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  Foreword


  ‘We have kept faith with the past, and handed down a tradition to the future.’


  — Patrick Pearse, 1916


  Guillaume Faye was long associated with that school of thought, which, in 1978, the French media labelled ‘la Nouvelle Droite’ — though it was Right wing in no conventional sense, representing, as it did, the distinctly postmodern cause of ‘European identitarian nationalism’.


  Not to be confused, then, with the various neo-liberal, implicitly Protestant, and market-oriented tendencies bearing the same designation in the English-speaking world, the French New Right grew out of GRECE (the Groupement de Recherche et d’Études pour la Civilisation Européenne), an association formed in 1968 by various anti-liberals hoping to overcome the failed legacies of Pétainism, neo-fascism, Catholic traditionalism, regionalism, colonialism, and Poujadism — in order to resist the cancerous Americanisation of their homeland.


  To this end, GRECE’s founders believed they would never overthrow America’s liberalising hegemony, as long as the general culture remained steeped in liberal beliefs. In the formulation of its master thinker, Alain de Benoist: ‘Without Marx, no Lenin’.


  That is, without the ascendence of anti-liberal ideas in the general culture and thus without a revolution of the spirit, there would be no viable movement against le parti américain.


  GRECE was established, thus, not for la politique politicienne, but for the sake of metapolitically rearming European culture.


  And in this, it was not unsuccessful. For GRECE’s philosophically persuasive revival of anti-liberal thought and the subsequent affiliation of several prominent European thinkers to its banner made it an influence of some immediate import. Indeed, it can almost be said that for the first time since the Action Française, ‘Rightists’ in the ’70s achieved a level of sophistication and attraction nearly ‘comparable’ to that of the Left, as France’s ‘intellectual right’ threw off the defenceless conservatism that came with Americanisation to challenge the liberal consensus imposed in 1945.


  * * *


  While still working on his doctorate in Political Science at the elite Institut d’études politiques de Paris (Science Po), Guillaume Faye began gravitating to GRECE. By 1973, he had become its ‘number two’ advocate, a role he would play until 1986.


  Like other Grécistes in this early period, Faye was influenced by those European currents that had previously countered the imposition of liberal ideology.


  Foremost of these counter-currents were the Conservative Revolution of the German 1920s (Spengler, Moeller van den Bruck, Schmitt, Freyer, Heidegger, Jünger, etc.); the traditionalism of Julius Evola; the Indo-Europeanism of Georges Dumézil; and the heritage of pre-Christian paganism.


  Contemporary anti-liberal ideas in stream with these deeper currents — such as the ethology of Konrad Lorenz, the philosophical anthropology of Arnold Gehlen, or the illusion-destroying field of genetics — were similarly incorporated into GRECE’s anti-liberal curriculum.


  Faye, though, took to these ideas differently (more radically, in my view) than de Benoist — perhaps because of his earlier affiliation with the Situationists and the ‘aristocratic’ ex-Communist Henri Lefebvre; more probably because of his apprenticeship with the Italian journalist, Germanist, and post-fascist firebrand Giorgio Locchi; and ultimately, of course, because of his specific temperament.


  Less prolific and encyclopedic than de Benoist, the younger Faye was considered by some the more creative (le véritable moteur intellectuel de la nouvelle droite). He played second fiddle, though, to the master, who seemed bent on blunting the edge of New Right radicalism. There was, as a consequence, a certain implicit tension between their different notions of the anti-liberal project.


  * * *


  For reasons explained in the first chapter, Faye quit GRECE in 1986. During the next dozen years, he worked in the ‘media’ as a radio personality, journalist, and occasional ghost writer.


  The publication of L’Archéofuturisme in 1998 signaled his return to the metapolitical fray.


  At one level, this work accounts for the dead-end that de Benoist’s GRECE had got itself into by the mid-1980s, suggesting what it could have done differently and with greater effect.


  At another, more important level, it addresses the approaching interregnum, endeavouring to ‘transcend’ the historical impasse, which pits the ever changing present against the heritage of the past, between European modernism and traditionalism.


  To this end, Archeofuturism calls for ‘the re-emergence of archaic configurations’ — ‘pre-modern, inegalitarian, and non-humanist’ — in a futuristic or long-term ‘context’ that turns modernity’s forward, innovative thrust (totally nihilistic today) into a reborn assertion of European being, as the temporal and the untimely meet and merge in a higher dialectic.


  Archeofuturism is thus both archaic and futuristic, for it validates the primordiality of Homer’s epic values in the same breath that it advances the most daring contemporary science.


  Because the Anglophone world outside the British Isles is a product of liberal modernity, the struggle between tradition and modernity, pivotal to continental European culture, has been seemingly tangential to it.


  This struggle, however, nevertheless now impinges on the great crises descending on the U.S. and the former White dominions.


  Faye’s Archeofuturism holds out an understanding of this world collapsing about us, imbuing European peoples with a strategy to think through the coming storms and get to the other side — to that post-catastrophic age, where a new cycle of being awaits them, as they return to the spirit that lies not in the past per se, but in advance of what is to come.


  Michael O’Meara 


  Saint Ignatius of Loyola Day, 2010


  Michael O’Meara is the author of two vital books on the subject of the New Right in English, New Culture, New Right and Toward the White Republic and has published many articles on related topics.




  A Note from the Editor


  As Faye’s text did not originally contain any footnotes, all of those present in this edition were added by myself. Faye was writing for a primarily French audience who could be expected to be familiar with the many figures and concepts from the French New Right and from French literary, political and philosophical history to which he refers, but which may be unfamiliar to an English-speaking reader. As such, I have added footnotes where I felt they could serve to explicate such references. Likewise, Faye occasionally makes reference to contemporary political events of which the average reader might have been aware in 1998, but which may be unfamiliar today, more than a decade later. I have therefore added details about some of these events where I felt it was appropriate.


  John B. Morgan 




  Editor’s Preface


  Archeofuturism in the New Age of Empires


  by Constantin von Hoffmeister


  Archeofuturism breaks the soft illusions of progress. Smooth timelines rupture. Past and future merge in violent convergence. Guillaume Faye revealed the iron law: traditions remain alive only when fused with the technological firestorm. The liberal order — rootless, aging, managerial — lacks the force to generate destiny. Heritage without propulsion fades into artifact. Science without myth becomes sterile mechanism. Archeofuturism unites these halves into a singular vector. Through this synthesis, Europe rises. Through this synthesis, the West remembers its ferocity.


  The nation-state decays into administrative formality. Borders drawn for treaties rather than blood. Governance performed as ritual devoid of conviction. Faye charted the emergence of greater forms. The civilization-state as organism, the civilization-state as engine of empire. Multipolarity ascends where universalist dreams collapse. Russia shapes Eurasia through cultural will and military geometry. China extends its arterial power through belt, road, and data stream. India accelerates, merging aerospace ambition with the pulse of Vedic eternity. Turkey invokes imperial memory, recalibrating the Ottoman code. Brazil dreams in green vastness and urban intensity. Europe balances between memory and amnesia.


  Archeofuturism reveals the only viable path. Museums accumulate dust while academies drift into sterile debate. Architects, engineers, myth makers activate a different logic. Rome becomes epicenter. The Coliseum reborn as ritual theatre where ancestral archetypes engage in augmented myth cycle. Spectacle educates. Spectacle invigorates. Piazza Navona transcends static beauty. Baroque sculptures integrate kinetic holography. Stories once told by poets now rendered through light and motion. Vatican manuscripts unfold through quantum interfaces. Scripture and saga broadcast into the neural frameworks of a rising Imperium.


