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Translator’s Preface

When it comes to politics, very few books ever manage to stand the test of time. This is because in an ever-changing world, most thoughts are revealed to be obsolete and are, more often than not, proven inaccurate and sometimes even completely wrong. This, however, does not apply to Alain de Benoist’s masterpiece, View from the Right. There are some, of course, who may still find themselves wondering what — and how much — readers stand to gain from a book that was written more than forty years ago.

The global landscape has, after all, changed dramatically since its original publication and many, if not most, of the figures mentioned and quoted in it have long since passed away. Furthermore, what the educated Rightist seeks is a book that will contribute to determining his own position and role in our contemporary Western world, a world that now stands on the edge of an abyss. And yet, upon initiating the reading process, one quickly realises that View from the Right has lost none of its relevance and that the four decades that have passed since French readers first caught sight of its contents have failed to rob it of its undeniable significance.

Considering the fact that Alain de Benoist is known to have been one of the founders of the New Right, a movement that still exerts great influence upon the Rightist spectrum nowadays, it should hardly come as a surprise to anyone that View from the Right comprises the very thoughts and views that helped shape and define the movement itself. Far from being a mere factual description of past political realities, a political manual, so to speak, it delves deep into several other topics as well, all of which are expressed in a manner that renders their pertinence timeless. The themes range from political and social ones to religious and spiritual considerations and analyses; for being truly Right-oriented is synonymous with an entire mental disposition and cannot be restricted to a mere political inclination. And despite the fact that the author covers all of these subjects from a Rightist point of view, he succeeds in remaining quite objective throughout, which is a huge feat by any standards.

The result is a book that is intellectually stimulating and extremely thought-provoking and that will continue to fascinate readers for a long time to come. As for my translation of its contents, it should be noted that, regardless of how much the world has indeed changed since the late 1970s, I have chosen to retain the original information included by the author when penning the French text, so that 21st-century readers may perceive the past through Alain de Benoist’s eyes and appreciate how much his great mind, which can only be described as having been genuinely ahead of its time, contributed to making the real Right what it is today.

Roger Adwan 

Chief Translator and Editor

May 30, 2018


Systems


On Politics

The Great Political Ideas

Oswald Spengler1

 used to complain that students were taught to ‘dissect dead things’. ‘Into young people boiling with vigour, the nation’s future, one has instilled a taste for autopsy and cadavers’, he wrote. ‘And yet no mention is ever made of the world’s destinies, historical morphology, peoples in motion and Western civilisation’.

The least that one could say is that the work authored by Mr Jean Rouvier (a professor at the Faculty of Law in Paris)2

 on The Great Political Ideas — From Their Origins to Rousseau is beyond any such reproach, as already confirmed by its chapter headings, which, among others, include the following: ‘The Gentleman and the Intellectual’, ‘The Political Symphony’, ‘The Elite Man and the Assassins’, and ‘The Great All or Deception’.

What could never have been more than a mere manual Rouvier attempted to turn into a fresco. His work does, however, remain open to the Orient’s political ideas.

The Resistance

The Egyptian pharaoh impacts his subjects in the very same manner that the sun affects the grains of sand in a desert: they are both a source of trituration. The sovereign’s grip is absolute. Should the latter be loosened, anarchy would immediately spread. The Egyptian god-king is echoed by the Iranian one: ‘This formula turns all subjects into slaves, and the latter must, at all times, proclaim their own slavery’. 

At the end of the 6th century BC, Darius the Persian3

 undertakes to conquer Greek Asia4

: ‘He suddenly transforms autonomy into servitude and proceeds to increase the annual levy and impose garrisons that spread terror and surround tyrants whose establishment he thus generalises. Inverting the secular policy of the Lydian kings, the Great King, far from importing Hellenism into Anatolia, intends to export the entire Orient into Greek Asia’.

A resistance soon surfaces. A revolt breaks out in 499, in Ionia. Rouvier states: ‘Everything took place as if, beyond the obscure ventures of the tyrants ruling Miletus5

, this uprising — which enjoyed the support of all Athenian brethren- were the expression of a phenomenon of rejection stemming from any and every political graft that a certain ethnic group is unable to tolerate: in this case, the graft in question turned out to be the totalitarian formula imposed upon Westerners from the outside, acting as a permanent precept for people who were naturally inclined to embrace an entirely different current of political ideas, one that was characterised by balance and moderation’.

On the other side of the Aegean, it is indeed ‘under the sign of liberty, diversity and moderation that Greece, the outpost of the Occident, stood out’. 

The philosopher Heraclitus6

, who was the first of all great Greek prose writers, writes: ‘A small and orderly city built high upon a rock is preferable to Niniveh’s7

 senseless disorder’.

Solon, the great legislator whose archontate lasted from 594 to 592 BC, refused to resort to any sort of demagogy and declared: ‘I dislike both the fact of remaining idle in the face of tyrannical violence and the fact of giving the good and the wicked an equal share of our fatherland’s rich soil’. This very principle would, at a later point, govern the Roman Republic.

Solon was then driven out by the mediocre and envious. Peisistratos’ tyranny8

 would subsequently last from 560 to 527 BC. It enabled the transition from the harmonious democracy established by the founder of the Athenian city to Cleisthenes’ ‘false tabula rasa democracy’.9

 Aristotle10

 would then state that it was under the latter’s rule that ‘hereditary familial sacrifices were replaced by those where all men were accepted and the relations between men were conflated’. Simultaneously, ‘the greatest care was taken to shatter any and all previous associations’.

The following statement was, however, made by Heraclitus, the theoretician behind the harmony11

 of opposites: ‘Provided that he is the greatest, a man is, in my eyes, worth 10,000 persons’.

After Pericles,12

 the ‘ancient titanic nature’ mentioned by Plato in his Laws13

 was once again unleashed, as hubris (or immoderation) triumphed within the ecclesia (the assembly). ‘It is a time of terror, a period that witnesses the totalitarian dictatorship of a minority population practicing public majority voting. Drunk on blood and having excluded, through their uniquely repugnant presence and hideous violence, more than nine tenths of the citizens from the ecclesia, the scoundrels trample all rights underfoot…’.

Shrugging his shoulders, Alcibiades (450–404 BC), Pericles’ stately nephew, once made the following declaration: ‘Reasonable men know all too well what democracy is worth, and there is nothing new to be said about this extravagance’. 

By the 5th century BC, the scene had thus been set. It was marked by a succession of different ideas, as demonstrations and refutations clashed among the spectators. A single continuity characterises the period that stretches from Peisistratos to Machiavelli,14

 and from Heraclitus to our own age. No new ideas have surfaced at all. All that is experienced are the inexhaustible variations of fundamental ideas that man has borne within himself since the dawn of time.

Against All Forms of ‘Illusory Paradise’

‘Political ideas’: the author has intentionally opted for the vaguest of terms so as to include thoughts and doctrines, tendencies and opinions, as well as themes and formulas. In other words, the term entails both theory and practice, comprising the conscious and the unvoiced alike.

In every classification, what is arbitrary stems from the criteria. In this case, the latter are defined as moderation and immoderation, mental aptitude, and the elite’s position.

Throughout his work, Mr Rouvier makes a vibrant plea in favour of the elite, ‘which one can only join and remain part of at the price of a constant effort to improve oneself’. Faced with egalitarianism and ‘democratic totalitarianism’, elite men are ranked ‘above the apparent contradiction between law and nature’. The human elite is ‘superior to thousands of other men through both its spirit and heart, as well as through love, courage, and wisdom’.

As the reader progresses from page by page, ‘great authors’ affirm their respective presence. They share their feelings towards the current world with us, and we reciprocate. And it is from this age-old dialogue that a lively and graphic reflection emerges. 

It is ‘liberal realists’, meaning those who prefer flawed, yet achievable societies to any kind of illusory paradise, that Mr Rouvier sympathises with. He mentions Solon, Xenophon, Aristotle, Epicure, Virgil, Horace, Erasmus, and Montaigne, contrasting them with Plato, Thomas Aquinas, Hobbes and Calvin.

He reproaches Thomas Aquinas (1225–1274)15

 for having ‘introduced into the Christian Occident Cleisthenes’ formula, a formula whose corrosiveness was exacerbated on all possible levels through centuries of oriental exegesis’.

Indeed, Thomas Aquinas, who was ‘a fervent supporter of majority rule’, wrote that ‘every man is endowed with the inner light of reason, which, through his own actions, guides him towards the end’ (De Regno). Vox populi, vox Dei: God’s own will is expressed through the will of the majority. The scriptures state that ‘all power comes from God’, a notion which Thomas Aquinas expanded on when he declared that all power came from God through the people (nulla potestas nisi a Deo per populum). Arguing against the Angelic Doctor, Mr Rouvier then quotes Pascal’s words: ‘For who would want to be angelically virtuous...’.

Two centuries later, Bellarmin the Jesuit (1542–1621) affirmed: ‘Power has been given to the people and through it, all men are of equal standing’ (De Membris Ecclesiae).

Marsilius of Padua (1275–1343), the Paris university rector who then became Rome’s imperial vicar under antipope Nicolas V, took Thomas’ reasoning to the extreme: ‘It is the community of citizens that is entitled to correct the prince or depose the latter should such an action seem expedient in order to promote the common good’.

The prince was therefore compelled to defend himself. And it is Niccolo Machiavelli (1469–1527), a partisan of renewed realism, that showed him how. Adopting Callicles’16

 response to Socrates17

 (a process that Nietzsche18

 would complete), he founded both legality and the power to govern upon virtù, a creative energy and exceptional political capacity that is rather reminiscent of Aristotle’s arete. 

In his Prince, Machiavelli writes: ‘There are two methods of fighting, the one by law, the other by force: the first method is that of men, the second of beasts. But as the former is often insufficient, one must have recourse to the latter. It is therefore necessary for princes to be skilled at acting as both beast and man. […] The lion cannot protect himself from snares, just as the fox cannot defend himself from wolves. One must therefore be a fox to recognise snares, and a lion to frighten away the wolves’.

A Willingly Consented Obedience

Faced with Rousseau (1712–1778),19

 professor Rouvier comes out bright-eyed and bushy-tailed, having exerted himself across 300 pages. All to deal the ultimate blow.

With regard to the Genevan thinker, he detects ‘a fundamental perversity’ that would have stunned Aristotle or Lucretius.20

 Jean-Jacques is a weakling, a hypocrite, a liar, a subversive man and a decadent person. We all know how this pedagogue chose to abandon his progeniture at the Hôpital des Enfants-Trouvés. The rest is in keeping with this. Mr Rouvier describes Rousseau as ‘an adolescent who refuses to acknowledge his own vices, one that longs to put at ease whatever moral conscience he has kept, without, however, reforming himself’. His system serves as his alibi: once everyone has adopted it, his divergence will no longer burden him so much’.

‘It seems to me’, says Rousseau, ‘that had I lived alone, I would have neither vice nor virtue and would thus be good by means of the absolute goodness through which every single thing is the way it must naturally be. I also feel that I have now lost this very goodness under the impact of a multitude of artificial relationships, all of which are the work of society’. 

‘What a good apostle!’ exclaims Jean Rouvier. ‘He transposes the infantile: “I would be so good-natured if you all did what I want you to!”’

In order to ‘liberate’ this good nature from the ‘alienations’ generated by society, Rousseau proposes that we purge ourselves from the past and start anew, with a clean slate, abolishing all existing structures. Man would thus gain the ability to communicate with the ‘great all’, and perhaps even manage to identify with this universal homeland.

All the themes advocated by utopian socialism flourish in this proposition. ‘It was with Rousseau — a man who combines Antiphon of Rhamnus21

 with the first Plato and brings together Marsilius of Padua22

 and Hobbes,23

 and then Robespierre,24

 who followed the exact same reasoning as Rousseau himself — that the new dawn of our age’s great totalitarian fallacy began’.

Saint-Just25

 would then go on to say: ‘Every people has but one enemy: its own government’.

