seem
valid and enforceable.



— because in relation to the teachings and their explanation, both of these opposing views seem valid
and enforceable. Sva-Svatvaham-Ahamika and Asmita — as upward-inward closed fixation — are
clearly negative, and fixation

Its intensification is particularly — but as an intermediate stage of a higher-level experience — or a
precursor

— is indisputably positive, and particularly positive if this intensification does not result in

fixation, but rather in the direction of immanent-transcendental opening, as it were

inwardly and upwardly. The destruction of the Self — subordinated to a transmutatio — is just as valid
a goal as the preservation of the Self and its inward-upward transformation: in fact, it is the same thing,
in the sense of two different approaches. The Self is always guided by a higher Self, always striving for
the realisation of a higher degree of Selthood, and if not, then the transformation begins and proceeds in
the direction of contra-prodinitiatio and contra-realificatio anti-metaphysica

and ends in annihilation.

Selthood can only be experienced at the level of consciousness of the Personal Self before progressing
through transmutatio metaphysica. Atmika is infinitely close to this level, and infinitely far away. It is
almost directly present, but between the Self-Personality and Selfhood lies the entire Universe or the
whole Universe, the Universes

The sum total. The Self-Personal-Self is also a degree of Selthood, a degree of turning oneself inside
out from oneself.

When discussing these questions, we must be precise: I am truly myself and my Self
myself — for the time being as My Own Personal Self; experiencing myself as Selthood.

Here, the question of solipsism in relation to gnoseologia-ontologia-axiologia — essentially
metaphysics — and the necessity of accepting it arises sharply and tangibly.
the necessity of its acceptance.

Solipsism comes from the adjective solus, sola, solum — meaning 'alone' — the noun solum —
meaning 'alone' — and the adjectival form solo — meaning 'alone' —

adverbial form, as well as the pronoun ipse, ipsa, ipsum — meaning self —

derived from these, and it is a compound word. Its meaning: self-only-ism In fact, as a concept, it
means that if the Subject can only be applied to myself, and cannot be applied to anyone or anything
else, then I am the only Subject, the sole Subject of Conscious Existence; every Conscious Actio-
Functio is my own, as the Subject's Conscious Actio-Functio, and the Realitas Obiectiva realised by
these is my own — as the Subject of Being-Consciousness — objective and real world. (Some
shallow,

ignorant and stupid philosophical handbooks and encyclopaedias prattle on about how, according to
solipsism, only human, individual and personal consciousness exists: no representative of any version
of philosophical or hyper-philosophical solipsism has ever claimed such a thing. In the case of
solipsism, two possibilities of vulgarisation must be eliminated: according to one, however it is
formulated, the Self-Personal-I-Self is the Lord and Centre of Being. To

is obviously a serious and gross error, a completely anti-traditional, anti-spiritual and anti-
metaphysical aberration. The other serious error of vulgarisation is to think of the Subject of
Universal Consciousness as separate and distinct from the individual and personal experience of the
Subject at any given moment. This — through idealismus subiectivus — leads us into the
increasingly naive realms of idealismus obiectivus, since, apart from solipsismus radicalis

— in fact — everything else — can be formulated philosophically — basic view of existence

more or less veiled naive realism: apart from naive realism in the strict sense (the "philosophy" of
those beneath philosophy), all varieties of materialism, all approaches related to positivism

, and even all forms of objective and subjective idealism — but



solipsism that has not yet reached its full development and intensity—are, in fact, naive realism
dressed up in disguise, wearing a mask. Therefore, only Philosophia Solipsistica can be used as a
stepping stone to Hyperphilosophia Solipsistica, noting that Hyperphilosophia Non-Solipsistica does
not exist at all and is completely inconceivable.

Hinduism's Atma-vada can be considered solipsism above philosophy,

and Buddhism's Anatmavada, which is seemingly — but only seemingly — contrary to this, can also
be rightly called supra-philosophical solipsism in a figurative sense. Anyone who understands this
differently does not understand the true nature of solipsism, nor that of Buddhism and Hinduism.

What solipsism refers to is the connection that exists between Sva-Svatvaham-Ahamika and Sva-
Svatvaham-Atmika, as well as that between the latter and Maha-Paramatmatmika. This reference is
justified and metaphysically completely correct.