  A quantum interface functions as a threshold where memory, myth, and machine converge. In the Eurosiberian civilization-state to come, archives will no longer sit inert beneath dust or behind static screens. Quantum interfaces will access knowledge fields through multidimensional computation. Where classical data retrieval moves linearly — one query, one response — the quantum interface operates through entangled logic. Entire historical epochs, linguistic webs, genetic ancestries will unfold simultaneously. The user does not request information. The user enters it.


  Medieval manuscripts, ancestral records, heroic epics will not be read page by page. They will manifest as immersive data environments. A cathedral archive may become an interactive territory where philosophical, genealogical, and mythic structures connect across centuries. Quantum probability creates flexible narrative paths. An Archeofuturist does not simply study Charlemagne or Nietzsche or the Nibelungenlied. The Archeofuturist moves through them — past and future forming a living topology.


  Through these quantum interfaces, civilization-states will control cultural memory with precision. The future’s citizens will receive bloodline knowledge, philosophy, and technological training in seamless, immersive rites. Learning becomes experience. Experience becomes authority.


  Empire will no longer preserve the past. Empire will inhabit it, using quantum memory as navigational code for its next ascent.


  The rural landscape transforms. Bordeaux vineyards synchronize biosensors with ancient viticultural rhythms. Monastic orders once read lunar tides. Now satellites chart soil composition, root structure, elemental balance. Harvest festivals evolve. Folk traditions converge with projection mapping and biometric choreography. Ancestral customs amplified by digital craft. Provence becomes laboratory where the rural regains its mythic essence, no longer retreat, now frontier — a techno-ancestral frontier where tradition does not resist modernity, rather accelerates alongside it, where fields become testing grounds for new forms of cultural memory, ecological sovereignty, and technological mastery, proving that the countryside serves as the engine for the synthesis of past and future.


  Education ceases to entertain. No more soft pedagogy. No passive consumption. Oxford cloisters adapt to neural-interface dialectics. Socratic inquiry re-engineered. Aristotle’s logic rendered as interactive ethical labyrinths. Shakespeare transcends literature. His tragedies evolve into immersive narrative terrains. Students navigate Lear’s cosmic madness. Macbeth’s imperial hunger. Hamlet’s paralysis converted into decision-tree schema. Learning becomes rite. Knowledge weaponized.


  Family reforms as civilizational core. Genealogical epics transmitted through AI-enhanced storytelling. Heritage visualized in kinetic light. Children absorb their role within hierarchy. Myth cycle continuity replaces individualism. Hearth becomes command center. Ancestral memory amplified through neural archives. Lineage no longer sentimental, now strategic.


  Trumpism erupts as Archeofuturism’s Atlantic signal. Red banners surge. Race consciousness is elevated from implicit currents into cultural assertion. Hierarchy reclaims legitimacy within the political imagination. Technological ambition accelerates beyond the restraints of universalist ethics. Frontiers reconfigure — cosmic through space exploration, territorial through sovereignty movements, cultural through demographic self-assertion. Migration flows encounter renewed resistance, shaping new patterns. Trumpism refuses nostalgia. Its symbols recall the past while its momentum drives towards future ascendancy. Populism crystallizes into a vehicle carrying racial renaissance as potential, technological conquest as strategy, and civilizational resurgence as vision. An American form of empire rises, shaped not by colonial repetition but by cultural gravity, economic force, and technological mastery aligned with multipolar realignment.


  Elon Musk manifests as techno-mythic agent. SpaceX ruptures aerospace inertia, transforming access to orbit and advancing the trajectory towards interplanetary reach. Neuralink initiates the fusion of thought and machine extension, now experimental, yet structurally aligned with post-human aspirations. Tesla creates industrial synthesis where engineering, software, and energy systems converge into technological sovereignty. Starlink projects synthetic constellations, encircling the planet and reshaping the matrix of communication. Mars asserts itself as the symbolic and future frontier, proclaimed through cultural and technological vectors. Musk’s cadre channels Archeofuturist imperatives, crafting innovation that surpasses commerce and expresses civilizational will. Technocapital, once constrained to market logic, realigns with mythic transcendence. The machine future reveals itself as spiritual ascent — a pathway for human overcoming, expansion, and Faustian destiny light-years away from Earth’s horizon.


  Multipolarity congeals into mass. Four gravitational centers draw the currents of history into shape. Russia advances with Orthodox steel, Byzantine memory pulsing through its command structures. China projects Confucian order, ancestral hierarchy encoded in algorithms and infrastructure. India surges through dharmic renewal, ancient law merging with aerospace ambition. America persists as frontier republic, individualist and expansive, its old liberal creed refined through resilience rather than decay. Each civilization-state forges authority through cultural gravitas, military precision, technological vision. Dialogue yields to velocity. Empire manifests through the supremacy of tradition fused with power. The Atlanticist order fractures into sediment. New alignments surge forward. True sovereignty reveals itself only through the fusion of cultural endurance and possession of nuclear weapons. 


  Identitarian cadres assert themselves across Europe. AfD (Alternative for Germany) banners rise in Saxon heartlands, political strength anchored in regions where cultural lineage persists with intensity. Giorgia Meloni guides Italian governance towards alignment with faith, family, and more technological ambition. Her ascent signals a cultural recalibration, even as institutional constraints temper full transformation. Marine Le Pen’s National Rally advances beneath the tricolor, each electoral surge evoking Tours and Vienna — Tours, where Charles Martel’s victory halted the advance of an alien civilization and preserved the European future; Vienna, where Christendom’s warriors repelled the siege that sought to breach the gates of Europe’s heart. These battles resonate not as distant episodes but as active symbols in the European psyche, encoding the necessity of defense, resurgence, and imperial continuity. Beyond electoral politics, metapolitical insurgents reform the cultural sphere. Media narratives adapt. Architectural forms become vessels for civilizational memory and technological possibility. Family policy gains urgency within right-wing frameworks. AI narratives, once dominated by globalist, egalitarian, and universalist assumptions, begin to unravel. Archeofuturist thought penetrates the discourse around artificial intelligence — debates on digital sovereignty, AI-augmented governance, and algorithmic bias reflect the reassertion of identity and hierarchy within technological fields. Archeofuturism no longer rests in speculative thought alone. It advances into praxis, shaping strategy, aesthetics, and the long preparation for power.


  Memetic warfare becomes cultural strategy. Symbols, myths, aesthetics weaponized. Algorithmic dissemination replaces pamphlet revolution. Artifacts of the past repurposed into vectors of future acceleration. Gothic arches integrated into high-tech urban design. Folk motifs encoded into fashion, digital art, bioengineered materials. Archeofuturism refuses division between past and future. Fusion alone sustains vitality.


  Ecology redefined. No retreat into primitivism. Climate shifts met through technological sovereignty. Bioregional sovereignty enforces limits and opportunities. Renewable technologies synchronized with ancestral land-usage patterns. Agrarian resilience merged with industrial agility. Archeofuturist ecology refuses the dialectic of exploitation versus conservation. Creation asserts itself.


  Religion transcends doctrine. Dogma dissolves into archetype. Orthodox chant merges with algorithmic music. Pagan festivals amplify through projection and drone symphony. Cathedrals reactivated as spiritual servers. Priests, scientists, coders share sacramental functions. Faith realigned with cosmic and technological vectors. The sacred no longer sequestered. The sacred engineered into infrastructure.


  Guillaume Faye’s vision advances. Archeofuturism expands across continents. Civilizational memory becomes navigational code. Myth breathes through steel, glass, silicon. No nostalgia. No retreat. Only construction. Only creation. Empire rises where entropy once ruled. Multipolarity anchors the world’s balance. Ancestral fire burns through the circuitry of tomorrow.