To which Goethe26

 would respond, stating: ‘Every form of grandeur and wisdom is the prerogative of minorities. One must not even dream of having reason become popular someday. Passions and sentiments are what could be popular, but reason shall always remain the possession of rare, elite personalities’.

Willingly consented obedience would subsequently be celebrated by Stefan George27

 in his Teppich des Lebens:28

 ‘You speak of pleasures that I do not yearn for / I feel my Master’s love pounding in my heart / It is tender love that you experience, whereas I feel the noble kind / It is my noble master that I live for’.

In turn, Mr Rouvier also proceeds to denounce the notion of majority rule, describing it as a ‘majority principle that places moral, courageous, sensible and intelligent beings under the rule of a 51 % rate of amoral, cowardly, brutish and imbecilic individuals’. He then concludes: ‘Far beyond the powers of the earth and the idols, a voice resounds, addressing elite men with the following words: “You are the light of the world”’. 

***

The Great Political Ideas — From Their Origins to Rousseau, an essay by Jean Rouvier, Bordas, 360 pages.

***

The Concept of the Political

Carl Schmitt29

 is among the authors and theoreticians of the German Right whose attitude towards National Socialism was, at the very least, subtle. In his now classic work entitled Die konservative Revolution in Deutschland, 1918–32 (Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, Darmstadt, 1974), which he dedicated to the various German nationalistic currents of the interwar period, Doctor Armin Mohler30

 mentions Schmitt as one of the leading figures of the ‘conservative revolution’, alongside five others ‘outsiders’: Ernst Jünger and his brother Friedrich Georg, Hans Blüher, Oswald Spengler and Thomas Mann.

With his wide forehead, thin lips, and wilful wrinkles around the outer corners of his eyes, Carl Schmitt, now eighty-nine, evades all categorisation.

This Westphalian man is a native of the Trier region and has some additional family ties to the Lorraine area. He was once the disciple of sociologist Max Weber and taught at the university in Greifswald, Bonn and Berlin. In addition to this, he participated in the political life of the 1930s. In 1936, having been criticised by certain factions of the National Socialist movement, he renounced all non-professorial activity. 

In 1945, he was targeted as a scapegoat by certain compromised academics and arrested by the allies. His case was, however, dismissed. He now leads a withdrawn life in his native town of Plettenberg and continues to publish.

His first works were of a legal nature. Nevertheless, from 1918–1920 onwards, he gradually became known as a political thought specialist. Just like Max Weber, Schmitt was, at the time, openly opposed to the Weimar republic and targeted the Versailles Treaty with sharp criticism. Translated into French with a delay of more than forty years, Der Begriff des Politischen (The Concept of the Political) is a text that dates back to this very period. Shortly after its publication in 1927, it resulted in intense controversies involving notable personalities such as Leo Strauss, Martin Buber and Karl Löwith, and has since remained one of the fundamental works of German political science.

Schmitt reproaches the Weimar Constitution for being ‘almost too perfect juridically and simultaneously too magnificent to remain political’. This criticism summarises the essence of his argumentation, an argumentation that is based on the distinction between the ‘statal’ concept and that of the ‘political’.

The two conceptions had, for a long time, been indistinguishable: ‘There was indeed an age when the identification of the “statal” and “political” notions was justified’, which is why the analysis of the political phenomenon has mostly been reduced to a general theory of the state (the allgemeine Staatstheorie). However, says Schmitt, ‘the notion of state presupposes a concept of the political’. For politics is not merely a consequence of the state. Its existence, in fact, precedes the latter’s. Since man leads a social life, every society is necessarily characterised by political organisation. As for the state itself, it is but one of the means to achieve such organisation. The state is thus not a timeless historical necessity, but a specific ‘means of existence’ (a state). Political activity could indeed take place outside the statal framework, and likewise, politics could endure even if the state were to vanish.

The Mistake of ‘De-Politicisation’ and Its Consequences

In the preface that he wrote for this book, Mr Julien Freund,31

 who works as a professor at the University of Strasbourg and has authored a book entitled L’essence du politique32

 (Sirey, 1965), explains how a state can cease to be political: ‘It is impossible to express a genuinely political will if one has, in advance, renounced the use of normal political means, namely power, constraint, and in exceptional cases, violence. To act politically is to exercise authority and manifest power. Otherwise, one runs the risk of being removed by a rival power which intends, by contrast, to act in a fully political manner’.

‘Every policy, in other words, implies power and constitutes one of the latter’s imperatives. Consequently, the act of excluding the exercise of power from the very outset by reducing a government, for instance, to a mere meeting place or a mere arbitration body mirroring the function of a civil tribunal is synonymous with acting against the very law of politics. The very logic of power demands that it be powerful and not impotent. And since politics essentially necessitates power, any policy that relinquishes the latter through weakness or legalism thus ceases to be truly political: it no longer fulfils its normal function, having become incapable of protecting the members of the collectivity that has been entrusted to it. The issue is thus not for a given country to have a juridically flawless Constitution, nor for it to seek an ideal form of democracy, but to grant itself a regime that is capable of responding to specific difficulties and maintaining order, while simultaneously generating a consensus that remains favourable to all innovations with the potential to resolve the conflicts that inevitably surface in every society’.

This approach is tantamount to distinguishing political authority from political substance. The decadence of the liberal state during the 19th century and the rise of technocracy and ‘management policy’ have both accelerated the process. When the state ceases to be political, its authority vanishes. Its substance, however, endures. 

This substance thus floats, lacking any and all institutional support. It becomes the prey and focus of competing ideological pressure groups, which replace the state so as to make genuinely political decisions, attempting to take control of statal means in order to implement these decisions by imposing their own organisations. As a result, the domains that had hitherto been reputed to be neutral (religion, culture, arts, education, and the economy) ‘lose their neutrality insofar as this word is synonymous with an absence of ties to both the state and to politics’. It is these metapolitical domains that subsequently embody the ideal scope of political action. And it is this shift in the political enactment field that triggers the illusion of ‘de-politicisation’. 

Such is indeed the situation that characterises our age, an age in which the state gradually withers away (particularly under the influence of American conceptions of governance) and the belief according to which economics has henceforth ‘replaced’ the political aspect only leads to having the control and exercise of a genuine political function fall into the hands of non-statal powers (since politics is seen as subordinate to economics, just like the latter is subordinate to the social domain, resulting in a complete reversal in the traditional order that defines these three functions).

Although it would be tempting to define politics through its substance, it would mean falling into Aristotle’s erroneous approach, as he attempted to delineate its metaphysical ‘essence’. Schmitt’s purpose is both more modest and more ambitious. The aim, writes Mr Freund, is to ‘determine the criterium, meaning the sign, that allows us to recognise whether an issue is of a political nature or not, thus enabling us to discern what is purely political, independently from any other connection’. 

Friend and Foe

This fundamental connection, this identifying criterium relating to every strictly political dynamic, lies, according to Schmitt, in one’s aptitude to distinguish friend from foe (the Freund-Feind Theorie). In the political field, this distinction is as fundamental as that between the beautiful and the unsightly in aesthetics, the good and the evil in the moral domain, and so on. ‘All in all, the political criterium lies in the possibility of having any opposition evolve towards an extreme conflict in which enemies confront each other’, Freund writes. The archetypal political decision is thus that of designating one’s ‘public enemy’ (hostis, meaning someone who, for reasons that have no bearing upon morals or legality, acts as everyone’s foe, and must not be confused with one’s private enemy, inimicus). As for true political authority, it is the one that possesses the means to attack this foe or to defend itself against him.

Whether the enemy is menacing or not is of little importance. ‘In terms of a definition, it is enough for him to be someone characterised by a particularly pronounced Otherness and foreignness, both of which define his very existence, and for potential conflicts with him to be perfectly conceivable should worst come to worst, conflicts that could neither be resolved through a set of pre-established general norms nor through the judgement pronounced by any third party that is acknowledged as being uninvolved and impartial’. Clausewitz’s33

 proposal, according to which ‘war is merely the extension of politics, but with the selection of different means’ (as stated in Vom Kriege34

), thus finds itself inverted.

‘A world from which the contingency of genuine struggle has been completely eliminated and banned, a planet that has been pacified once and for all, would be a world devoid of all differentiation between friend and foe, and thus a world without politics’. It would be a world whose appreciations no longer have any value or significance, a world unable to evolve further, lacking creative tensions and condemned to repeat itself indefinitely and ‘ruminate’ the same moment over and over again. Such a world would be drained of all history. 

The troubling perspective of ‘exiting history’ fuelled the German generation of 1914–1918, the very same generation that wondered about its own position in the universe and read the works of Spengler and Rathenau.35

 Its anguish in the face of a rising and soulless quantifying technology was justified, ‘for it fed upon an obscure feeling stemming from the very logic of the neutralisation process’, declares Carl Schmitt. 

In 1927, however, Schmitt expressed his conviction that this process was nearing its end, precisely because it eventually managed to attain technology. ‘It is only in a temporary fashion that one can consider this century to have been one of technology, in accordance with the state of mind that pervades it. The final judgement will only be passed when one has determined which type of politics is powerful enough to bend the modern world to its will and what actual rallying of friends and foes has taken place in this new domain’, Schmitt wrote.

‘We have reached an age characterised by its utter ignorance of the classical distinctions between war, peace and neutrality, between politics and economics, military personnel and civilians, combatants and non-combatants; the only exception lies in the difference between friend and foe, whose logic presides over its birth and determines its very nature’. 

The consequences are fearsome. The very notion surrounding the existence of ‘international bodies’ whose authority surpasses the sovereignty of states and which are responsible for ‘interpreting the law’ implies that it is necessary to ‘demonstrate’ to everyone that it is the enemy that is actually in the wrong. As part of this universalistic perspective, one’s adversary must thus be declared an outlaw, meaning literally inhuman. He can therefore no longer be respected while one struggles against him; instead, he can only be hated, for he has become the embodiment of evil. The limitless power entailed in the various means of destruction is echoed by the utter devaluation of one’s enemy, whose extermination is ‘justified’ once his absolute worthlessness has been established. By the same token, the fundamental differences between war and peace and the civilian and military domains no longer apply. All wars are of a global nature and can be undertaken at any given moment. And as the political is invaded by the moral, the hour of the partisan is suddenly upon us.

The Partisan Theory

In his Partisan Theory, a lecture delivered in Spain back in 1962, Schmitt demonstrated that the appearance of the ‘revolutionary combatant’ corresponded most perfectly to what he himself had predicted. For a partisan is not merely someone characterised by the methods that he chooses to use. He also embodies the very political function which regular institutions no longer perform. ‘He engages in combat by aligning himself with a certain policy, and it is the very political aspect of his action that highlights the original meaning of the term “partisan”’. While soldiers fight because their duty is to wage war (regardless of their personal convictions), partisans fight because they believe their struggle to be justified. A partisan’s revolutionary awareness is expressed through ‘complete requisition’. It was Che Guevara36

 who once said: ‘The partisan is the Jesuit of war’.

Another specific trait characterising our age lies in the fact that the state, which has all the necessary means of power at its disposal, is no longer a genuine political authority, whereas the partisan, who acts as the incarnation of political substance, seeks to appropriate the means that he lacks through those of his own actions.

The impact that Carl Schmitt has had in the space of half a century has been a considerable one. He has been a source of inspiration for many Rightists (including Armin Mohler), Leftists (such as Kirchheimer), and even the Maoist Schickel.

This fact, however, has not sheltered him from criticism. Mr Maurice Duverger,37

 who, at least in Mr Freund’s view, has probably never read any of Schmitt’s works, has opted to treat him with disdain. Others have reproached him for giving the enemy precedence over one’s friends (or ‘comrades’), an accusation to which Schmitt responded as follows: ‘This objection disregards the fact that, as a result of dialectical necessity, the development of any judicial concept stems from its negation. The root of both criminal action and criminal law does not lie in deeds, but misdeeds. And yet, would anyone ever speak of a positive conception of such misdeeds, or of the primacy of crime?’