The refutation power of the counter-arguments raised so far against Philosophia Metaphysica
Solipsistica has been philosophically pathetic and laughable, and in almost all

cases, they have been emotionally motivated banalities. However, this cannot be otherwise.

Even solipsismus vulgaris, which is limited to the individual, cannot really be refuted. The attempts to
refute solipsism, which have been raised at an adequate

and transformed to a supra-philosophical level, attempts to refute solipsism are completely hopeless.

The only dubitative objection that can be raised — and only for a short time — is relative and
partial, but even so, only apparent, and this is as follows: the fact that the world exists solely and
exclusively within my consciousness, together with my physicality in my own world, cannot be
refuted, nor can it really be denied at all — however, it seems that [ am not, or only to a very limited
extent, the master of my own world. This suggests that the otherwise

completely irrefutable, even refutable solipsism cannot be absolutely true. However, such
suggestions are the result of weak judgement.

The following can and must be said in response to this argument: There is no doubt that

I am not yet the unlimited master of the world that exists exclusively within me, my world; indeed, my
dominion over it is still small and limited, but I want to and will achieve absolute mastery over my
world once again. Hyperphilosophia Metaphysica is not simply Solipsismus, but Solipsismus
Magicus, or — to be even more precise, and to ward off any critical remarks that might be expected
from the extreme Guénonianism camp — Solipsismus Theourgico-magicus or Theourgo-magico-
solipsismus.

This means that in the past, beyond time, I deliberately deprived myself of dominion and power, and
even of the knowledge of it, which, from the point of view of my own centrality, was an

infinitely conscious and free act, but from the perspective of the same eccentric result, it was an almost
complete self-destructive failure, in such a way that the fact of the failure remained and remains
obscure.

The currently completely solipsistic Conscious Being must be transmuted into an absolutely and
directly complete solipsistic Dominant Conscious Being. This is the Verificatio Absoluta of solipsism
realised beyond philosophy, and this is the ultimate and absolute goal of Suprarealificatio
Metaphysica — as Suprastatus Solipsisticus Metaphysicus Absolutus.



Every transmutation of being and consciousness — in its first and ultimate essence autotransmutatio,
and every — not diminishing, but truly meaning return in its original sense
— reductio, — autoreductio.

The return of myself by myself, through myself, within myself, to myself and into myself. Already

"hic et nunc" I am myself — I am myself, but not in an absolute sense, therefore myself to myself —

in fact, absolute

I must become my Absolute Self. I am my Self as the goal of my Self, the accomplisher of the Goal-
leading. My lower and relative Self, from which I reach my higher and

absolute Self, so that it is precisely this upper Self that transforms me, that is, I transform my lower Self
into my upper Self, into my upper and absolute Self.

I must become who and what I already am, but not only that, I must become it absolutely, that is, who
and what I was, am, and will be, and who and what I could be, can be, and will be.

One of our primary propositions is that essentially only Auton exists, that is, only [-Myself, and
the Other-Something, simply the Other, the Heteron, is in fact an unrecognised Auton, that is, an
unrecognised [-Myself.

In fact, I am always Auton, but by no means always with the same intensity; I am almost always
strongly Myself, but almost never to the extent that would be even minimally adequate; so from a
strongly different perspective, this means that — already or still — I am ultimately weak.

[-Myself am the creator of the World and the Worlds, I-Myself am the sustainer of the World and the
Worlds, I am the sustainer of the World and the Worlds, I am the destroyer-renewer and transformer of
the World and the Worlds — but in such a way that I do not experience Myself as a dator in relation to
these

processes, nor do I experience datation, but must content myself with the particular, relative,
superficial observation of data. The World is only in me; it exists only for me, but

I do not experience its creation as creator, its maintenance as maintainer, its renewal as renewer, nor
even the processes that bring it to life. I experience this — it is fair to say — as if "sleeping through it"
— through a kind of ontological dream. On the one hand, | want it this way, but on the other hand, I
am deprived of my power

. In its own Auton background, it creates, maintains and renews the World and Worlds as
Auton-Heteron, namely as non-experiential Heteron. The realitas obiectiva manifests itself as
Heteron,; this is largely — at least in theory —

can be experienced, — but there is also an invisible, un-experiencable Heteron, whose existence only
through multiple layers of mediation. Heteron is always a danger, and the unobservable Heteron

poses an immeasurably greater danger than any other Heteron, because through significant

indirectly through multiple layers of mediation, but these effects — especially in the long term — are
almost always

destructive.