  The cycle accelerates. Memory becomes motion. Builders replace dreamers. The fragments gather. Civilization-states converge through steel, blood, language, data. Multipolarity anchors the planetary field. Empires reclaim the fields of destiny. Ancestral will reawakens. Archeofuturists create where others hesitate. Machines carry myth into orbit. AI inscribes the ancestral stream of warriors and poets into the next aeon’s code. No pause. No boundary. Only ascent.


  Forge. Rise. Advance. The Imperium breathes. Where the past converges with the machine, sovereignty is reborn.


  Aachen, the city of Charlemagne, 

Germany, 9 May 2025




  Introduction


  The thread of this book is formed by three logically connected theses. The first argues that current civilisation, a product of modernity and egalitarianism, has reached its final peak and is threatened by the short-term prospect of a global cataclysm resulting from a convergence of catastrophes. Many civilisations have disappeared in the past, but these were disasters that only affected certain areas of the Earth, not the whole of humanity. Today, for the first time in history, a world civilisation — the global extension of Western civilisation — is threatened by converging lines of catastrophe produced by the implementation of its ideological plans. A dramatic chain reaction of events is converging towards a fatal point which I believe may occur in the early Twenty-first century, between 2010 and 2020. This will plunge the world as we know it into chaos and cause a genuine cultural earthquake. These ‘catastrophe lines’ concern the environment, demography, economy, religion, epidemics and geopolitics.


  The present civilisation cannot endure. Its foundations are contrary to reality. It is clashing not so much against ideological contradictions — which can always be overcome — but, for the first time, against a physical wall. The old faith in miracles of egalitarianism and the philosophy of progress — which suggests one can have his cake and eat it too — is now coming to an end. This fairytale ideology has led to a world of illusions that is less and less credible.


  Second thesis: the individualist and egalitarian ideology of the modern world is no longer suitable in an increasing number of spheres in our civilisation. To face the future, it will be more and more necessary to adopt an archaic mind-set, which is to say a pre-modern, non-egalitarian and non-humanistic outlook — one capable of restoring the ancestral values that inform ‘orderly societies’. Already the advancements made in technology and science, particularly in biology and computer science, can no longer be managed with modern humanistic values and ways of thinking; already geopolitical and social events point to the tumultuous and violent emergence of problems connected to religion, ethics, food production and epidemics. It is necessary to return to primary issues. Hence the new idea I am suggesting: Archeofuturism. This idea enables us to make a break with the obsolete philosophy of progress and the egalitarian, humanitarian and individualist dogmas of modernity, which are unsuited to our need to think about the future and survive the century of iron and fire that is looming near.


  Third central thesis: we should already envisage the aftermath of the chaos, the post-catastrophic world, according to the principles of Archeofuturism, which are radically different from those of egalitarian modernity. This book gives an outline of them. It is useless to try and conceive reforms inspired by provisional wisdom and rationality: man is incapable of doing so. Only when man finds himself with his back against the wall, in an emergency, does he react. What I will offer here is a sort of mental training for the post-catastrophic world.


  * * *


  The term ‘Conservative Revolution’, which is often used to describe our current of thought, is not enough. The word ‘conservative’ has demobilising, anti-dynamic and rather outdated connotations. Today it is not a matter of ‘conserving’ the present or returning to a recent past that has failed, but rather of regaining possession of our most archaic roots, which is to say those most suited to the victorious life. One example, among others, of this inclusive logic: to synthesise technological science and archaism — to reconcile Evola1

 and Marinetti,2

Doctor Faust and the Labourers.3

 


  The controversy between ‘traditionalists’ and ‘modernists’ has grown barren. We should be neither of these things, but rather Archeofuturists. Traditions are made to be purged, screened and selected: for many of them breed viruses, of the kind that are exploding today. As for modernity, it probably no longer has a future.


  The world of the future will be precisely as Nietzsche and the great but unjustly — or perhaps justly — ignored philosopher Raymond Ruyer4

 foresaw it.


  In this book, I also aim to positively define the flexible and rather neutral concepts of ‘post-modernity’ and ‘anti-egalitarianism’ by constructing a new term that describes an ideology to be developed: vitalist constructivism.


  ‘Convergence of catastrophes’, ‘Archeofuturism’, ‘vitalist constructivism’: I have always tried to come up with new concepts because only through ideological innovation can we avoid rigid and obsolete doctrines in a world that is rapidly changing and where dangers are taking shape. In such a way, an idea armed with ever new weapons can win the ‘war of words’, shock reality and stir people’s conscience.


  I am showing some paths, not formulating dogmas; my aim is not so much to assert my theses (which belong to what Socrates called doxa — ‘opinion’ that is open to question), but rather to launch a debate on crucial problems, in such a way as to make a break through the ideological insignificance, blindness and poverty that have intentionally been created by the system to divert people’s attention and conceal its own complete failure. In a society that considers all genuine ideas subversive, which seeks to discourage ideological imagination, and which aims to abolish thought in favour of spectacle, the main goal must be to awaken people’s consciences, raising traumatising problems and sending ideological electroshocks: shocking ideas.


  * * *


  I did not want to write a traditional essay, divided into chapters and with a rather cumbersome structure, so I proceeded through glimpses and sketches, each shedding more or less light, to make the book easier to read. Besides, I do not strictly confine my discussion to its central theme, but also seek to engage with related issues such as the crucial problem of the current demographic colonisation of Europe by Afro-Asiatic peoples, and which is prudishly called ‘immigration’. Towards the end of the book the reader will find a futuristic political fiction that will immerse him in the Archeofuturist post-catastrophic world, in the year 2073, at the heart of the Eurosiberian Federation.


  * * *


  We should make a break with soft ideas, now that the real issues are becoming central again. Some people may regard many of my suggestions as ideologically delinquent in the context of the ruling ideology and pseudo-virginal chorus of the self-righteous. Well, they are.


  You may wonder why I have not published any ideological texts in thirteen years and have only now resumed my battle of ideas. It is mainly because after spending a long time ‘with the enemy’, I have understood many things and have been able to renew and adjust my position. To be radically opposed to a given model of society, it is necessary to know it well, from the inside. It is always very interesting to stand at the heart of the military apparatus of the enemy, to be in the world without being of the world: the cobra tactic.


  Moreover, the growing stakes and increasing gravity of the signs that herald imminent catastrophes have led me to return to the battlefield and revise many positions I had once adopted, when active in the Nouvelle Droite,5

 in order to seek paths more appropriate for the ‘exceptional case’ (Carl Schmitt’s Ernstfall6

) we are currently facing. No doubt, the new courses I am suggesting we should take are far more radical than those I promoted thirteen years ago — ‘radical’ being a synonym not of ‘extremist’, but of ‘fundamental’.


  Our current of thought is being offered a real historical chance, for: first, facts are proving us right; second, the global system established by our ideological enemy is about to collide with the wall of reality and plunge into the abyss, both in France and worldwide; and third, the ruling ideology has nothing new to offer — no solutions — unless it contradicts itself. Its only answer consists of simulacra and pretences, in an attempt to make people forget and to divert their attention: what Guy Debord7

 described as the strategy of ‘spectacle’ at a time when this was still going strong. Instead, today, despite being a thousand times more sophisticated, this strategy is seizing up and shaking like a motor with an empty tank. We are facing a deafening ideological silence, made of worn-out, softened values and a lack of conviction in their own beliefs. Nor do establishment intellectuals have any intellectual Viagra to get some stimulation. This is a critical combination of circumstances which we should grab by the hair.


  * * *


  We must take up the idea of Revolution again, a notion that has been misinterpreted and betrayed by the charlatans of the Left for over two centuries. Once, the newspaper Combat8

 used the nice slogan ‘from Resistance to Revolution’. It is not a matter of simply resisting the destruction that unfolds before our eyes and is spreading with a power we find hard to conceive, but rather of envisaging an ‘aftermath of the system’, on the basis of a worldview (and of the ideologies and doctrines stemming from it and which it will be worth describing) that is genuinely revolutionary: a worldview, that is, which makes a radical break with contemporary values and morals, in order to train spirits for the world of the future and create active minorities ready to experience this break and adopt an Archeofuturist ethic with detachment.