As everyone is well aware of, the foremost principle of a ‘Machiavellian’ attitude is to boisterously manifest one’s disapproval of Machiavelli. Carl Schmitt makes the following reasonable remark, including it as a footnote in his book: ‘Had Machiavelli truly been Machiavellian, he would have authored an instructive literary work instead of his Prince, ideally an anti-Machiavellian one’. 

***

The Concept of the Political, followed by The Partisan Theory, works of Carl Schmitt, Calmann-Lévy, 331 pages.

***

Originally published in the magazine Archiv für Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik (vol. LVIII, 1927), The Concept of the Political was already partially translated into French in 1942, under the title ‘Considérations Politiques’38

 (Librairie générale de droit et de jurisprudence). In Germany itself, it was reedited into its 1932 version after the war (‘Der Begriff des Politischen’, Duncker u. Humblot, Berlin, 1963).

Further works by Carl Schmitt have been either published (or republished) quite recently: Politische Romantik, Duncker u. Humblot, Berlin, 1968), Legalität und Legitimität (Duncker u. Humblot, Berlin, 1968), Gesetz und Urteil (C. H. Beck, Munich, 1969), Der Hüter der Verfassung (Duncker u. Humblot, Berlin, 1969), Die Geistesgeschichliche Lage des heutigen Parlamentarismus (Duncker u. Humblot, Berlin, 1969), Politische Theologie II (Duncker u. Humblot, Berlin, 1970), Verfassungslehre (Duncker u. Humblot, Berlin, 1970), Der Nomos der Erde im Völkerrecht des Jus Publicum Europaeum (Duncker u. Humblot, Berlin, 1974).

A complete bibliography of Carl Schmitt’s literary work can be found in Mr Piet Tommissen’s Over en in zake Carl Schmitt (Economischehogeschool Sint-Aloysus, Brussels, 1975).

In his Essence of the Political (Sirey, 1965), Mr Julien Freund dedicates some important developments to the antithesis between ‘friend’ and ‘foe’ (pp. 442–633).

***

On Power

‘We end where savages begin. We have rediscovered the art of starving non-combatants, burning huts and leading the vanquished into slavery. What need do we have of barbaric invasions? We are our own Huns’.

This remark, which is reiterated on two separate occasions in Mr de Jouvenel’s book on power, expresses the concern of a great liberal aristocrat.

Displaying a snowy white beard and matching hair, Mr Bertrand de Jouvenel has never ceased to ask himself questions. He grew up in an erudite and brilliant milieu, in which politics and literature blended with important discussions. His father, senator Henry de Jouvenel des Ursins, had married novelist Colette. His uncle, Robert de Jouvenel, authored the book La République des camarades39

 and was once the editor-in-chief at Oeuvre.

Educated at the School of Mathematics, Economic Forecasting and Positive Sciences, Mr de Jouvenel began his career as a diplomatic correspondent and then went on to teach at several British and American universities.

In his already extensive list of literary books, which stretch from L’économie dirigée40

 (1929) to Arcadie, un éssai sur le mieux-être41

 (1968), and also include La crise du capitalisme américain42

 (1933), De la souveraineté43

 (1955) and L’art de la conjecture44

 (1964), one often encounters certain recurring themes: the theory of the political, social provision, the connections between culture and efficacy, as well as the relationship between the state and the individual. As an economist with a neo-liberal tendency, he is not part of senior management. A professor (at the Faculty of Law in Paris I), he has distanced himself from the University and avoided our capital city, ideologies and fashions. His scope of action has always been a little further than that, focusing on the unexplored prospects of the different possible futures. 

Along with Gaston Berger,45

 he was one of the pioneers in what is known today as forecasting. In 1961, he became the head of the SEDEIS (Société d’études économiques, industrielles et sociales)46

 and took charge of the ‘Futuribles’ collection, the purpose of which was to provide specialists with a rigorous method that would allow them to study specific cases based on a certain number of hypotheses; ‘in real life’, so to speak.

Having already been noticed in 1927, Mr de Jouvenel achieved international acknowledgement in 1945, thanks to a work entitled On Power (published in Geneva by éditions du Cheval ailé), which was reedited in 1972 without the introduction of any modifications.

‘It is a book of war that saw the light of day in occupied France. The drafting process began at the monastery of La-Pierre-qui-Vire. The copybook that contained it was our sole luggage when we crossed the Swiss border on foot in September 1945’, Bertrand de Jouvenel told us. He then added: ‘It is, however, a book of war in an otherwise substantial sense of the word, as if it was the fruit of a meditation on the historical march towards total war’. 

What lies at the source of this work is a reflection regarding the contrast between the ‘tremendous increase that has taken place in the available means of power and the weakening that has afflicted the control over the latter’s uses’. Defined as a ‘livre de circonstance’,47

 this book thus became an all-time classic.

Genuinely Historical Societies

In Jouvenel’s eyes, power is embodied by the Minotaur, a man with a bull’s head. Driven by his inner motion, he devastates everything in his path. Criticism? Mr de Jouvenel does not claim to oppose the state’s prerogatives, restricting his actions to the investigation of the causes and growth modalities of power. This is because the state has more than one aspect; one must not look upon it as a ‘thing’, but instead, distinguish a certain ‘them’.

Mr de Jouvenel rejects the idea that power was born in the same manner and has evolved through identical stages in all societies. He tends to think that ‘human societies, which emerged independently upon the face of the earth, could, from the very outset, have indeed given birth to different structures that may have determined their future grandeur or eternal mediocrity. Those that were naturally organised in accordance with the patriarchal model or the first to be so, the ones which displayed a natural ability to populate the universe with fewer malicious intentions, and those that were the fastest to free themselves from their fears come across as the genuine founders of states, as genuinely historical societies’.

Anthropology, likewise, contradicts Rousseau’s hypotheses: ‘There are pacifistic peoples and belligerent ones. Circumstances alone cannot account for this fact, which seems both insurmountable and primal. The will to power is either there, or it is not’.

Owing to the establishment of the patriarchal family and the fact that war was part of human existence, military valour became a social distinction factor in Europe: ‘Essentially, the state is born from the success of a “band of brigands” that rises above specific small societies; the band in question, organised into a society of its own, targets the vanquished subjects with an attitude of pure power, regardless of how fraternal and just its inner organisation may be’. 

Once it has been turned into an aristocracy by its own leader, this warring society proceeds to subjectively establish the right to freedom, a right that it then guarantees. For liberty is, in fact, not a general right, nor a gift that power indiscriminately dispenses upon all men in the conviction that they all share an equal dignity that is to be respected. Freedom is a fact that is actively imposed when certain men, who are conscious of their own dignity, strive to have the latter respected. Mr de Jouvenel writes that ‘this subjective right belongs to those who enjoy the necessary means to defend it, meaning to the members of those vigorous families that have, in one manner or another, federated to form a society’. Such were the gene in Greece, as well as the gentes in Rome. And this is precisely why ‘we encounter freedom in the most ancient formations of Indo-European peoples known to us’. 

Aristocracy grants itself a king. He is the highest among his peers, who have proceeded to elect him (initially, royalty was not hereditary among Indo-Europeans). It is the king who epitomises power in the shape of a separate organ within the social body.

From the very beginning, the monarchic institution of Europe was characterised by an almost sacerdotal and sovereign aspect, in addition to a warring one (both of which it conserved during this historical period). The king acted as ‘the symbol of the community, its mystical nucleus, cohesive force and maintaining virtue. However, he also represented self-ambition, social exploitation, will to power, and the use of national resources for the purpose of prestige and adventure’. In tripartite society, his role was divided between the first and the second function, depending on the period and country in question.

Popular Instinct

Power has its own logic — that of expansion. History has always eliminated all amiable and affable rulers. ‘There has not been a single reigning king that has resembled the one of Yvetot.48

 People had thus better cease to seek in those who command values that are not part of the latter’s nature’. As Luther used to say: ‘It is not with a fox’s tail that God has endowed governments, but with a sword’. 

The lusts of the powerful are not those of commoners. They are driven by the need to experience, ‘in the immense circulation of people and things, a pulsing blood flow that increases their own’. The nation that they govern is ultimately a mere extension of their own Self. And yet they too are, inversely, one with their people, whose ideals they incarnate in symbolic form. This is where de Jouvenel quotes Spengler: ‘To elevate, by history’s authority, the inner form of one’s own person to that of entire peoples and thus lead one’s own people or family, as well as their ends, to the forefront of the events: such is the historical and barely conscious impulse that animates every individual with a historical vocation’ (in The Decline of the West). 

These characteristics are eternal. Power may change aspects, but its nature remains unaltered. In this respect, revolutions are deceptive. One is inclined to believe that they reverse the course of events, when, in actual fact, they merely accelerate the process: they ‘eradicate the weak and give birth to the strong’. The Revolution that took place in 1789 was no exception. Far from serving as a guarantee against power excesses, it even managed to foster such outbursts.

‘By opening the perspective of power to all ambitions, democracy contributes greatly to facilitating its extension. Under the Old Regime, the minds that had the ability to exercise influence were well aware of the fact that they could never partake in power and were thus always quick to denounce its slightest infringement. Now that everyone has become a contender, it is in no one’s interest to diminish a position that they hope to claim some day or to paralyse a machine which they believe themselves destined to operate at one point or another. (…) The plebiscite would not have bestowed upon the tyrant any legitimacy if the general will had not been proclaimed to be a sufficient source of authority. The consolidation instrument embodied by the party stems from the competition for power. A virtually complete monopole over the educational system has paved the way for a mental conformity that begins during childhood. The preparatory steps towards the state’s appropriation of all available production means takes place in the public opinion domain. Even the power of the police, which constitutes the most unbearable attribute of tyranny, has grown in the very shadow of democracy. Such a development was virtually unknown under the Old Regime. Democracy, practiced in the centralising, regulating and absolutist form that we have been implementing, thus comes across as tyranny’s incubation period’. 

It is easier for popular instinct to grasp the simple notion of power than to comprehend the complex concept of a ‘social contract’, which is why the democratic principle, ‘initially conceived as the Sovereignty of Law, only triumphed when understood as the People’s Sovereignty’. However, ‘when no restrictions are imposed upon representative authority, the people’s representatives are no longer the protectors of freedom, but candidates for tyranny’ (Benjamin Constant, Cours de politique constitutionnelle,49

 1836). The members of a society are only citizens on election days but remain mere subjects the rest of the time.

In his Treatise on General Sociology (Florence, 1923), Vildredo Pareto50

 also demonstrated that there had never previously been a sovereign so absolute as to remain sheltered from rising opposition on the part of the nobles or the clergy; nowadays, by contrast, none are able or willing to castigate the abuse suffered by the demos.

In many respects, the views expressed by Mr Jouvenel are identical to those advocated by Carl Schmitt (with regard to the fact that designating one’s enemy constitutes the archetypal political gesture), as well as those of Italian political scientist Roberto Michels (Political Parties), according to whom all systems, including the most democratic ones, inevitably lead to the formation of a new ruling class.

He states: ‘In all historical societies, there has always been — and there always will be in all potential societies — group leaders akin to the feudal lords of the past and to today’s company directors. A futile sort of metaphysics may deny their existence and treat them as if they were ordinary citizens: their power and influence will, however, not be abolished, only relieved of the honourable constraints that adapted them to the common good’. A Machiavellian mentality expressed through words worthy of Montesquieu.51

 

***

On Power, written by Bertrand de Jouvenel, Hachette, 462 pages.