The Heteron-Auton polarity is the most extreme difference and opposition in Conscious Being. We
must state this together with the fact that Heteron and Auton are one. However, this unity only exists
from the Auton side, in the Auton, it does not exist from the Heteron side and in the Heteron, and it
can never

be realised. Just as — because this is what it is ultimately about — the absolute opposites of Samsara
and Nirvana

are also absolutely opposite differences that form a unity, but only from the perspective of Nirvana, and
Nirvana-

in Samsara and never in Samsara.



The Auton and the Heteron — if one can speak of them in absolute terms — are not abstractions at
all. Their meaning is only truly relevant in relation to Me-Myself; the extent of my selthood is
expressed in the reality of their bipolarity.

In fact, it is about me, my Self. I experience this, but there can be extreme differences between the
degrees and levels of intensity of this experience. In the human form of existence

(or, one might even say, from Nothingness) to Metaphysical Awakening, the degrees are
immeasurable.

The abstractly proposed Subiectum Universale or Subiectum Intersubiectivum are unacceptable
concepts precisely because of their abstract nature, although as terms

, as in some respects we could also talk about them,

— but generally we do not speak about them because they were constructed in an abstract manner almost
exclusively

in order to avoid solipsism. That is, so that I do not really consider myself to be myself — not even in
the highest transcendental sense as the Subject of Being.

A significant number of philosophers could have arrived at solipsism, and many came close to it.
Neither Berkeley, nor Hume, nor Fichte, nor Krause, nor Schopenhauer strayed far from Metaphysica
Solipsistica — at the end of the 19th century and throughout the 20th century, many came close

and even more could have come close to this truly, indeed, uniquely valid

metaphysical approach. Ludwig Wittgenstein, in his logical-philosophical and glottological
investigations, came to the conclusion that solipsism is real, but denied that it could or should be
discussed. (In his later years, Ludwig Wittgenstein no longer pursued this line of thought, which was
otherwise remarkable, in his logical

discoveries.) Even such extremely anti-spiritual thinkers as Sartre, had he been more consistent —
thinking through his assumptions about freedom — could have arrived at solipsism via objective
idealism and then subjective idealism, he could have arrived at solipsism. For the thinker, the
philosopher, it is what gives or would give true meaning to his life and work if he could arrive at this
point. This would be the destiny of each of them.

Only Schubert-Soldern actually reached epistemological solipsism, in some respects Robert
Reininger, and above all — complete metaphysical-ontological-gnoseological-axiological
solipsism — Julius Evola, the most significant traditional thinker of recent times, on a
philosophical level, but with an orientation beyond philosophy.

Most philosophical handbooks and encyclopaedias, when describing the views of the more daring
subjective idealist thinkers, note that "in order to avoid solipsism, therefore..." This corresponds to the
ideologisation of the rejection of the consequences of solipsism.

The acceptance or rejection of the consequences of solipsism—and thus the rejection of solipsism
itself—does not primarily stem from the stupidity of these thinkers (Julius Evola also

also refers to a kind of aversion in his writings on the subject) but rather from fear, which prevails in
the mindset of philosophers tied to a petty bourgeois and conformist lifestyle.

The rejection of solipsism by subjective idealists stems primarily from the weakness of their self-
awareness, which is influenced by emotional impulses. Of course, the imperfection of mental powers
also plays a role in this, since the retreating philosopher yields to emotions that oppose his intellectual
insights — that is, to lower powers — and then seeks an ideology that presents counterarguments,
perhaps with witty elegance.



For the thinker who has become intoxicated by the security of the existence of others, the consequence
of solipsism, according to which there is no one and nothing outside myself, is truly frightening and
frightening consequence of solipsism, which states that there is no one and nothing outside of myself.