  Our current of thought, broadly conceived, must necessarily unite on a European level, forgetting about provincial disputes and narrow doctrines, in such a way as to seize the opportunity it is being offered: to acquire the monopoly over alternative thought — rebel thought. Let us take advantage of the present global crisis and formulate suggestions that may stir the conscience of the young.


  We should avoid being backward-looking, concerned with restoration and reaction, for it is the last few centuries that have spawned the pox that is now devouring us. It is a matter of returning to archaic and ancestral values, while at the same time envisioning the future as something more than a mere extension of the present. Against modernism, futurism. Against attachment to the past, archaism. Modernity has failed, it is crumbling, and its followers are the real reactionaries.


  * * *


  We are standing face to face with the barbarians. The enemy is no longer outside but inside the City, and the ruling ideology, paralysed, is incapable of spotting him. It stammers, overcome by its own moral disarmament, and is giving up: this is the time to seize the reins. Present society is an accomplice to the evil that is devouring it. For this reason, if the ideas our current of thought espouses will prove an effective alternative, they will be accused by the chorus of false virgins of two demonising anathemas: subversion and sedition. Why not?


  We should expect this. We should engage in battle without complaining about censorship and persecution, and without being surprised, should the ruling ideology betray its own principles to fight against its absolute enemy.


  With respect to the system, and especially the intellectual Left — its most faithful guard dog — our current of thought and its associated political forces now find themselves in much the same situation Leftists and anarchists were facing in May ’689

 with respect to the establishment. Still, there are some considerable differences: on the one hand, radical Leftists and anarchists at the time were leading a struggle for workers’ empowerment, a backward-looking, symbolic battle with no real stakes; on the other, more traditional Leftists and the right-wing ruling power at the time ultimately shared the same egalitarian ideology, while disagreeing as to how and to what extent this should be applied. As for the far Left of today, as we shall see, it serves to accelerate official ideology and praxis, while concealing the role it plays through pseudo-dissent: actually, in no way does it challenge the dominant global model of civilisation or economy.


  * * *


  By contrast, the situation our forces find themselves in with respect to the system is similar to that which existed in the 1930s: no point of agreement is possible (except on the part of the potential traitors of the parliamentary Right, which form a rather significant portion of the ruling class): the only strategy is all-out war. In adopting a revolutionary stance, aimed at the overthrowing of a civilisation, we must be ready to face total war — a fight without quarter. Clearly, the enemy will seek to get rid of us by any means, just as we will have to make sure that his return to the political scene is made utterly impossible.


  As Hölderlin’s famous verse goes, ‘This is the midnight hour of the world.’10

 And when the sun rises, the morning will have to belong to us. Giorgio Locchi11

 used to say much the same thing: we are living in the interregnum between the collapse of a system and the creation of the new metamorphic universe.


  There is a present need to develop a worldview that may serve as the common denominator for our current of thought on a European level, and which in the face of an emergency may enable us to overcome minor disputes caused by differences in doctrine or attitude. The notion of Archeofuturism may certainly contribute to this. As Nietzsche already prophesised, ‘The man of the future is he who will have the longest memory.’12

 


  * * *


  Clearly, I remain loyal to the overall notion of ‘nationalism’, understood however in its European, continental understanding as opposed to the French, which we have inherited from the dubious philosophy of the Revolution. To be a nationalist today is to assign this concept its original etymological meaning, ‘to defend the native members of a people.’ This entails a break with the traditional idea of nation and citizenship we have inherited from the egalitarian philosophy of the Enlightenment. To be a nationalist today is to embrace the notion of a ‘European people’, which exists and is under threat, but is not yet politically organised for its self-defence. It is possible to be a ‘patriot’, someone tied to his sub-continental motherland, without forgetting that this is an organic and vital part of the common folk whose natural and historical territory — whose fortress, I would say — extends from Brest to the Bering Strait.


  It is quite true that the form of present-day Europe, this ‘thing’, must be fought. Yet, the historical tendency of the European peoples to unite in the face of adversity must be defended to the very end. Some of my positions in this book, in favour of the establishment of a United States of Europe or Eurosiberian Federation, may shock certain people. But let there be no doubt: I am not a partisan of the spineless Europe of the Amsterdam Treaty, nor am I an enemy of France. Again, what I am suggesting here are paths: I am providing weapons to launch the debate and trying to point to some ‘value guidelines’ — in no case am I offering a closed doctrine.


  The European youth — the genuine one — needs ideas to face the imminent danger, not video-centric revelries or humanitarian whimpers in a climate of sophisticated censorship and repression. The ‘Mitterrand generation’ is dead, engulfed by ridicule and paralysed by failure. Now is the time for a dissident generation to rise. It is up to her to imagine the unimaginable.


  * * *


  If it is to survive, our folk — whether in Toulouse, Rennes, Milan, Prague, Munich, Antwerp or Moscow — must revert to and embrace ancestral virility. Otherwise, as is already happening, we shall be submerged by more vital, more youthful and less well-meaning peoples with the complicity of a delinquent bourgeoisie that — whatever it may do — will itself be swept away by the tide it has so heedlessly caused.


  Let us dare to think the unthinkable. Let us explore and continue along the path paved by an early riser and visionary: a certain Friedrich Nietzsche. From Resistance to Revolution, from Revolution to Rebirth.




  1


  An Assessment of the Nouvelle Droite


  Why did I suddenly quit the Nouvelle Droite and its most precious flower, GRECE,13

 in 1986? The answer is a very simple one. No, I was not recruited by the CIA, nor did I lose my mind through the bite of a rock’n’roll-singing mosquito. Firstly, some work projects prevented me from contributing to the activities of GRECE as a militant; secondly, I noticed that the tone and general orientation of the movement were losing momentum and turning it into a kind of clique and club. And thirdly, the Nouvelle Droite was taking ideological turns with which I increasingly disagreed and which threatened to marginalise it, despite the (always verifiable) worth of its members — and there was nothing I could do to change its course. Twelve years later my diagnosis has been confirmed: the influence of the Nouvelle Droite has declined. Why?


  Diagnosis: A Considerable Loss of Influence


  Once, every issue of Éléments14

 was an ideological barrage that sparked outraged reviews from the mainstream press. Today, the magazine has taken on an almost secretive tone and is ignored by the wider educated public and the decision-makers. Likewise, the ‘Colloques parisiens’15

 no longer receive the media coverage they enjoyed in the 1980s. While they may still attract roughly the same number of people, have they not become the nostalgic meetings of an association of veterans? Besides, I doubt whether GRECE is still as capable as it was in previous years of filling the halls of large cities in France and Belgium with weekly conferences and seminars. The only recent instance in which the Nouvelle Droite had any relevance was the debate launched on Krisis magazine regarding the fraud of contemporary art: a central problem that shocked the little subsidised masters and gigolo-artists of mainstream non-art. Alas, this media visibility was short-lived and insufficient: ultimately it was largely ignored by the wider public, unlike the heated polemics on central issues we continued to spark up until the mid-1980s, and which spread everywhere, from the United States to the USSR.


  Today even the most interesting writings from the Nouvelle Droite only circulate in the narrow milieu of its followers, while the platitudes, virtuous and verbose inanities, and self-righteous quibbles of people like Ferry,16

 Serres17

 and Conte-Sponville,18

 just like Bourdieu’s19

 idiocies and the talentless gloom of Bernard-Henri Lévy20

 — mediocre mediatised intellectuals sponsored by the current soft totalitarianism — are spreading through the insolent self-importance of idiots. This is a defeat. But losing a battle does not necessarily mean losing the war.