***

Since 1975, the activities of the SEDEIS (The Association for Economic, Industrial and Social Studies) have been incorporated into the ‘Futuribles’ International Association (AIF). Established in 1967 so as to pursue the work of an international Committee created back in 1960, the AIF would grow in size during the 1970–1971 period, following a merger with the CEP / Centre d’études prospectives52

 founded by Gaston Berger and the CREE / Centre de recherche sure l’évolution des entreprises.53

 His executive board is a private intellectual initiative with a public interest vocation that now comprises thirty-five international figures specialising in a variety of disciplines, including Mr Jean Fourastié, Christopher Freeman, Jérôme Monod, Jacques Riboud, Robert Jungk, Bertrand de Jouvenel, François Bloch-Laîné, Jean Chenevier, and many others. Since 1974, Mr Hugues de Jouvenel has been its general delegate.

The AIF aims to play the simultaneous roles of a ‘predictive forum’ and that of a ‘watchtower over ideas and facts’. Its essential focus is on the issues that arise in relation to forecasting (the effort to determine ‘beforehand’ what will occur ‘afterwards’) and provision, which, instead of attempting to foresee the future, strives rather to achieve a better organisation, order and understanding of the decisive elements that define the present state of affairs, using a sort of observatory hypothetically established in the future. These disciplines have little to do with the Hudson Institute’s ‘futurology’ or that of the Rand Corporation, which were described by Mr Jacques Durand, the DATAR task officer, as ‘the hardly concealed expression of a view centred upon the American right to govern the world, an overall naive expression of the fantasies that relate to global American domination’ (Futuribles, summer 1976).

The Futuribles magazine (10, Cernuschi street, 75017, Paris) is a quarterly that resulted from a fusion between Forecasting and the former SEDEIS organ known as Analysis and Prediction. 

***

The Delineation of Political Science

In his book on Political Sociology (a work that accumulates a large number of hasty judgements, as well as views that lack any originality worth mentioning), Mr Roger-Gérard Schwartzenberg54

 declares: ‘Political facts have no particular essence, yet every cultural fact (including art, the position of women, etc.) has a political dimension. Politics is not to be sought in a mausoleum. For it is shoreless’.

This is an opinion that Mr Julien Freund, professor at the University of Strasbourg and author of The Essence of the Political (Sirey, 1965), disagrees with. In his view, the political is in itself an essence.

He writes: ‘The political is an essence, and doubly so: for it is, on the one hand, one of the fundamental, constant and ineradicable categories of both human nature and existence. On the other hand, it also represents a reality that remains unaltered despite the variations of power and regimes and the border changes that occur on a planetary scale. In other words, man has neither invented the political nor society itself, and furthermore, the political will always remain unchanged, in the sense that there could never be another science with specific differences to the one we have always known’.

‘It is indeed absurd to believe that there could ever be two different essences with regard to science, meaning two sciences having diametrically different and conflicting assumptions; otherwise, science would contradict itself. Similarly, both art and non-art exist, but the former could never have two essences; otherwise, art would no longer be art, but would become something random: it would no longer be even possible to render an aesthetical judgement. The same is true of the essence of the political’.

In order to clarify the matter, one must also make a clear distinction between politics and the political. Mr Freund explains: ‘Politics is a circumstantial and casual activity that varies in both form and orientation, serving to ensure society’s practical organisation and cohesion. […] The political, by contrast, does not answer to the desires and whims of man, since the latter can neither be nor cease to be anything but what he actually is. Man could never abolish the political, for to do so would be synonymous with abolishing himself, meaning that he would become a different being’. 

Man is capable of transforming society in the manner of a demiurge, but solely within the preconditioned limits of the political, just as he can transform himself, but only within the bounds of his own natural predispositions. ‘The demiurge is the lord of forms, not essences’. 

The Specificity of the Political

In the eyes of those who advocate ‘natural order’ (an order which the universe, taken as a whole, does not display at all), the political is just a branch of the moral sphere: public order is thus expected to be the most faithful reflection of a truth per se: for the law, taken in its juridical sense, and the Law, as understood from a biblical perspective, are closely related.

We all know of the conversation between Socrates and Callicles, as reported by Plato. It is a genuine dialogue of the deaf. To Callicles’ statements, which emphasise the political connection between authority and obedience (in an antagonism opposing logical arguments to imperative ones) Socrates responds with moral considerations. While Callicles states facts, Socrates makes value judgements. The former attempts to demonstrate what actually is, whereas the latter strives to justify what should be. Mr Julien Freund makes the following observation: ‘The tactic used by Socrates is rooted in the confusion of genres or essences; science and morals thus somehow become one and the same’. From the very outset, in fact, Socrates specifies something that will end up distorting the entire discussion, when he declares that “what is crucial does not lie so much in knowing the truth, but in defining what is to be done, for genuine science relates to what must be” (487–488); this is equivalent to assessing the value of things not in accordance with their reality, but in relation to their desirability, based on certain postulates that are abusively considered “obvious”’.

However, the description of social facts (including, for instance, the fact that leadership does not rest in the hands of large numbers) lies beyond the moral and legal fields per se: ‘Such is Callicles’ conception of things, as his sole concern is to describe the political phenomenon in its harsh reality; indeed, at no time does he act as the advocate of a specific political regime’.

Mr Julien Freund responds to the theory that subordinates the political to the moral by contrasting it with the contention of political specificity. Adopting Carl Schmitt’s analyses, he highlights the fact that the dialectical relationship between one’s friend and foe is none other than struggle itself. He writes: ‘It can be said that the very nature of politics is a conflictual one, for there can no politics in the absence of an enemy. […] Politics is struggle. […] An idea for which none ever struggle is but a dead idea’ (The word ‘struggle’ must, incidentally, be understood in a more general way compared to the word ‘battle’, for the rules of battle are imposed upon it from the outside, whereas a struggle only acknowledges those limits which it chooses to set upon itself).

Conflictual in its very nature, politics is thus a power phenomenon whose specific means lies in the use of force (or rather forces): ‘Indeed, one cannot speak of a singular force; for one can suppose further forces that each one has to contend with, forces that resist it, fight it and annul it. Every force acts as an obstacle to another, meaning that another one is required to counter the first. This is equally true in the realm of politics, as already seen with regard to the relation between leadership and obedience, as well as the connection between friendship, enmity and struggle (all of which involve an interaction between opposing forces), in addition to order, which is defined as a balance between diverse forces that respect each other as a result of the greater force embodied by the state’s power’. 

Unlike what Machiavelli believed, it is force, and not cunning, which is but one of its modalities, that truly represents the specific means of the political. This was already the view espoused by Proudhon55

 (in La guerre et la paix,56

 1927, III, 4 and 6), who was convinced that the political world was founded upon power relations and considered this fact to be perfectly natural: ‘Whether one likes it or not, the nation abides by the religion of force’.

Not only is politics not a branch of the moral spectrum, but a strictly moral interpretation of history would lead to the end of the political: if a revelation were made and there consequently were an ultimate end whose maturity and nature constitute a necessity (regardless of whether one dubs it a classless society or the Day of Judgement, since they both imply history’s end), the political would have to deny its own essence and become morals or religion. On the other hand, if there is no necessary ultimate end, there is equally no reason for one to ‘exit’ history and ‘every vision that is based upon politics leads us to the notion of an eternal return’; which is why, as Mr Julien Freund writes, ‘politics has, alongside science, been the battling ram that caused the downfall of the metaphysical fortress’.

Theories and Doctrines

Indeed, one thus reaches a general definition of politics which, according to Mr Freund, is ‘the social activity whose purpose is to ensure the external security and inner harmony of a given political unit through the use of force, one that is generally founded upon legality. This is achieved by guaranteeing order in the midst of the struggles that stem from the diversity and divergence of opinions and interests’. 

And it is to the study of this very activity that the specialists in political science have dedicated themselves.

Some have stated that it is André Siegfried, with his Tableau des forces politiques de la France de l’Ouest,57

 who is responsible for the establishment of our French political science (Tocqueville and Boutmy having acted as its precursors). Unfortunately, however, his creation has not brought about the results one had hoped for. Except for Mr Julien Freund, Bertrand de Jouvenel and Raymond Aron,58

 to whom one can add the authors of various manuals (including Mr Burdeau, Vedel, Hauriou, and others), high-calibre political scientists in France are few and far between. The majority of the great ones are, in fact, Italian, Anglo-Saxon and German.

There is a certain lack of political rigour which lies, at least in part, at the source of this state of affairs. Mr Georges Vedel59

 made the following remark back in 1957: ‘To everyone’s dismay, our current political reasoning still comprises more doctrine than theory’.

An explanation is necessary at this stage. Mr Marcel Prélot60

 writes (in La science politique,61

 PUF): ‘Theory is the result of observation. It takes place in the field of positive knowledge, although it is not solely restricted to a statement of facts. Indeed, it oversteps the facts to conduct their arrangement. Subsequently, venturing further still, it undertakes to explain them. In order to do so, it makes use of what is referred to in scientific logic as hypotheses, which, once verified, are transformed into laws’.

Through theory, one thus remains in the scientific domain. By contrast, when considering various phenomena, doctrine ‘assesses them, before either accepting them or rejecting them in accordance with an ideal that is either immanent to the state or transcends the latter’ (ibid.). Whether voluntarily or not, doctrine only examines facts through value judgements which, more often than not, are preconceived.

The disadvantage afflicting all those who embrace doctrine is that they proceed by masking their intentions and that their ‘reasonable’ argumentation is but a means to justify their prejudice and preconceived ideas, which thus take on the shape of experimental truths. Hence the failure and impotence of ‘human sciences’, which are often only scientific by name.

In a book that has not been granted the importance that it deserved, Mr René de Lacharrière, a professor of law at Nanterre and our President’s former technical advisor, deplores the very fact that political science ‘remains open to philosophical and literary intellectual processes’.

He writes that ‘in the case of certain categories of intellectuals, or assimilated ones’, dialectics ‘acts simultaneously as their daily bread, cake and cream pie’.

He undertakes, thereafter, to chastise ‘products, sub-products, and the wastes of Marxism, Freudism, surrealism, existentialism, structuralism, as well as informal art, musique concrète and a large number of human sciences which our traditions do not allow us to ridicule, save when we are among highly trustworthy friends and in a small, select group’.

Along the way, he scrapes the surface of bloated language (in the eyes of Roland Barthes, the spokesman for the ‘new critique’, ‘a neologism is an erotic act’), while also targeting the technocrats whose calculations ‘serve, above all, to protect the state against the intervention of profane blatancies’. 

His criticism is aimed at three ideologies: Hegelianism, which goes so far in sanctifying the world that it even glorifies its absurdities; Marxism, which is founded upon a mystical and virtually providential interpretation of history; and fascism, which feeds on the kind of passions that traditional politics has left vacant, namely the allure of war and the complicity of death. 

The Hegelian conception of an objective Reason ruling the world, one whose nature is vaguely transcendental, has led Mr de Lacharrière to compare Hegel62

 to Hitler, who made the following declaration during his trial in 1924: ‘The judges of this state can, in all tranquillity, condemn us for what we have done. History, this goddess that personifies a superior truth and a higher right, shall nonetheless still rend their sentences asunder one day, smiling as she absolves us from the offences that we are allegedly being made to expiate’.

A certain notion of God is thus present in the Hegelian icon of the Spirit, and it has endured in Marx’s concept of a Goddess Humanity.

Bertrand Russell63

 proceeded to categorise Marxism as one of the world’s great religions, alongside Judeo-Christianity, Islamism and Buddhism, while Mr de Lacharrière defines it as an anthropotheology.

‘Marx’s atheism64

 is inclined to retrieve the aspirations that have strayed towards the heavens, and this socialisation of God precedes that of productions means. This renders Marxism all the more fearsome, since, as sensed by Max Stirner,65

 “oppression is accentuated proportionately to the descent of divinity on earth and its interiorisation in man” (in Der Einzige und sein Eigentum,66

 1845)’, Lacharrière writes.

As for Fascism, says Mr de Lacharrière, it represents ‘the cursed domain of political intelligence’. Indeed, in this regard, the latter finds itself simultaneously scorned to the extreme and exalted to the point of a paradox. 