Behind the poor counterarguments raised against solipsism, there is always fear-alleviating
emotionality at work. The "counterarguments" are very often "moral" in nature: with the certainty of
infallibility, they declare as a lapidary truth that solipsism is "immoral" and

"inhuman". They also say why it is so, but in every case this is embedded in such vague, confused
and shallow explanations that it is essentially irrecoverable.

Solipsism is the basis of the consideratio-concentratio-meditatio-contemplatio view of existence —
not dialogue, and even less so debate. It can be said — as truth and as reality — that this view of
existence can and must be supported as truth

— but there is hardly anything more absurd and ridiculous than to engage in debate on this subject.

Everything can be proven and everything can be refuted, but nothing can be proven perfectly and
nothing can be refuted perfectly. The realiveritas of solipsism can also only be proven — it is true
that it can be proven more than the realiveritas of any other view, but it cannot be proven perfectly; it
is also possible to refute the realiveritas of solipsism, although much less so than anything else, but it
can never be refuted perfectly.

realiveritas of solipsism can also be refuted, although much less so than anything else, but it can never
be completely refuted. The positive-

Argumentation is by no means superfluous, but ultimately it is not decisive. All truth can essentially
only be recognised intuitively, and this is especially true of the truth of solipsism.

. Adequate argumentation is legitimate and important, but it can never be so perfect as to be
completely sufficient. The ratio discursiva

can lead to an insightful recognition of the truth of solipsism — this is certain — but not to a
possessive recognition, and this is also certain: for this, the functional-

— which we call intuitio intellectualis.

Let us repeat what we have already said; the vulgarised — that is, the solipsistic assumption applied
only to the Self and not to the Subject — is also much truer and much less refutable than any other —
extra-solipsistic assumption, regardless of the fact that we do not accept solipsismus vulgaris at all,
indeed, we reject it outright.

The validation of the solipsistic view of existence is decisive and essential in relation to propadeutica
paradoseologiaz

. The most important chapters of traditional teachings — essentially — either implicitly or implicitly
and explicitly suggest the principled existence of the solipsistic basic view. The solipsistic

basic solipsistic approach is not entirely direct in its explicit presence, nor is it ever
conceptually sharp. Nevertheless, only those who are unaware of the solipsistic approach of the

most metaphysically significant sub-doctrines of traditional doctrines

— especially in the concentrated metaphysical teachings of the Hindu and Buddhist traditions — who,
regardless of their training in this area, approach the essential content of the teachings

. The essential traditions are carriers of solipsistic doctrines, and a meaningful relationship with them
can only be established on the basis of a solipsistic standpoint. From the point of view of the
principles of Traditionalitas Spiritualis et Universalis Metaphysica, we can clearly state that this can
be understood as a dogmatic assumption.

Metidealismus Immanentali-Transscendentalis et Transscendentali-Immanentalis Theourgo-
Magico-Solipsisticus Absolutus — as a philosophical and, above all, hyper-philosophical



view of existence cannot remain the luxury of exceptionally theoretical moments of worldview, but
must become a guiding principle of perception, in comparison to which the Idealismus Obiectivus
can only gain a certain — and always only relative and particular — raison d'étre as a didactic-
methodological "relaxation".

It is wrong to possess this approach only on a conceptual level and in form: it must be transformed
into a living approach, so that it remains an approach. One preliminary exercise in spiritual
transmutations may be the deliberate development of an attitude that can serve as the basis for such an
orientation. That is, sometimes, as often and as intensely as possible, in this way. With this inner
attitude, one must experience both the outer and inner worlds: people, animals, plants, mountains, the
the sun, the moon, the planets and stars, buildings, cities, human actions, speech, movements and
gestures.

It is right that the reader — especially of mythological sacred books — should first read them

in a contemplative manner, as is customary, looking down from above with greater depth and power,
so that the characters — the actors and speakers — are "they", other people, and the supreme being

is "he", someone else, or — impersonally — "it" and something else. After passing through this

phase several times, it is possible and necessary to reach the level

when it is advisable to change this: from this point on, every character—actor and speaker—is Me-
Myself. In the Book of Genesis, Me-Myself is the Creator, Me-Myself is Adam and Eve, Satan
appearing in the form of the Serpent, Me-Myself is Cain's ancestor Abel.