  In brief, the Nouvelle Droite has been confined to the periphery of the debate. Regrettably, it has turned into an ideological ghetto. It no longer sees itself as a powerhouse for the diffusion of energies with the ultimate aim of acquiring power, but rather as a publishing enterprise that also organises conference but has limited ambitions. Clearly, behind this process of marginalisation lie both external causes (a hostile or indifferent milieu) and internal ones (due to the movement itself). The latter are more crucial. One can only recover from a temporary defeat by acknowledging it as such and assuming responsibility for it. Ambition comes from modesty: no progress can be made without self-criticism. Those who blame others, enemies and the political climate for their own failures do not deserve to win. For it is in the logic of things for enemies to oppress you and circumstances to prove hostile. The mistake lies in exorcising reality by adopting the morals of intention as opposed to those of consequences, through unrealistic arguments: ‘You know, we have as many people as before at the colloques’; ‘It is full of young people at the Université d’été.’21

 Hell! We should stop issuing reassuring reports that only serve to conceal reality. It is necessary to avoid sterile polemics and accept positive self-criticism. The question is: why is the Nouvelle Droite, which possessed an impressive ideological armoury, objectively going downhill? Are we witnessing its final decline or merely a standstill that foreshadows its relaunching?


  I will attempt to answer this question, but first, two preliminary observations are in order. The first is that no one, within what might vaguely be defined as the ‘ideological Right’ in Europe, has yet managed to acquire the kind of intellectual influence the Nouvelle Droite had at the turn of the 1980s. Its only potential heir is the pan-European intellectual movement ‘Synergies’,22

 which is led — amongst others — by Robert Steuckers, and which strikes me as being on the right track, for it pursues ambitious aims. Still, the match is not over. A second observation: in 1998, the only genuinely tangible influence of the Nouvelle Droite on society at large is that exercised by its runaway members now in the Front National,23

 which they have driven to take an anti-American course — a real mental revolution for this milieu. On the other hand, the influence of the Nouvelle Droite can be detected in the formulation of a widespread cultural and economic hostility towards Americanisation (‘the French exception’) — hostility which remains largely ineffectual, given the indolence of political decision-makers. So overall, the concrete ideological impact of the Nouvelle Droite has been rather meagre.


  From 1986 I started to feel that there was no longer any real fervour left, and that a clique spirit and literary pagan romanticism were prevailing over historical will. I could see that the chief aim consisted no longer in the establishment of a school of thought, the exercising of concrete ideological influence, and the development of a radical thought through ‘shocking ideas’, but rather in a sort of elegant intellectualism and the entrenchment of a ‘community’, a noble thing when it relies on an established power, but a demobilising one when reduced to the tautology of a clique.


  It is necessary to analyse the causes of this decline, which — having taken place in less than a decade — was far more sudden and striking than the old Action Française…24

 How and why did the main alternative ideological movement to have emerged in post-War Europe turn out to be merely a comet? What lessons can we gain from this? And what should we do now? Can the mechanism be put into motion again?


  Certainly, no one knows what will remain in future history of the mass of texts produced by the Nouvelle Droite and its followers. No doubt, there will be some continuations, restatements, and reinterpretations. Perhaps a revolution in 2050? But let us simply stick to the present for the time being, before moving on to discuss the strategies for a restoration.


  The Causes of the Loss of Influence of the Nouvelle Droite


  It is quite true that cultural societies, theoretical magazines, and new intellectual systems must all face great obstacles which did not exist only twenty years ago: the end of the pyramidal spread of knowledge, the firepower of the cultural entertainment industries that marginalise and conceal all new or rebellious thought, the net-like multiplication of medias of all sorts, etc. These external causes, however, do not explain everything. The Nouvelle Droite might have turned obstacles into opportunities by adapting its communication strategy to the new milieu. It failed to do so — we failed do so. We failed to see the meteor that was approaching.


  I believe that the chief causes for this withdrawal are:


  1. The competitive emergence of the Front National and of the thought of Antonio Gramsci,25

 which was badly understood by the Nouvelle Droite.


  2. A tightening of censorship through a blacking out and closing off of the mainstream media, which followed the strengthening of ideological interdictions against all forms of alternative thought: the Nouvelle Droite submitted to these diktats, not daring to fight them through a creative, disorienting and provocative reaction.


  3. The profound inadequacy of Nouvelle Droite publications with respect to current media communication strategies, combined with an editorial tactic that was hardly effective.


  4. The continued adoption of an outdated ‘apparatus logic’ of the type to be found in political parties, which was not appropriate for a movement and school of thought, as well as journalistic or editorial policy, and which led cadres to flee on account of ‘problems with the apparatus’.


  5. A certain ideological fossilisation, combined with the persistence of a ‘Rightist cultural attachment to, and sentimentalising of the past’ and the abandonment, in many fields, of the idea of ‘radical thought’ — the only kind of thought capable of sending a shockwave to arrest the media black-out. To this we can add the contradiction between implicit Euro-imperial references and an explicitly ‘ethnopluralist’ or even immigrationist stance.


  6. A (previously unknown) doctrinal softening on economic and scientific matters and a burgeoning of literary discourse.


  7. The favouring of criticism over positive formulations, of reaction over action.


  Let us examine some of these points.


  1. The Front National and the ‘Gramscian’ Strategy


  At first sight, the Front National could not have been a rival of the Nouvelle Droite, which never presented itself as being French nationalist. Yet different ‘airlocks’ exist in the family of the Right. The more ideologically unrefined public (or clientele?) is always attracted by the strongest pole. In the early 1980s, GRECE was the most important organisation in this area of politics: the Front National was considered a micro-group of good-for-nothings. We used to see them as being bigoted, papist, reactionary, servile towards America, jingoist and anti-European. Le Pen — this pirate-faced, confusion-stirring, neo-boulangist26

 old soldier — was barred from our meetings.


  Then, by a twist of history, everything changed: the Front gained irresistible ascendency, and GRECE was no longer the pole of attraction that monopolisied the movement. Like water leaking from a tap, cadres and leaders, even at the cost of ideological revisionism (something all too human), moved to where something was happening: the Front National. Bardet, Blot, Le Gallou, Martinez, Mégret, Millau, Vial and twenty others or so — all worthy men who were closely connected to GRECE or otherwise involved with it — transferred their skills to the Front National. Had it never appeared, it is likely that important ‘human resources’ would have remained in the sphere of the Nouvelle Droite. A veritable flight of brains…


  Another reason why the Front caused the decline of GRECE is the former’s enticing of the media, a phenomenon admen know well. The media, fascinated by the shocking political incorrectness of the Front National and of its President, soon forgot all about the Nouvelle Droite, which produced texts and events that were less attractive and provoking. Since the late 1980s, the Front has served as a media screen for the Nouvelle Droite, which — as we shall see — has proven incapable of reacting and opening counter-fire.


  It should also be said that one of the handicaps of the Nouvelle Droite has been a poor reading of Gramscism, based on the adoption of the ‘all is cultural, all is intellectual’ strategy.


  In our metapolitical ‘Gramscian’ strategy, we had simply overlooked the fact that the cultural battle Gramsci promoted was associated with the political and economic battle of the Italian Communist party, and as such did not take place ‘in the void’. But unfortunately we had never actually read Gramsci… Ours was only braggadocio, pseudo-Gramscism. In order to prove effective, ideological and cultural action must be supported by concrete political forces which it integrates and extends. Chevènement’s former CERES,27

 for instance, a satellite of the PS, or SOS-Racisme, another of its satellites, are clear examples of successful propaganda. In defining the founding idea behind the Nouvelle Droite in the 1970s, we had simply underestimated the political element.