Mr de Lacharrière refutes the traditional explanations of Fascism, whether the Marxist interpretation (where Fascism is the ultimate defensive reflex of a bourgeoisie which, supported through capital, finds itself cornered) or the Sartrian one (in which Fascism is defined as psychological instability or mediocrity combined with authoritarian delusions), in addition to the psychoanalytical understanding of things. He writes that ‘there is a pacifistic slogan which claims that guns act as the penile extension of the impotent; but why should this privilege be the exclusive prerogative of guns? Never did Freudism lack the imaginative breadth to discern evocative shapes in the widest possible variety of instruments. Why does one not, likewise, state that a writer’s pen acts as his penis, as does a painter’s brush, a doctor’s thermometer, a priest’s aspersorium, and the Eiffel tower from the tourists’ point of view?’

Indeed, states Mr de Lacharrière, the real explanation behind Fascism lies in the romanticism of arms, people’s fondness for war and their fascination with death.

‘What makes Fascism so fortunate is that it conveys an irrational exaltation contrasting with the presence of republics that offer no political laudation, do not aspire to the latter and, what is more, display a very doubtful loyalty to the rational principles that they claim to uphold’. 

This fascination is nothing new. Montaigne, a peaceful man by any means, once wrote that ‘there is no pleasanter kind of occupation than the military one’. Mr Roger Caillois67

 compared people’s fondness for war to their penchant for the sacred. In Mr Gaston Bouthoul’s words,68

 war is an end disguised as a means. In 1958, workers supported a ‘paratrooper presence in factories’. And yet, what the onlookers ‘applauded was not a procession of workers behind their banners, but the stern parade of parachutists’. There is nothing that can be done about it; that’s just the way things are. In Fascism, all is well that ends badly.

An Archetypal Conflict

With Mr Dominique Venner,69

 a short-haired, forty-one-year-old man with an eventful life, we experience a return to praxis. His Guide to Politics targets a wide public, particularly those who would like to decide what position to adopt with regard to today’s political parties and politicians.

Most dictionaries of this kind limit their content to laborious enumerations copied from a Who’s Who and various commercial registers. This one, however, has been penned in a most alert and often impertinent fashion and thus belongs to a different genre. It is not meant for those who frequent political highways, but for tourists. Its greatest part consists of biographical notes, supported by numerous annexes.

‘In addition to the great tenors, I was eager to mention unknown individuals who entered the realm of politics not with the purpose of pursuing a career in it, but in a virtually religious manner. Thanks to them, politics has retained its nobility, dramatic tension and appeal, regardless of whether they are Leftists, Rightists or anything else. They do not strive to fool anyone, even when they themselves are foolish’, wrote Mr Venner.

Throughout its history, political science has, in turn, been contested by juridical sciences, economic sciences, morals, economics and sociology. One regularly stirs up the myth of ‘the end of politics’.

And yet, in August 1971, Mr Roger Priouret70

 made the following remark: ‘Never has the French level of life experienced such a rapid increase as during these past years, and never have the French been so fractious. There is no economic solution to this problem. All of a sudden, the economy is facing the threat of losing the pre-eminence it has enjoyed during the past 20 years or so’. 

As written by Max Webber71

 in his inaugural lecture of May 1895 (The National State and the Economic Policy), ‘the real essence of our social problem does not relate to the economic situation of our governed people, but to the political qualifications of our dominant and ascending classes’.

With Mr Venner, one cannot help noticing the fact that ‘politics has returned with a vengeance’, the vengeance of an ‘archetypal conflict, of something that goes beyond the individual and exceeds the span of a lifetime’.

***

La Divagation de la pensée politique,72

 written by René de Lacharrière, PUF, 362 pages.

Sociologie Politique,73

 authored by Roger-Gérard Schwartzenberg, Montchrestien, 514 pages.

Guide de la politique,74

 written by Dominique Venner, Balland, 461 pages.

***

In Qu’est-ce que la politique?75

 (Seuil, 1968), Mr Julien Freund presents a sort of summary of the Essence of the Political. He has also published La sociologie de Max Weber76

 (PUF, 1966), Le nouvel âge — éléments pour la théorie de la démocratie et de la paix77

 (Rivière, 1970), Le droit aujourd’hui78

 (PUF, 1971), Les théories des sciences humaines79

 (PUF, 1973), and Pareto — La théorie de l’équilibre80

 (Seghers, 1974).

***

The Elite Corps

In his Germania, Tacitus81

 describes ‘human societies’ that were born through struggle and were dedicated to Odin, the god of sovereign life and war: the Chatti82

 and the Harii.83

 Next came the hoplites of Sparta, the Roman legionnaires, the Teutonic knights, the Grey Musketeers, the Imperial Guard, and the Cadets of Holy Russia. So many powerful blows have been dealt upon the anvil of history; so many dreams have come true. All through bloodshed.

All of this intermingled in a perpetual past-present, within the interlacing of time. The battles of Camarón, Marathon, Lepanto, Stalingrad, and Bir-Hakeim all belong to yesterday, today and tomorrow, as does anything which, historically speaking, is striking and remarkable. 

André Balland editions have entrusted the ‘Elite Corps’ collection to a man who once fought in Algeria: Mr Dominique Venner. A total of ten volumes have been published: The Samurai, The Marines, The Haganah, The Waffen-SS, The Cossacks, The Afrika Korps, The Commandos and the Teutonic Knights, all of which focus on adventure and combat while touching upon a certain type of exceptional men.

We must be under no illusions. An elite corps is only defined as such when the army, as a whole, is no longer elite. The former thus becomes the army’s superior, its quintessence and model. The elite corps brings to mind the days when the entire army reflected such an image, since it was essentially comprised of volunteers. Soldiers, who only took on the trade of war in order to be granted a certain pay, thus contrast with the warrior, who, far from having merely been put in charge of protecting a civil society, embodied the actual core of social organisation. The duty to do one’s military service (which applied to everyone and was the result of the democratisation of war) had not yet replaced the right (that some had) to carry weapons. It is in this sense that the existence of elite units in contemporary times is also the expression of the decadence that had afflicted both military matters and the evolution of regular armed forces. And it is hardly a matter of chance that the USA, the most instinctively anti-militaristic Western country (the most fundamentally hostile land to any and all hierarchical authority), has established the Marines, who are simultaneously the target of reprobation (they are all kept out of sight for being most visibly different to others) and the country’s supreme recourse. 

Elite soldiers drug themselves by leading a rather intense life. Supreme indifference. Mr Maurice Bardèche84

 reminds us that in Sparta, ‘the sole purpose of education was to glorify courage and energy. Virile training commenced at the age of 12: a collective life, closely trimmed hair, a self-constructed bulrush bed, barefooted walking and running, a tunic as one’s sole item of clothing, and a naked body during all stadium exercise’ (in Sparte et les Sudistes85

).

This is how Mr François d’Orcival86

 describes a Marine parade: ‘Their movements form a cross, a square, a circle or a line, in a terrifying ballet of guns and men from which all accompaniment is absent. Warriors to the last man, they are, however, solidary, affiliated and of the same blood, remaining strangers to the rest of the world. Notice how much they resemble each other: an identically solemn, child-like smile is carved into their faces, the faces of men who have already vanquished death’. 

The aim is to generate absolute self-confidence, but most of all, to overcome fatigue and take their efforts to the limit, just like in a stadium: to end up panting, drooling, half-dead and at the end of one’s strength, proud of having achieved the impossible and truly knowing oneself. War takes on the shape of Olympic games that are held ceaselessly and where bullets and knives are the only referee. 

In the Marines, the phrase ‘Yes sir!’ is the source of all momentum. ‘The training lasts for 8 weeks. During this time, the most important answers you will need to give are ‘Sir, yes sir, and No sir!’, the drill instructor tells the men. At first, they all consider the sergeant to be rather dull-witted, but soon enough, the job sets in. After 4 weeks, ‘the sergeant has turned into a god in the eyes of his men. A god, a devil, a lion. This is because his heart is strung with steel fibres; because he is the best at everything he does; because he always marches with the others; because he can hold his drink better than anyone else; and because nothing ever frightens him’. 

Liberty, equality, and fraternity: it is only in practice that it all comes true. As pointed out by Mr Thierry Nolin87

, in the Haganah, ‘rank does not bestow upon a person the right to any sort of privilege, if one does not count the right to lead the charge while shouting “Aharai!” (meaning “Follow me!”)’.

An Unwritten Law

The ideal example? Mr Jean Mabire88

 and Yves Bréheret89

 mention that of a kamikaze pilot about to crash into an allied plane carrier. ‘He plummets with all the power that both his engine and will can grant him. He no longer wants to ponder anything, focusing only on this enemy construction that grows ever larger and that he must not miss, no matter what. He is both the leader and the one who sets an example. He feels the handle of his Samurai sword press against his thigh. The seconds seem like centuries. He plummets. At that very moment, this single pilot represents the entire Japanese people, becoming simultaneously a torpedo and a nation’. 

It was Drieu la Rochelle90

 who once said: ‘There is a great deal of action in dreamers, and a great deal of dreaming in men of action’.

One day, the Japanese emperor sent one of his greatest servants a message in which he commended him. While reading it, the servant noticed that it was entirely written in the past tense. Understanding the allusion, he committed seppuku (‘hara-kiri’) so as to harmonise the facts with his Emperor’s choice of tense. 

An elite troop soldier incarnates the virtues of his own country, raising them to the point of paroxysm. Could one, however, state that he actually has a fatherland of his own? In truth, what he is the latter’s embodiment. On the edge of a runway, at Khe Sanh91

 level, a notice declares: ‘Home is where you dig it’.

The same type of man could be found on both sides of the conflict in Guadalcanal, Iwo Jima, and Arnhem. It is no coincidence that French paratroopers adopted the solemn and profound chants one used to hear on the other bank of the Rhine and that FLN92

 leader Amirouche, who was killed in 1959, wore a ‘Bigeard’s Boys’ cap.93

 The only worthwhile battle is the one that opposes men who all belong to the same rank, men that respect each other. Energy versus energy, muscle against muscle: such is the only conceivable equality. This is, in fact, the reason why duels are the archetypal form of aristocratic combat. Whether the focus is on French and German parachutists, Soviet cadets, or the heroes of an eternal Japan, all these frozen faces express something fraternal. At a time when the ‘morality’ of war demands that the enemy become an incarnation of evil, it is only at this level that one can still exchange smiles while preparing to slaughter one another.

A parachutist is not merely someone who is ‘airborne’. The paratrooper state of mind can be created in the space of ten seconds: at the time of the first jump. At this very instant, overcoming one’s fear pays off, and a hundred times over. Erwan Bergot94

 explains why. ‘The reason is that the world is henceforth divided in two: those who jump, as opposed to the others, the so-called “lead arses”’.

When someone joins the Marines, the first thing that happens is that their hair is shaven clean. ‘Volunteers come out of this cleansing process looking ugly, pathetic and inferior, with their protruding ears, dented heads and shapelessness, not to mention their evasive eyes that have been robbed of all glimmer. This is intentional, for they are equal in their ugliness and have lost everything that was once theirs. The other world recedes into the distance, and there is no turning back anymore. No one would recognise them any longer; they have now been branded’, wrote Mr d’Orcival.

Have they been humiliated? Not at all. ‘To make all the newcomers aware of the fact that they have now entered a specific caste, one must begin by reducing them to the level of slaves so that they may subsequently rise in accordance with the caste’s rules’.

Having been dragged to the very bottom, they will now be able to dominate the world.

It is a group psychology that characterises the elite corps. The mentality of the corps does not differ much from that of gangs. ‘Conducting commando strikes, lending a helping hand, resorting to tricks and other harsh blows’, says Mr Bergot. Is it all the result of the environment? Perhaps so. The platoon is like a patrol, a gang, a tribe, or the clan of the Jungle Book. ‘We are of the same blood, you and I’.

The law demands that a legal code extract is read to those who join the Marines, for it is part of their rights. Shortly thereafter, however, an instructor always adds: ‘There is only one law in here — our own. It is a law that none have yet dared to write, because it is the law of blood’.