In the Bhagavad-Gita, I am both Arjuna and Krishna. When we read the words of Jesus Christ, "I

am the Way, the Truth, and the Life," we must first understand that "He" is the Way, the Truth,
and the Life, and we must do so unconditionally, but at a

further and higher stage, I must say, referring to Myself, that I (Myself) am the Way, the Truth and the
Life; in the first stage, it would be hairesis if I were to say Christ's words in the second stage according
to an adequate interpretation, but in the second stage, it would be a deviation in the spirit of hairesis if I
were to remain with an adequate interpretation in the first stage. During all these spiritual operations, I
am obviously aware that this is not yet completely the case. I am potentially the

the Creator and Krishna and the Way, the truth and the life, that is, I am not yet any of these, but in

the timeless, eternal future, I can become these things — the

anticipation of this is interpretive scripture reading in this manner, which, if done correctly, can have
positive preparatory significance. All of this has negative value.

could have consequences, one might argue. They would certainly be right, but we believe that those
who are mentally alert and relatively ambitious, if they truly understand — both rationally and supra-
rationally — what is essentially at stake here and what they really need to do, can take the risk of
these preparatory and

autocorrective operations, especially if they receive "concrete" instructions for these from their more
advanced Guide, optimally — from their Master, or even

your Guru.

In general, but especially now, in the advanced stage of Kali-Yuga, without exception, everything,
including all spiritual practices — even those with the most positive orientation — can lead to

negative results. Therefore, extreme caution

is recommended for all spiritual practices — if these are recommended by "gurus" who present paths for
the modern world

— who are, without exception, all false gurus — then caution is not enough and only rejection can be
valid. The

Thinking and actitudo recording exercises carry the least risk of misinterpretation,



and the method of reading and interpreting sacred texts that we recommend actually belongs to this
broader category. In the case of personalities with a psychotic or psychopathic constitution

— especially those with weak intellectual abilities — such preliminary exercises can also be
dangerous, but we believe that, even if we have to take everything into account, this

"taking everything into account" cannot be unlimited, and if we can give an adequate intention to
those who deserve it, we will not conceal this for the sake of the "integrity" of those who do not
deserve it

"safety" of those who do not deserve it.

The vulgarisation of solipsism — as we have already mentioned — can arise in crude forms in relation
to the bondage to the human personality.

— in its crudest forms: in relation to attachment to the human personality.

We have noted that this cannot be refuted; indeed, if it is not raised in the sense of being bound to
human personality, it cannot really be refuted. On the other hand, this vulgarisation takes place in the
sense of an abstraction

in the sense of an ideologica, through the universalisation of the Subject, which is truly universal, in the
sense of a bad

sense, through its universalisation aimed at complete separation from the person. This leads to the
abolition of solipsism, regardless of the

. These vulgarisations can also appear at the level of philosophy, although they do not appear very
often, because consistent and all-encompassing solipsism

is almost never declared as a basic position by practitioners of philosophy. At the same time,
vulgarisations can also appear in connection with hyper-philosophical orientations, for example,
thinkers who profess the Traditionalitas Metaphysica view of existence, rational-supra-rational

in his borderline considerations, as has already been seen (this led to the rejection of the most vulgar
form of vulgar solipsism, which one could agree with, but which ultimately, by failing to make the
necessary distinctions, concluded in a general rejection of solipsism and even in a declaration of its
rejection on traditional grounds

. The eminent traditional thinker and author Frithjof Schuon, whom we hold in high esteem,
expresses similar views in some of his otherwise excellent works.

We must briefly examine the question that has already been raised in the form of an allusion, and
which has been the source of the most varied doubts, uncertainties, and confused interpretations to
date, and will certainly continue to be so in the future, especially if nothing is done to clarify it. The
problem

problem is therefore as follows:

The Self or Myself (Aham; Atman/Atma), Selfthood and Selfness (Ahamika; Atmaka, Atmika,
Atma), Self-Selthood and Self-Selfness (Aham-Ahamika; Aham-

Atmaka, Aham-Atmika, Aham-Atmya) are in fact spiritual positives that should be preserved and
maintained, as certain schools of thought assert this most emphatically, or else

negatives to be eliminated, as other schools of thought—which also seem reasonable—teach.