  By overestimating the cultural and intellectual pole, through a distorted analysis (of the works of Augustin Cochin28

) and which found inspiration in cultural circles from before the French Revolution, we all too soon buried what would have been — and still is — a winning political strategy, without grasping the contemporary formula ‘intellectual and cultural propaganda combined with electoral and political mobilisation’. We had forgotten we were no longer living in the Eighteenth century: that elections of various sorts were taking place every six months, and that politicians were the media heralds of a party system. The ‘all is cultural’ strategy only worked for the non-elective regimes of the past… We had announced the death of politics all too soon. Evidence for this is the fact that Libération29

 is more concerned by the mediatisation of Pierre Vial’s association Terre et Peuple, a cultural and intellectual movement coordinated with the activities of a party, the Front National, than it is by Madelin30

 and Juppé’s31

 circles of buddies.


  The reason for this? Intellectual movements that gain public attention pose challenging problems along with a concrete political threat.


  The Nouvelle Droite has thus found itself in an increasingly precarious situation, devoid of any political backing and cut off from its own natural public, whose outlook was for the most part close to that of the Front National. The ‘public of the Nouvelle Droite’ was puzzled by our Third-Worldist and pro-Islamic positions, which were ideologically incomprehensible and were taken as the expression of a ‘bourgeois way of thinking’ indifferent towards immigration problems, or even as evidence of flirtation on our part with the non-Jacobin Left. From that moment onwards, unable to appeal to a new public, the Nouvelle Droite was progressively enveloped by the Front — the cultural value of its publications simply could not make up for its ideological drift. No doubt, as we shall see, increasing hostility on the part of the media also made the spread of the ideas of the Nouvelle Droite increasingly difficult. Like Ruyer and Freud (but not Debord, a rehabilitated para-Marxist), de Benoist’s work has been confined by the system to limited spheres of influence.


  But make no mistake: this is no excuse. The strong pressure put upon decision-makers by well integrated minority circles and lobbies such as SOS-Racisme, MRAP, LICRA, DAL, Ras l’Front, LDH, ACT-UP or Greenpeace and the various ideologues that inspire them cannot exclusively be explained on the basis of their political ultra-correctness and total complicity with the system: it is also due to the fact that they have been capable of powerfully delivering their messages, by using all the tricks of the new media circus. The Nouvelle Droite has not managed to do the same, but has remained tied to an obsolete view of how ideas are circulated.


  The surfacing within the European population of a persistent faction destabilised by the ‘crisis’ and revolting against the concrete results of the system would have served as a new breeding ground for the Nouvelle Droite.


  2. The Tightening of Censorship and the Nouvelle Droite’s Failure to React to It


  In the early 1980s, soft totalitarianism against all ‘incorrect’ forms of expression tightened its grasp. Once the generation of ’68 — which used the slogan ‘It’s forbidden to forbid’ — came into power, it distinguished itself for its conformism, taste for prohibition and desire for ideological order.


  Censorship is exercised both through the legislative erosion of free thinking and writing (even by the use of lawsuits) and — in most cases — through intentional silence on the part of the media when it comes to people or things that might prove upsetting: a demonising and blacking out strategy. The Nouvelle Droite has certainly fallen victim to this censorship, which was even made the object of a GRECE meeting. But let us not exaggerate things. I fear that censorship is invoked as a pretext to justify lack of will and the failure to take any risks.


  Each form of censorship represents a stimulus, each form of oppression a challenge: one should rise and face challenges, not complain. Why, was the Nouvelle Droite threatened with a ban? With persecutions and violence? Truth is, it was never capable of managing and turning to its own advantage ‘conformity of ideas’ (a pertinent notion first coined by Alain de Benoist and later mediatised by Jean-François Kahn,32

 who — paradoxically — is actually a lackey of political correctness and hegemonic thinking).


  On the other hand, at the height of its glory — starting from 1979 — the Nouvelle Droite was subjected to a number of serious media attacks and even physical acts of aggression, but it was this very air of battle that had given it its drive and elicited creative reactions on its part.


  There is no need to come up with bad excuses, overemphasising the treachery and effectiveness of censorship. Silence on the part of the media can also be explained with their indifference towards the Nouvelle Droite, a movement which is no longer surprising, shocking or provoking; which, despite the clear value of its writings, has ceased to offer anything new. I bet — and will get back to this point — that had the Nouvelle Droite resumed its former fighting spirit, had it sought to launch provoking debates and formulate radical ideas, the media black-out would have been short lived: the media must necessarily attack — and hence advertise — everything that opposes their system. I am paid to know it.


  Aggressions are opportunities: they mediatise thought and enable it to grow sharper and react. With both skill and daring, one must outrage people if he wishes to be listened to; and most importantly, he must prevent his thought from becoming bourgeois.


  3. An Incorrect Publishing Policy


  The Nouvelle Droite has three magazines (which are more like light buoys than lighthouses): Nouvelle École, Krisis and Éléments. The function of the first two of these, which are theoretical in nature, is to establish intellectual foundations. By contrast, Éléments, the chief media bridge, is badly positioned: it is intended to be the cutting edge among Nouvelle Droite publications, to address an educated public and persuade people in outside milieus, but it falls short of its target. It lacks dynamism, addresses too many literary and intellectual topics that do not serve its purpose, and engages with few social issues; it contains long, stiff and often repetitive articles, and inadequate graphics with bad captions — defects that limit its media appeal. The layout of the magazine, particularly in its new version, is aesthetically impeccable, yet too austere and quite unsuited for an ambitious publication.


  Still, behind all this, talent is still to be found. Editorial blunders alternate with excellent reports, although there are too few of the latter. The enquiry on the noxiousness of cars and the dead end reached by ‘progress’, for instance, which are featured in issue 86 (October 1996, ‘La société folle’) represents an example of what Éléments should be discussing systematically: topics of great interest to everyone and which capture readers’ attention — a sort of intellectual detoxification and ideological revival.


  While the ‘analyses’ made are often very sharp, and concrete, practical theses and suggestions are lacking that go beyond mere criticism and raise questions such as, ‘Let’s open the debate: what is to be done?’


  Another mistake is publishing dispersion. I first noticed this shortcoming in the early 1980s. We should not multiply our publications, but concentrate our forces.


  Charles Champetier introduced me to the small magazine Cartouches, which is full of dynamic and stimulating invective. Fine, but… Anyone working in the communications sector could tell you that the logic behind this magazine should be incorporated (and merged with) Éléments. Short pieces, striking information, a style that isn’t stuffy, etc. Even Krisis, a magazine regarded as ‘presentable’ — but why? — tends to overlap with Nouvelle École and all too often succumbs to the appeal of Parisian slang, which does not always help carry on the debate…


  To sum up my argument: I believe that some texts can only be aimed at ‘inner’ circulation, but that many others can be presented and circulated ‘outside’, at the heart of the system. We should never underestimate our own skills: talent always prevails over censorship, when it is accompanied by daring and intelligence.


  Ideological Mistakes


  The ambiguity of the ideological line of the Nouvelle Droite, which became more marked in the 1980s, constitutes the chief reason for its decline. To this, despite high-quality analytical texts — I am thinking, for instance of Champetier’s work Homo Consumans or Alain de Benoist’s article on ‘colours’ in issue 50 of Nouvelle École — we should add a return to doctrinal invective and a sort of intellectual bombast.


  Let us now examine these mistakes.


  1 — From the start, the members of the Nouvelle Droite and GRECE — including myself — have practiced semantic clumsiness and permanent slips. The double talk of many articles, magazines and books was caught between oblique references to issues, authors and iconographic motifs typical of the far Right — particularly that of Germany — and anti-racist, pro-Islamic, pseudo-Leftist or Third-Worldist tirades which did not fool the enemy, but puzzled our readership. I am happy to point to these shortcomings for which I too was responsible prior to realising how noxious they were. Today the Nouvelle Droite has not rectified these mistakes, but if anything worsened them.