The following will be reiterated to them at a later point: ‘You ain’t ever sorry for nothin’ you do in the Marine Corps’. Symbols are added to such traditional vocabulary. Terrifying armour, silvery runes, leopard attire, all of it comes together in a manner that welds these men into a single whole. The soldiers commune with their weapons as if they were freshly dubbed knights. The beret is earned as in a Legion of honour. And the Bigeard cap, one that is half Afrika Korps, half Sherlock Holmes, is worth a lot on the souvenir market.

‘Whether red, green, black or khaki, the beret has been the parachutist symbol for almost 30 years now. To wear it is to accept both the constraints and the risks, to change both one’s skin and one’s mentality’, Erwan Bergot writes.

The Secret of the Order

For any man that belongs to an elite corps, honour is necessarily founded upon loyalty: such is the very formula of the Saxon Code. Here is the motto embraced by Louis d’Estouteville95

 at the time of the Hundred Years’ War: ‘Where honour is to be found and loyalty is encountered, there, and only there, lies the fatherland’. For the members of the Legion, it is ‘honneur et fidélité’;96

 for the Marines, ‘Semper Fidelis’; and for the S.S, ‘Meine Ehre heisst Treue’.

‘I am willing to consent to any sacrifice, including my life, always giving the Irgun priority over my own parents, brothers, sisters, and family, until we have established a sovereign Israel or death has severed me from our ranks’, says the Irgun soldier (in the Bible, one could already read the following sentence: ‘If your very own brother, or your son or daughter, or the wife you love, or your closest friend secretly entices you, saying, “Let us go and worship other gods”, you must certainly put them to death’ [Deuteronomy 13:6–9]).

Around 1957, general Chesty Puller97

 declared: ‘Love for the Marines is stronger than the love of one’s country, one’s self-preservation instinct, or faith in one’s religion’.

‘A soldier belonging to an elite corps never takes off his uniform completely’, says Dominique Venner. He’s an initiate; he has undergone the trials that have turned him into a different man. He has uncovered the secret of the Order and has been entrusted with the Grail. 

History always ‘ends badly’. An elite soldier is lucky if he does not end up being court martialled (Matthew McKeon) or detained by the State Security Court (Roger Degueldre). More often than not, however, it is the enemy that settles the matter. Warrior elites live off the memory of their sanguinary feasts rather than that of their victories. The Haganah98

 has never forgotten the sacrifice made by the Zealots of Masada. As for the Legion, it still celebrates Camarón.99

 Arnhem and Fort Alamo are further examples. In the meantime, one must endure; until the fall.

Throughout his training, a Cadet prepares for his marriage to death. A ‘resolution headband’ adorning his forehead, the Samurai makes sure he stares death straight in the face. A Marines sergeant once blurted out: ‘Death must be magnificent. I have never heard of anyone coming back from the dead and making fun of it’. ‘If death reaped us along the way, we would wish to set a precedent’, the paratroopers are heard to shout.

Hence a kind of romanticism that could be harmful to efficacy: a glorious defeat is preferable to a sad victory. It was Trotsky who once said: ‘A revolutionary’s foremost duty is to survive’. It is thus all a matter of style. Some are live dogs, others dead lions.

An Unfamiliar Rhythm

An elite soldier’s actions occur on the very edge, on the outer border where death and life meet. Indeed, he is equally indifferent when dealing and receiving death. ‘Judah shall rise through fire and blood’, Haganah founders say. And when one shouts ‘Get your job done properly!’ at the Marines, the words have but one meaning: ‘no screw-ups’. It is all the expression of one’s plain and simple love for a specific lifestyle. As Nietzsche says, ‘that which is done out of love always takes place beyond good and evil’.

No matter how much and how often one presents the elite warrior as a criminal or a brute, our contemporaries cannot repress a certain fascination for him: crowds always applaud the Legion. There is something about it that shines out, emitting a dark and mysterious glimmer. It is akin to a drum whose heavy pounding generates an unfamiliar rhythm.

On the eve of the battle of Okinawa, a young Samurai bade his family farewell. He would meet his fate the next day. In a short poem, he states that ‘life tolerates but one path — that of remaining true to one’s destiny’. Having read these words, his mother proceeded to add a few verses herself: ‘Regardless of your departure and our lingering, you are the one to determine your own path; who are we to complain?’ The father, not to be outdone, pens the following lines: ‘Perish you must, your soul made immortal, and I, for one, must commend you for taking your leave’. With nothing more to add, silence takes over.

Quoted by Mr Erwan Bergot, a paratrooper sub-lieutenant proudly declares: ‘When someone dons a red beret, there is no longer any need to ask themselves questions. If they find themselves unable to evade inner torment, however, they end up working in the Stewardship or Equipment Department’. Such declarations always leave ‘lead arses’ sneering. Indeed, the elite corps domain is one of simple truths, and its morality is not of the utilitarian kind. Does the paratrooper that jumps out of a plane with a fire in his stomach, the fearless Samurai who does not flinch as he presents his neck for a beheading, or the Marine that stares at the horizon while remaining indifferent to his instructor’s insults ever wonder ‘what purpose it all serves’? 

And why would any such purpose be necessary? Back in the day, Marines wore a piece of leather to keep their necks stiff. General Vandergrift, who took charge of their defence before the American Congress in 1946, stated: ‘To kneel is not part of the corps’ tradition’. Justifications? None at all; for nobility breeds silence. 

***

Les samouraï,100

 a book by Jean Mabire and Yves Bréhéret, Balland, 354 pages.

Les paras101

 by Erwan Bergot, Balland, 317 pages.

Les Marines102

 by François d’Orcival, Balland, 375 pages.

La Haganah103

 by Thierry Nolin, Balland, 322 pages.

***

The Elite Corps volumes have been translated in the UK by Allan Wingate, London, and in Italy by Ciarrapico, Rome. In France, there have been three successive editions: one by Balland editions, one by Club français du livre and one by Livre de poche.

***

The Origins of Communism

Gérard Walter,104

 a man who, among other works, authored a biography on Lenin105

 and a very interesting historical account of the French Communist Party, passed away in the summer of 1974, at a time when he was about to complete a literary work entitled La conjuration du 9 thermidor.106

 He had had, however, enough time to review his work titled Les origines du communisme107

 (1931), which allowed it to be reedited shortly after his passing.

In this book, where he presents the doctrinal and historical bases of ‘primitive Communism’, Walter makes use of the Bible, the Talmud, apocryphal literature (both Jewish and Christian), the writings of the Church Fathers, and those of Greek and Latin philosophers and poets. This fact has resulted in the inclusion of a considerable number of quotes, all of which are presented with a sobriety that renders them even more convincing. 

The ‘defence of the poor and oppressed’, the exaltation of ‘righteous suffering’, the justification of the meek’s struggle against the mighty, and the poor’s strife against the rich are recurring themes in Jewish prophetic literature. 

In the Book of Psalms, Gérard Walter detects the first outline of a most powerful myth: that of class struggle.

General Levelling

The author explains that in this literature, the poor are not solely defined as the destitute. While being impoverished, they delight in their own poverty. They are poor and intend to remain so, believing that their condition is the only one to truly please God. In other words, a poor man is declared ‘righteous’ on the sole account of his own poverty, just as the rich are meant to displease God as a result of their wealth.

And yet, while rich people enjoy every possible advantage on earth, the poor consume tear-soaked bread. In order to be tolerated, such a situation must be justifiable. Hence this explanation: ‘The poor bear this blatant injustice thanks to their firm and absolute conviction that the day will come when God shall grant them resplendent compensation’. This compensation will take place in the afterlife. In this regard, the very existence of God serves as a guarantee.

The second book of the Sibylline Oracles makes the following attempt at describing the future Kingdom: ‘Undivided by walls or fences, to all shall life be common and wealth useless. For there shall no longer be poor nor rich, tyrants nor slaves, nor any great nor small, nor kings nor leaders; all shall be alike in common’.

The prophets unanimously condemn ‘the greats of the Earth’, charging them with all conceivable iniquities. Samuel, regarded by the Acts of the Apostles as ‘the first of all prophets’, develops a violent anti-capitalistic propaganda. It is with him that one encounters the very first criticism of the monarchic regime.

‘This is the social ideal espoused by Jewish prophetism: a sort of general levelling that shall erase all class distinctions and result in the creation of a uniform society from which all privileges have been banished, whatever their kind. This egalitarian sentiment goes hand in hand with a feeling of irreducible animosity towards the rich and the powerful, none of whom will not be admitted into the future kingdom’, Gérard Walter declares.

The Book of Enoch develops the notion that the wicked are to be exterminated, categorising the latter into three groups: those that are kings, those who wield power, and the ones that ‘own land’. ‘Prepare the slaughter of sons because of the iniquity of the fathers’. Jeremiah pictures the future victims as ‘lambs to be slaughtered’ and recommends that the Eternal One prepare his prey ‘for the day of carnage’.

Gérard Walter also detects ‘communist tendencies’ in the Gospel according to Luke (which he contrasts with the Gospels written by John, Mark and Matthew). Indeed, he highlights the presence of an ‘apology of the poor’ in it, as well as a very particular insistence on social antagonisms. ‘And from one who takes away your cloak do not withhold your tunic either’ (Luke 6:30).108

 ‘Since one can be absolutely certain that the heavenly Father would never allow his beloved children to die of hunger and thirst, it is necessary to relinquish all notion of private property and erase from one’s memory every concept of the difference that separates what is “mine” from what is “yours”’, says Gérard Walter.

The Epistle of James accuses the rich of exploiting artisans and of monopolising capital. It warns them of the fate that awaits them on the ‘day of slaughter’. ‘It is in this manner that the author imagines Judgement Day: a kind of abattoir to which many thousands of well-fed and fattened rich people will be dragged’, remarks Walter.

In the first Christian communities, the principle of joint property was prevalent, as was the abolition of private property (even though people often failed to practice what they preached).

With regard to the issue of private property, the great authors were actually divided. Justin stated that the faithful were, back then, ‘delighted to share their possessions’. As for Basil, he wrote: ‘Whoever loves his neighbour as himself must not possess anything more than he does’. Augustine109

 and Cyprian110

 both proclaimed universal fraternity and equality. In his Apologeticum, Tertullian111

 wrote the following: ‘Let us despise the century’, and ‘We must learn to renounce our earthly belongings in anticipation of celestial ones’. He does, however, add: ‘Indeed, I shall give to whoever asks, but only as an act of charity, not exaction’.

The very opposite position is advocated, quite skilfully too, by Theodoret of Cyrus, Irenaeus, Lactantius, and Clement of Alexandria.112

 

Two conceptions of faith clash on this level. The first is of a gnostic nature. Originating in some statements made by Jesus Christ, it implies that one must break with the world and relinquish all possessions (it is this tendency that shall prevail with Marcion113

 and the Manichaeans).114

 The other is founded upon the mind-set encountered in the Old Testament, substituting the Jewish notion of charity with the more radical concept of rejecting a world that is deemed evil.

Gérard Walter does not claim, of course, that ‘primitive Communism’ stems exclusively from the Judeo-Christian doctrine. He does, however, highlight the numerous points of convergence that they share and presents the documents that modern communists can nowadays take advantage of.

From the Middle-Ages onwards, ‘the communistic ideal’ would particularly be advocated by the Gnostics and the founders of Monarchism. The alliance between the throne and the altar, which originated from the ‘Constantinian compromise’ (In hoc signo, vinces!) would temporarily banish egalitarianism into the domain of schisms and heresy. None but the monks of the monasteries would keep the spirit of primitive Christianity alive by giving away all their possessions so as to live in ‘communities’.