Sanskrit Ind-Hindu terminology speaks of the Great Self, Great Selthood (Mahaham, Mahahamika)

and the Little Self, Little Selfhood (Alpaham, Alpahamika), as well as the Great Self, Great Selfhood
(Mahatma, Mahatmaka, Mahatmika, Mahatmya) and the small self, small selthood (Alpatma,
Alpatmaka,

Alpatmika, Alpatmya). These are sometimes interpreted as meaning that those marked with
"Great" are unconditional and superior positives, while those marked with "small" are
reprehensible, inferior negatives. In other words, they abuse the above

great and perfectly adequate terminology with stupid banality — in the spirit of the most far-reaching
misunderstanding and

misunderstanding. If this had only been raised by interested parties and were still being raised today,

we would have to adopt a gently regretful attitude, but since it is "experts" and

It is also often heard from "masters" (and even recorded in writing) that we must speak out with
determination against this complex of misrepresentations, ambiguities and misunderstandings.



We must speak out with determination against this complex of misrepresentations, ambiguities and
misunderstandings.

The designations "Big" and "small" lead to the misunderstanding that — half-explicitly — the small
self and the small self are indeed me, and I am myself, while the Big Self and the Big Self are the
Universal Self, the Universal Self, which are related to me but which — as it were — are radically
different from me, and which I should strive to attain. In this case, what is designated as small is
nothing more than the lowest level of the Self/Self-Personality, while what is designated as Great is, in
fact, a

completely inexperienced, utterly abstract Universal Heteron cogitative fiction.

In fact, with both the Maha and Alpa prefixes, I refer to My-Self with a complex adjectival structure:
on the one hand, to its truly universally powerful level, and on the other hand, to its even smaller,
more limited proprioindividual-propriopersonalis or already barely proprioindividual-
propriopersonalis level. The extensitas and intensitas of the self-experience of the Self-Myself —
together — determine, as it were, to what extent [ can experience the Self-Myself only as My Own
Person, or beyond that, as My Selthood, or even beyond that — truly as the Self-Myself, the Self-
As myself, and finally as myself-myself, as Atmatmaka, Atmatmika, Atmatmya), and along these
lines, only as proprioindividualis and proprio personalis, or, transcending these, as proprio-supra-
personalis, as the realiser of the Individuum Absolutum and as universalis. Each degree is positive in
relation to the lower one, and

and, compared to the higher, it is both positive and negative. It is positive because it is a prerequisite
for higher experience, and negative because it holds back one's own momentary level of experience.

The Person or Personality, the Own-Person or Own-Personality, the Self-Self, and even the Self-Self,
all truly apply to me, my Person, my Own-Personality, my Selfhood, my Self-Self. Elimination,
annihilation, even killing,

destruction, elimination, and sacrifice commonly and generally mean nothing. No one has, nor can
have, any image, concept, or invention regarding what all these actually and truly mean — beyond
mere attractive or alarming words — if the conventional Hinduism, Buddhism, and yoga
interpretations remain, unfortunately, the banal phraseology of the vast majority and their
"explanations" that explain nothing.

Destruction and sacrifice and all other similar expressions — in fact — symbolically represent
extensivificatio and — mainly — intensivificatio along a vertical axis: the extensivificatio and
intensivificatio of self-preservation, symbolically — we repeat — mainly along a vertical axis.
intensification: the extensification and intensification of its own self-experience, symbolically — we
repeat — mainly along a vertical axis and inward-upward, but even more so toward the inner-upper
centre, that is, toward my absolute self. [ must experience my own person

extensively and, above all, intensively that it is as if it is destroyed in the experience of my own Self
Self, and then I must experience my own Self so extensively and even more intensively

intensively that my own Self-ness is destroyed, sacrificed or sacrificed by me in the experience of my
realised Self-Selfhood, and finally I experience my own Self-

Selthood with such human and supernatural extensiveness and intensity that in this experience,
transcendence destroys, sacrifices, and is sacrificed by my Selfhood — in my Selthood or in my
Selthood. Destruction always means transcendence, self-transcendence, self-surpassing through the
transcendental and