  2 — Second serious mistake: the exploitation and politicisation of paganism. Starting from a correct Nietzschean assessment — regarding the egalitarian, levelling and ethno-masochistic harmfulness of Christian evangelism — the Nouvelle Droite has set up a neo-pagan corpus that suffers a number of handicaps. Paradoxically, the unconscious starting point of this neo-paganism was a Christian perspective: the countering of dogma with a counter-doctrine. Paganism, as such, is non-existent: what exist are different, potentially countless kinds of paganism. The Nouvelle Droite presented itself as a ‘pagan Church’, one — moreover — without any deity. But paganism, by its very nature, is unserviceable as a metapolitical banner, unlike Christianity, Islam or Judaism.


  Second handicap: a virulent anti-Catholicism (where indifference would have been more in order), at times bordering on anticlericalism, combined with an open friendliness towards Islam. The latter is a risky attitude, given that Europe is facing a concrete Islamic threat, and represents a particularly absurd ideological stance, considering that Islam is a rigid theocratic monotheism, ‘religion of the desert’ in its coarsest form — far more than classic Catholic henotheism, which is strongly mixed with pagan polytheism. Moreover, the essence of the pagan perspective is to position oneself not ‘against’, but ‘after’ or ‘alongside’ — something which strikes me as being far more creative and innovative. I personally adopted this mistaken approach, which the Nouvelle Droite never corrected.


  Third handicap: this paganism was — and still seems to be — marked by forms of folklore that find no space in the actual culture of Europeans (as opposed to what takes place in the United States!), and which I have always struggled against in a friendly spirit but in vain.


  The result of this: one potential public never turned towards the Nouvelle Droite, while another fled from it. Why? Firstly, because many people could not understand this preference assigned to paganism over more important and concrete political matters, such as the destruction of the European ethno-sphere and anti-natalist masochism on the part of governments. Another consequence: the media effect of the promotion of paganism as a brand name, particularly in France, was to stir repulsion. An explicit appeal to paganism ‘gives the idea of a sect’, as I was once told by a great French actress, who was privately close to the ideas of the Nouvelle Droite, but unwilling, like many others, to mingle political ideology with para-religious elements. Such an attitude may be deplored, but still: there are certain rules of propaganda that cannot be ignored.


  As for the attacks against the Catholic Church, these would have been — and would be — more apt if directed against the para-Trotskyism, immigrationism and self-ethnophobia of the high clergy, which favours a return to the hard evangelism of the original monotheistic sources, the ‘bolshevism of Antiquity’. This masochistic and stupid high clergy that with false contrition is favouring the erection of mosques on European soil!


  Two books have contributed to shape my outlook: The Antichrist by Nietzsche33

 and The Gods of Greece by Walter Otto.34

 As did Pierre Vial’s initiatory ‘oath of Delphi’ in the early 1980s. By Apollo’s sanctuaries, at sunrise, followers from Greece and Burgundy, Tuscany and Bavaria, Brittany and Wallonia, Flanders and Catalonia swore to keep the pagan soul alive. That’s all very well, but pagan actions such as this should remain inside affairs.


  The pagan soul is an inner strength that must permeate all ideological and cultural expressions. It is like the heart of a nuclear reactor: it is not something to be openly displayed through instrumental slogans. One doesn’t go around saying ‘I am pagan’! One is pagan.


  More prosaically, I believe that this insistence on paganism as a para-political banner has puzzled the natural public of the Nouvelle Droite, as if the wish were to divert attention from secondary matters, while also starting an artificial conflict with ‘traditional Catholics’, who are not all that Christian after all… The exploitation of paganism has been a huge communications and propaganda mistake, which has distanced the Nouvelle Droite from many Catholic milieus initially favourable to it, which shared its ideas but were sentimentally tied to local traditions. We have made this serious blunder from the start, and it still waits to be rectified.


  3 — Third mistake: an overemphasised folklorism and excessive cult of rootedness. The soul of European artistic culture lies not in small pyramidal objects of baked clay, painted furniture from Schleswig-Holstein, Breton bonnets or the naïve wooden sculptures of Scandinavian farmers; rather, it is found in the Reims cathedral, the double-helix Italian stairway in the Château de Chambord, the drawings by Leonardo da Vinci, the comics by Liberatore and the Brussels school, the design of Ferraris and the German-French-Scandinavian Ariane 5 rockets. By reducing European culture to mere folklore, this is depreciated and dragged down to the level of the ‘primitive art’ so dear to Jacques Chirac. What ought to have been done, with Nietzschean anti-egalitarian logic and Cartesian ‘common sense’, was affirm the superiority — that’s right: the superiority — of European artistic and cultural forms above all others. But the ethno-pluralist dogma — which stands in contradiction to anti-egalitarianism — prevented this. Having put too much faith in ethno-cultural relativism, and imbued with the guilt-stirring masochism that is so widespread, we didn’t dare affirm the superiority of our own civilisation. Had we carefully done so, we would have appealed to a wide public of people who would have been struck by our daring.


  Too many writings on European ‘traditions’, often connected to defunct or mythical folk customs, made us forget the crux of the debate: the self-affirmation of contemporary European culture, the geo-demographical threats looming over it and the need for a reconquista.35

 Folklorism, acting as a levelling mechanism, has situated European culture on the same level as others, when it was instead necessary to implicitly and adroitly affirm its creative primacy. On the other hand, this often folkish traditionalism serves the conquering spirit of American ‘cultural products’: it neutralises European culture and renders it into museum exhibits. Folklorism has failed as an identitarian bond for the contemporary cultural battle, and is having a disarming effect instead.


  Contemporary European culture is creatively resisting in many fields: music, architecture, design, leading technologies, sculpture… The Nouvelle Droite has not paid adequate attention to this.


  4 — The fourth mistake lies in the insufficient attention paid to concrete problems. The Nouvelle Droite, today even more than in the past, is too concerned with what may be termed culturalism and historicism. In the late 1970s it had achieved a degree of mediatisation and influence thanks to its ideological inroads and new debates on eugenics, the biological revolution, I.Q. differences among various populations, ethnology, new economic perspectives, the place of sexuality in the society of spectacle, etc. I believe that the Nouvelle Droite and its publications verge too much on the side of commemoration, literary culture, and antiquated, nostalgic forms of intellectualism. This is a real shame, for the few treatments it gives of crucial contemporary issues are of high quality, as can easily be discerned from the pages of Krisis.


  I wouldn’t like to give the wrong impression: I am criticising the Nouvelle Droite not so much for what it does, as for that which it does not do or no longer does — or, to be objective, for what it does not do enough.


  It is necessary to discuss things such as the Asian financial crisis and the biotechnology revolution, and launch discussions and debates on issues such as European federalism (for or against the United States of Europe?), the effects of the internet, European space policy, the solar system, the deterioration of the environment, the consequences of an ageing population on pension funds, the boom in Latin American music, the outburst in female homosexuality, the world of pornography, sport, the demographic colonisation of Europe, energy policies and nuclear energy, transport and crime.


  The Nouvelle Droite will only prove creative and credible once more if it manages to formulate disorienting doctrines regarding all major contemporary issues and if it is able to establish a new ideological corpus — presented in the form of a ‘debate’ rather than dogma — on economic, scientific, geopolitical and sociological matters.