The Revolutionaries

In the Graeco-Roman world, egalitarian ‘communist’ tendencies were scarcer. Completely absent from the religious sphere, they hardly ever surfaced anywhere but in literary or philosophical texts. In Greece, the utopias expressed by Phaleas of Chalcedon115

 and Hippodamus of Miletus116

 were aimed at improving the functioning of the city rather than at establishing a universal and transcendental justice. Among the works that relate to this current, one could mention some of Aristophanes’ comedies, several of Plato’s dialogues, the legend of the Golden Century, Euhemerus’ Sacred Chronicle, and Iambulus’ City of the Sun, which contained the embryonic form of all that would later be encountered in the writings of Thomas More117

 and Campanella.118

 

Despite what people often imagine, the Spartan regime was nothing short of egalitarian: the homoioi (or men of equal standing) formed the free assembly of the best.

When talking about warriors and the guardians of the state, Plato wrote in his Republic: ‘What I want is for none of them to possess anything of their own apart from those things which are absolutely necessary’. He goes on to say that private property must be reserved for third-class citizens, meaning ‘labourers’.

Rousseau, ever an expert on the topic, would then state: ‘Whenever I read Plato’s Laws, I have the impression of traveling into a dream world’.

In 486 BC, Roman consul Spurius Cassius embraced the advocacy of a land reform which anticipated the plain and simple expropriation of certain great patricians. His attempt would fail: condemned to capital punishment, Spurius Cassius would be hurled from the top of the Tarpeian rock, without there being a single member of the people who would speak out against the sentence.

During the 2nd century BC, The Gracchus brothers, Caius and Tiberius, would also fall prey to their own delusions and be put to death (drawing inspiration from Plutarch, the democratic tradition would weave their lives into a cautionary tale).

At the end of the day, the first revolutionary uprisings were hardly anything more than the work of slaves: the revolt of Eunus and Salvius in Sicily, and the war of the gladiators (with Spartacus) from 73 to 71 BC.

Spartacus, who would end up embodying one of Karl Marx’s favourite heroic figures, was originally Thracian. A prisoner of war, a slave, a soldier, a deserter, a notorious outlaw and, last but not least, a gladiator, he managed to raise an army of slaves and various men who had lost their social status, an army that ended up comprising up to 70,000 men and plunged Rome into a perilous situation whose gravity was described by Sallustius. Having failed to organise himself properly, he died in battle, defeated by Licinius Crassus (‘the richest of all Romans’),

***
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***

The Theory of Democracy

Montesquieu once said: ‘Democracy has two excesses to avoid — the spirit of inequality, which leads to aristocracy or monarchy, and the spirit of extreme equality, which leads to despotic power’ (The Spirit of the Laws, VIII, 2). Mr Giovanni Sartori, the fifty-three-year-old director of the Institute of Political Science at the University of Florence, quotes these words and adopts them as his own.

A former professor at the universities of Harvard and Yale, Mr Sartori also runs the Italian Magazine of Political Science. Published in 1957, his Theory of Democracy (Democrazia e definizioni) is already considered a classic in the field of modern political science.

What ‘People’ Are We Referring To?

Having initially seen the light of day with Herodotus, who used it in connection to the notion of isonomia (equality before the law), the word ‘democracy’ is a term that has fallen into history’s captivity. From the old Germanic ‘aristodemocracy’ to China’s current ‘popular democracy’, its diverse meanings abound. Just like Lenin, George Washington intended to establish a democracy. While the Chinese speak of a ‘popular democracy’, the Americans talk about ‘social democracy’. As for Fabian socialists, their focus is on an ‘industrial democracy’. 

Unlike socialism, which led to the birth of the Marxist ideology, democracy has never identified with any specific line of thought. ‘It is rather a sub-product that stemmed from the entire development of Western civilisation’, Mr Sartori wrote. It designates an ideal rather than a reality.

Hence the following words, expressed by Mr Bertrand de Jouvenel: ‘All discussions regarding democracy are void, for there are none who understand what is being discussed’ (in Du Pouvoir).120

 

In theory, the democratic principle is, above all else, a principle of legitimacy. Power is declared legitimate when it originates from the authority of the people and is founded upon the latter’s consent.

Soon enough, however, ambiguities surface: what ‘people’ are we referring to? Does the term relate to a simple plurality (Anglo-Saxon people) or to a collective organic entity (the Italian popolo, the German Volk, etc.)? Or perhaps to a privileged faction of the population (only popular classes)?

From a solely descriptive viewpoint, no democracy could ever be a genuine ‘power of the people’: a very weak majority could indeed crush a very strong minority. 

Under the best possible hypothesis, democracies are ‘polyarchies’ (societies with multiple centres of power), even ‘polyoligarchies’ at times.

As far as popular ‘consent’ is concerned, furthermore, one must distinguish presumed consent (where the people consents as long as its members do not express their disapproval) from verified consent, which implies some sort of consultation. It is furthermore necessary to determine the various modalities of this consultation. According to many, there is actually nothing democratic about the consent expressed by means of a plebiscite. Moreover, owing to its very existence, every social structure tends to encourage certain kinds of political behaviour while simultaneously curbing others. Under such conditions, the democratic game is bound to find itself distorted. 

The fact of resorting to ‘alternation’, ‘representation’, ‘proportional ballot’ and ‘blocking minorities’ is an attempt to compensate for these imperfections. By preventing any act of authority, however, the very same processes could result in anarchy and thus become the indirect motivation for conducting a coup.

In and of itself, universal suffrage is insufficient for establishing a democracy. For the latter does not necessarily come into existence on account of the fact that every citizen possesses ‘a powerless fraction of power’. 

And there is a further issue — that of the size of collectivities. The vaster or more heterogeneous the ensemble, the more plural its expression of consent, the more difficult it is to obtain and the lesser its impact. Direct democracy is thus inevitably a micro-democracy. This was the case in Athens: what the City represented was not a state, but a small community in which only those with a common origin were citizens, espousing identical specific values. Kratos (‘power’) sanctioned the unity of the demos (‘people’) and was not the latter’s source. 

Mr Sartori remarks that macro-democracy, which excludes the direct participation of citizens in public administration and is founded upon a principle of representation, cannot consequently embody a mere ‘enlargement’ of micro-democracy. From a certain stage onwards, the ensemble constituted by the citizens undergoes a change of essence. To disregard this fact and to continue in one’s desire to practice a ‘direct democracy’ implies an ad unum reduction of human diversity, either through the brutal means of dictatorship or through non-repressive conditioning which, nonetheless, remains equally totalitarian. This is the reason why, in contradiction to the statements made by both libertarians and ‘councilists’, small groups could never replace the state, whose sovereignty remains unique (it is, however, entirely possible for a macro-democracy to be accompanied by a network of micro-democracies that correspond to regional, professional and other kinds of groupings, which allows for a genuine decentralisation of power).

Finally, one must agree on what the precept of equality actually means. In principle, the ‘classic’ form of democracy establishes an equality of rights. From the Marxist perspective, however, such political democracy lacks any and all value: in fact, it is even viewed as a superstructure which enables the bourgeoisie to consolidate its power. In Marx’s eyes, there is no such thing as the autonomy of the political. When analysed in depth, it is always the expression of an economic balance of power. The only genuine equality thus lies in the equality of revenues: in socialist countries, the latter is, in fact, never regarded as the complement of political democracy, but, instead, as its substitute. As for the rulers, they are not chosen by the people, but are to govern on the people’s behalf. 

‘The conclusion is that there is no empirical criterion that would allow us to differentiate the systems that are deemed ‘popular democratic’ from non-democratic ones, for democracy is not restricted to being a governance mode. It is also a form of governance and a political system. The fact of governing in the people’s stead relates to demophilia and not democracy’, Professor Sartori writes.

Anglo-Saxons and Latin Nations

Prior to 1789, the democratic ideal remained exclusively negative, since its purpose was to reject absolutism. In the aftermath of the Revolution, two paths opened up for democracy: the first emphasised the possible and consisted in adapting reality in a manner deemed better or more ‘just’; the other insisted on what seemed, from an ‘idealistic’ point of view, (morally) most desirable and consisted in maximising concepts in accordance with a ‘radiant’ future when the ideal would end up imposing itself upon the real.

The first path was the one that liberal democracies (of the Anglo-Saxon type) chose to follow, whereas the other was embraced by egalitarian democracies of the Latin kind.

Mr Giovanni Sartori strongly insists on the opposition between the two:

On the one hand, there are ‘pragmatic’ democracies, which are the result of a gradual growth process, limiting themselves to the implementation of what is possible; they are thus, to a certain extent, the fruit of experience. In all such democracies, liberty is understood as the means to attain equality.

On the other hand, there are also ‘cerebral’ democracies (meaning ‘intellectualistic’ ones, in the sense mentioned by Karl R. Popper). Founded upon pure abstractions and a priori principles, they result almost exclusively in utopian perfectionism, if not ‘proletarian dictatorship’. These democracies are the products of the human mind, pre-interpreting equality as a means that will allow us ‘someday’ to achieve (hypothetical) liberty.

There is a common fundamental aspiration to both systems, yet its forms and results are different. ‘In the end, this difference is the one that exists between rationalistic mental structures and empirical-pragmatic ones. […] While empiricism tends to be anti-dogmatic and proceed through trials, rationalism is marked by a tendency to be dogmatic and definitive’, Mr Sartori notes.

When Hegel states that ‘reality is rational’, intellectualists interpret his words in the following manner: ‘It is reality that must surrender to reason’; pragmatics, by contrast, understand this statement to means that ‘it is reason that must adapt to what is real’. 

Furthermore, Mr Sartori distinguishes two fundamental conceptions in relation to political reality: the realistic or conflictual one, according to which force precedes persuasion (and power establishes legality), and the legalistic one, which claims that persuasion (law) predates the exercise of power. In the first case, the difference between politics and war is merely a matter of intensity, and each is the continuation of the other using new means. In the second case, war and politics are of a different nature, with war merely serving as the ultima ratio, the authority’s last recourse.

The democratic notion is obviously connected to the legalistic conception. However, as stated by Mr Sartori, there are some ‘realistic’ theories, including the ones advocated by the elitist or neo-Machiavellian school (Pareto, Mosca, Michels), which, to a certain extent, remain compatible with democracy, as long as the latter is of the ‘pragmatic’ type, of course.

Mr Sartori wrote: ‘Realism only acts as the enemy of unrealistic democracies, meaning those that were born under the aegis of “French reasoning”’. 

Indeed, ‘far from being a systemic flaw, democratic elites represent one of the system’s essential safeguards’. For democracy is also a means of governance. Just like any other system, it thus depends on the ‘efficacy and skilfulness of its rulers’ (Raymond Aron, La démocratie à l’épreuve du XXème siècle,121

 1960) so as to avoid becoming a ‘mediocracy’. 

Hence the issue of the ‘political class’. Mr Sartori seizes the opportunity to highlight the role played by ruling minorities and stress the necessity of a hierarchy.

The Assessment of the Elites at the Hands of the Masses

The actual conditions that allow for the proper exercise of power have now been clarified, having hitherto remained rather obscure. Some had, for instance, connected them to people’s living standards and to education. These explanations, however widespread, were anything but convincing. England, not to mention the ancient Greek and Icelandic democracies, was actually a democracy long before experiencing literacy or democratisation. As pointed out by Mr Sartori, ‘What must still be determined is whether a country becomes democratic as a result of its prosperity, or whether it prospers on account of being democratic’.

He adds that ‘as soon as the term “democracy” is applied to the Third-World, and particularly to those nations that are said to be “developing”, the criterion level becomes so weak that one may well wonder if the word is still appropriate’.

Mr Sartori prefers to stress a certain non-quantifiable factor: that of mentalities. He views the exclusive creation of democracy at the hands of the European civilisation as the result of a state of mind whose manifestations can be noticed but that evades any sort of measurement.

Ever favourable to a ‘pragmatic’ and liberal kind of democracy, one that is ‘founded on popular approval, as well as on competition within elites whose actions are assessed by the masses’, Mr Giovanni Sartori finally proceeds to warn readers against both demagogues and ‘demolatrists’, but particularly against the temptation of a ‘perfect society’.