  5 — Fifth ideological mistake: Third-Worldism. I have fully contributed to this and am willing to exercise self-criticism. Alain de Benoist’s essay Europe-Tiers-monde, même combat,36

 a crucial work on the matter, and the articles I myself wrote on the issue in the early 1980s, driven by misdirected anti-Americanism, have been ideological and strategic impasses which have worried me since. No folk in history fights ‘the same battle’ as other peoples: every alliance is temporary. Besides, the very notion of ‘Third World’ has crumbled. What we have are China, India, the future Muslim Empire… The ‘Third World’ does not exist. Third-Worldism (which in our political milieu served as an awkward certificate of anti-racism) ignores actual history: the immigration and geopolitical pressure of the South against the North. What is worse, this misplaced Third-Worldism has been accompanied by a disconcerting and naïve pro-Islamic stance to which we all succumbed when an objective, aggressive, revanchist and comprehensible threat was actually being posed by the Arab-Muslim world against Europe, seen as a ‘land to be conquered’. It is quite true that dogmas make you blind. They are also dangerous: it is clear that for the most part the public of the Nouvelle Droite — and others too — did not share these surrealist views of ours.


  6 — Sixth ideological mistake: anti-Americanism and the feeling of being colonised. In the early 1970s, in line with the anticommunism that was still prevalent on the Right, GRECE was pro-American and supported the ‘West’. Thus in an old issue of Nouvelle École, under a photo of the Rockefeller Centre in New York, we find the following caption: ‘The energy at the heart of power.’ In 1975, however, Giorgio Locchi made us do an about-face: a special issue of Nouvelle École was published by Alain de Benoist and Locchi, which divided the civilisation of the United States from that of Europe, its roots. Later on, following the same drive, I suggested an alternative ideological axis, based on the separation of Europe from the West — a revolutionary idea in a milieu which made the ‘West’ its banner. We sought to affirm the idea that the notion of ‘Western civilisation’ or ‘Western ideology’ was not necessarily compatible with the destiny of Europe as a land of brother peoples. Western — the ‘West’ — is an abstract geographical notion, while the true fracture is between North and South: for the vital geopolitical space of Europe extends out to the Russian Far East. This was the ideological axis.


  It was distorted, however, by the mistaken assumption that a structural solidarity exists between the peoples of Europe and those of Africa, Asia and Latin America against the Yankees. Actually, as we shall see, the United States is better regarded as a rival and opponent (inimici) than as an enemy (hostes).


  7 — Seventh mistake, no doubt the most serious of all: the ambiguity of the catchword ethno-pluralism, which is worsened today by the addition of the predicate multiculturalism and by inter-ethnic communitarianism. These have been adopted by the Nouvelle Droite and I regard them as complete ideological impasses.


  Ethno-pluralism initially possessed an implicitly ‘external’ meaning: all peoples are different and should be respected, yet each should live in its own land, in a well-defined ethno-cultural sphere, while cooperating with others. This implied a rejection of migration flows towards Europe and of the idea of a global ethno-cultural melting pot (actually, only Europe is the destination of these migrations). So far, so good: this is a consistent view. But the Nouvelle Droite — see, for instance, issue 91 of Éléments, published in March 1998, and which refers to the ‘challenge of multiculturalism’ on its front page — sought to give the notions of ethno-pluralism and multiculturalism an ‘inner’ meaning that stands in contrast to the first, for instance by vehemently defending the use of the Islamic veil in schools. By acknowledging the presence of separate ethnic communities on European soil, it turns ethno-pluralism into the vehicle for a tribal, ghettoised (and perfectly American) view of our society, which stands in contrast to the very meaning of the expression ‘each folk in its own land’. Ethno-pluralism has thus been distorted in such a way as to deny the notion of European folk and even of ‘folk’ in general. Here too, the public is lost: similar stances puzzle our natural readership, while failing to convince our enemy that we are politically correct.


  My criticism towards the ethno-pluralism and multiculturalism of the Nouvelle Droite can be summed up as follows:


  Firstly, the Nouvelle Droite minimises — either for altruism or ignorance of ethnic and socio-economic events — the catastrophe represented by demographic-shifting immigration into Europe, a land which, unlike the United States, is generally only adapted to intra-European movements. There are three aspects to this catastrophe: rapid ethno-anthropological alteration; the erosion of European cultural roots (for which Americanism is less to blame); and strong economic and social setback, leading to poverty and endemic crime. The contemporary communitarian and multiculturalist discourse of the Nouvelle Droite can be interpreted as a sort of fatalism: for it sees the ethnic kaleidoscope of Europe, multiracial society and immigration as ineluctable events we should accept and submit to, managing and putting up with them as best we can. This is a demobilising stance, which is incompatible with an ideology that regards itself as revolutionary — although ultimately it proves to be ‘politically correct’.


  It is a sign of weakness to justify multiculturalism by invoking globalisation and the decline of the nation-state (which are self-evident facts). Only Europe and the United States are being made the victims of demographic colonisation from the South. But while the United States can withstand it, Europe cannot. All across the world, what we are witnessing is the self-affirmation of vast, homogeneous ethnic blocs, not multiracial ‘communitarianism’. The prospect of a ‘multicultural’ planet is a Disneyland dream, a peace-lover’s error. The future belongs to peoples, not tribes. The Twenty-first century will witness global ethnic warfare and the legions of immigrants in Europe will serve as the ‘fifth column’ of an aggressive South. This is not paranoia: it is geopolitics. To walk or drag one’s feet in the footsteps of the blinding, immigrationist pacifism of European Leftist intellectuals is to make a serious mistake that threatens to soon lead the Nouvelle Droite to its ruin.


  Accusations of ‘paranoid rhetoric’ against those who fear the immigrant ‘invasion’, ‘Islamisation’, fundamentalism and ‘ethnic war’, and believing that the repeated revolts in the banlieues37

 are the work only of alienated and Americanised youths with no roots (who could be perfectly integrated, if treated nicely) derives from a serious error of judgment, caused by an abstract ideology that ignores social events. The ethnic war in France has already started. The barbarisation of society and the rancorous and latent aggressiveness towards European culture shown by a large portion of young people brought here by immigration constitute an intermediate-term threat, as many impartial American sociologists have also observed. Why not acknowledge this?


  On the other hand, the Nouvelle Droite envisages a model of social harmony within a pacified multicultural society, which is sheer utopia. Every multiracial — and multicultural — society is multiracist and ‘infra-xenophobic’: from Brazil and former Yugoslavia to Algeria, Black Africa, and the Caucasus. Multi-ethnicism in France will prove explosive and will have nothing to do with the placid tribalism my friends Alain de Benoist and Charles Champetier have outlined (see issue 50 of Eléments) via a discourse that may be taken as an example of ‘the sociology of dreams’. Tribalism is never peaceful. I am ready to bet that, within ten years, history — through painful experiences — will have made all multiculturalist plans unserviceable, even for those on the Left. Alain de Benoist’s wish is to ‘foster a fruitful exchange of dialogue between groups that are clearly situated in relation to one another’ (Eléments, issue 50, p. 3). This, in European soil, strikes me as a rather unfeasible prospect, which derives from the same ideological illusion that inspired the advocates of ‘ethnic harmony’ in 1950s America, who opposed the idea of the assimilating melting pot. Actually, I believe that both assimilators — Jacobins and people in favour of the melting pot — and communitarians are wrong. A society based on ethno-territorial co-existence was, is and will always be impossible. One land, one people: this is what human nature requires.


  I completely agree with the anti-Jacobinism, organicism and polycentric social view promoted by my aforementioned friends. What I reproach them for is their failure to admit that the harmonious socio-cultural diversity they are talking about can be achieved only among different but related European peoples. Out-and-out Europeanists, why do they believe or pretend to believe that a harmonious society will be established in France through ‘multicultural’ cohabitation with communities of Asian, African and Arab-Muslim origin, which are far removed from the mental framework of Europeans? Were they really consistent, they would defend the hard and abstract
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