However, he does not conceal his pessimism. Due to his very unrealism, Marx will always hold a greater appeal than Tocqueville. ‘This suggests that Western democracies may well end up losing control of the explosive potentialities of the democratic ideal’.

***
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With regard to the relations between the democratic structure of power and elite intervention, there are two interesting sources of choice texts: Harry K. Girvetz ‘s Democracy and Elitism — Two Essays with Selected Readings (Charles Scribner’s Sons, New York, 1967) and Wilfried Rörich’s Demokratische Elitenherrschaft — Traditionsbestände eines sozialwissenschaftlichen Problems (Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, Darmstadt, 1975).

The polyarchic conception of governance is one of the modern theories that have most attempted to reconcile elitism with democracy, as seen particularly in Robert A. Dahl’s essay Polyarchy, Participation and Opposition (Yale University Press, New Haven, 1971). This conception relies essentially on the pluralism of modern societies (meaning the fact that in every society, one finds several ruling minorities that simultaneously participate in decision-making), as well as on the acknowledgement that, even in a democratic society, there is always a governing minority and a governed majority. From this point of view, although the majority principle remains indispensable in relation to achieving an efficacious sort of democracy, it could not, on its own, ensure the accomplishment of all social interests. In order for this to happen, the elements that constitute polyarchy must necessarily come together, as they are inseparable from one another and form a coherent ‘organic whole’. Such a system could, nonetheless, only be functional provided that democratic principles are widely adopted by the population; that the country comprises a large variety of elites; and that none of these elites surrenders to the temptation of violently opposing the system. This fact accounts for the numerous criticisms that the polyarchic system has been targeted with, especially at the hands of Henry S. Kariel (in The Decline of American Pluralism, Stanford University Press, 1961) and Peter Bachrach (in The Theory of Democratic Elitism — A Critique, Little Brown and Co., Boston, 1967). These authors have no difficulty whatsoever in demonstrating that the model is guilty of gravely underestimating both the will to power and the independence of elites.

***

The Paradoxes of the Majority

American Kenneth J. Arrow, who won the 1972 Nobel Prize for Economics alongside Briton John R. Hicks (thanks to his essential contributions to the general theory of economic equilibrium and betterment), is particularly famous for having formulated the paradoxical theorem that bears his name.

Both Hicks and Arrow belong to the extension of the Viennese school, whose main representatives are Menger, von Wieser and Böhm-Baverk. At the close of the previous century, this school proceeded to break with moralising economic thinking, which had prevailed from the days of Plato to the age of Marx and Ricardo, with the notable inclusion of Thomas Aquinas. Simultaneously, it laid the foundations of modern economic science and replaced the illusory notion of labour value (according to which the value of any goods depends on the effort that is necessary to produce it) with that of marginal utility, which stipulates that the value of goods depends on the relation between their objective scarcity and their subjective commercial utility, meaning on whether or not it is sought after. 

In his Value and Labour (Dunod, 1968), John Richard Hicks, aged seventy-three, established the relative indeterminacy of salaries, highlighting the importance of a social consensus that may or may not manage to impose itself upon labour costs. He also introduced the ‘elasticity of previsions’ concept, which is connected to the notion of a ‘contingent future’, i.e. to the continuation or reversal of tendencies. 

Kenneth J. Arrow, aged fifty-six, whose views were popularised in France by Mr Jacques Lesourne123

 (the theory of economic calculation, economic technique and industrial management, etc.), has chosen to particularly target the famous Condorcet paradox, according to which it is impossible to attain collective choices with identical attributes through the mere addition of rational individual choices.

In Search of a Collective Optimum

In this respect, the problem is the following: if one abides by majority rule, ‘A’ must be preferable to ‘B’ the instant a larger number of citizens (or consumers) actually expresses a preference for the former compared to latter. However, such a preference is not always possible on a collective level.

Let us imagine three MPs named Smith, Spencer and Stewart, who are expected to make a decision regarding laws A, B and C. Let us now suppose that each of these individuals proceeded to classify the three legal proposals by order of preference, resulting in three diverging combinations: ABC, BCA and CAB. It thus becomes apparent that, once it is time to cast a collective vote allowing to make a majority decision (A or B, B or C, C or A), not only is A preferred to B and B to C, but also C to A! Indeed, an identical two-third majority is thus achieved every single time.

When one attempts, therefore, to unite individual opinions and derive a ‘collective view’, rationality very often disappears.

It is in an effort to circumvent this paradox that politicians have come up with compromises, alternate majorities and coalitions.

In his Social Choice and Individual Values, whose first edition was published in New York in 1951, Kenneth J. Arrow takes on the issue and grants it a more rigorous formulation. Striving to extract the necessary conditions (meaning the behavioural hypotheses) for the elaboration of a collective choice that would fulfil the highest possible number of individual demands, he highlights the fact that such conditions have every chance of being incompatible with one another should more than two decisions be proposed. Hence his ‘theorem of possibility’.

It thus so happens that, from a mathematical perspective, majority rule is incompatible with the search for a collective optimum. This fact is accounted for by the reality of human diversity. Human aspirations are fundamentally varied and cannot be reduced to quantifiable factors: it is therefore impossible to add them together or determine an average. Terny, an economist, writes that ‘there is no democratic method that would enable us to aggregate several individual functions of preference into a social preference function that would guarantee transitive choices under any circumstance’ (in Analyses et prévisions,124

 July–August 1967).

In his work dedicated to the Economic Analysis of Political Life (PUF, 1972),125

 Mr Jacques Attali, a senior lecturer at the School of Polytechnics, makes the following specification: ‘For over 20 years, this spectacular result has fascinated both economists and mathematicians. In short, it “demonstrates” the impossibility of the democratic principle’. A decision-maker located above all parties, one that must be superior to the sum of these parties, must adjudicate matters. The ‘decision-maker’ in question is none other than the state.

The implications that stem from the ‘Arrow theorem’ are numerous, whether in the field of economics or that of politics. In Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s opinion, every citizen possesses a fraction of absolute sovereignty, with the totality of power remaining, at all times, indistinguishable from the will of the majority. From Arrow’s point of view, there is no such thing as an ideal Constitution, one that is valid regardless of time and location. All that exists are specific and temporary arrangements based on an ever-evolving reality. The latter are dependent on circumstance, on the values that serve as reference and on the forces that one can count on.

‘There are no solutions to political issues’, Mr Attali confesses. ‘All that there is are regulations, meaning arbitrations on the conflicts that arise between diverging interests’.

***

Social Choice and Individual and Individual Values by Kenneth J. Arrow, Calmann-Lévy, 235 pages.

***

Kenneth J. Arrow initially formulated his ‘theorem’ in 1950, as part of an article entitled ‘A Difficulty in the Concept of Social Welfare’ (in ‘Journal of Political Economy’, August 1950). The book that was subsequently published, Social Choice and Individual Values (Wiley, New York, 1951), has constantly been re-edited since, notably in 1963 — with the addition of a further chapter — and in 1970 (Yale University Press, New Haven).

This theorem regarding the impossibility of reaching a rational and democratic decision caused quite a turmoil among experts. In his Coûts sociaux et coûts privés,126

 (PUF 1968), for instance, Mr Claude Jessua speaks of ‘theoretical seppuku’. As for Mr Guy Terny (Economie des services collectifs et de la dépense publique,127

 Dunod, 1971), he remarks that ‘the doctrine of citizen sovereignty is incompatible with that of collective rationality’. On his part, Mr Lionel Stoleru, who finds these conclusions ‘intolerable’, has declared: ‘It is clear that we cannot content ourselves with this acknowledgement of failure’ (in L’équilibre et la croissance économiques — Principes de macroéconomie,128

 Dunod, 1970).

In The Theory of Committees and Elections (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1958), Mr Duncan Black tried to reduce the Arrow theorem to a notion of ‘limited intransitivity’ by defining the rule of collective decision-making as a simple ‘maximisation of a weighted sum of individual utilities’ (which is indeed true in most cases).

At the end of an essay delving into ‘majority decision’ (published by Presses de la Fondation nationale des sciences politiques,129

 1976), Mr Pierre Favre, an assistant lecturer at the University of Clermont-Ferrand, suggests replacing the purely aggregative approach to the issue with an organic one: ‘The aggregative approach may well seem to be the strongest when it comes to accounting for majority decisions, since it considers the majority to be what it obviously is: an entirely countable reality stemming from the addition of perfectly individualised suffrages. However, the limits of such an approach have turned out to be as incontestable as the fact that they have actually resulted from the very essence of aggregative logic, having surfaced from the very recesses of its own developments. K. J. Arrow’s generalisation on the topic of Condorcet’s paradoxes conveys a demonstration of the validity of a properly sociological approach. According to Arrow’s demonstration, the whole, meaning the summation of the specific traits that characterise every individual, comprises (or is always liable to comprise) logical contradictions that turn it into an object lacking any genuine existence of its own. According to sociologists, the whole always exists and is ever endowed with its own coherence, without ever been reduceable to the sum of all the individuals that constitute society’.

Concerning the origins and development of the marginalist school, see the second part of the study conducted by Mr Michel Novey into ‘economic theories’ (‘Histoire des theories économiques’,130

 published in a special issue of Nouvelle école,131

 number 19, July–August 1972).

***

Geopolitics

In Beijing, back in 1975, the following statement was published by the People’s Daily: ‘The USSR has but one ambition; one sinister ambition: to dominate Europe and the entire world’.

In April 1975, the Etudes Soviétiques132

 magazine published the following headline: ‘Maoist leaders are always driven by their greedy and egotistical interests’. 

Then, in January 1976, Les Cahiers de la Chine133

 stated: ‘Europe, a region of rivalry where imperialistic powers have been competing since the dawn of time, currently embodies the focal point of Soviet-American rivalry. By placing Europe “at the centre” of its global strategy, the USSR has proclaimed that its destiny depends “on the manner in which the European situation will evolve”. Now that it has taken control of Eastern Europe, the Soviet Union is presently attempting to annex the western part of the continent. Devoured by its ambitions, Soviet social-imperialism represents the most dangerous hotbed of war. Nowadays, it is above all in the USSR that the threat of a new world war originates’.

For almost fifteen years now, the Chinese-Soviet polemic has been raging. Not a single week goes by without having the Soviets denounce the Maoist ‘betrayal’ or the Chinese fulminate against the ‘new tsars’ and describe ‘social imperialism’ as the ‘main global danger’.

Hence some remarkable consequences. 

According to Mr Franz-Josef Strauss, the head of the West German CSU party and the USSR’s eternal adversary, Mr Qiao Guanhua — who was, at the time, the Minister for Foreign Affairs — has declared that he only knew the Baltic city of Kaliningrad under its original name: Koenigsberg. As for Mao,134

 he once told Mr Léo Tindemans:135

 ‘Europe must find the ability to defend itself by its own means’. 

In France, the pro-Chinese group Humanité Rouge136

 (ex-PCMLF) organised campaigns against the demoralisation of our army, expressing its support for the use of nuclear energy and demanding the reunification of the German nation.

All these facts are interconnected and follow a logic of their own.

The ‘Second-World’ of Western Europe

On 12th May, 1975, Mr Deng Xiaoping, aged seventy-four, who was, at the time, deputy Prime Minister and the vice-president of the Chinese Communist Party, came to visit Mr Giscard-d’Estaing in Paris. Meanwhile, Beijing had announced the nomination of an ambassador to the common market, confirming the fact that today’s China is counting on tomorrow’s Europe, a Europe that it wishes to be powerful, well-armed, economically self-sufficient and politically unified.

Beyond the ideological and border-related dispute between the two sides, a genuine global rivalry has been developing between Moscow and Beijing.

The Chinese believe themselves threatened by the Russians. They realise, however, that the Kremlin needs to be at peace on its western flank so as to intervene in the Far East. Why else would the Soviets have wanted the Assembly of Nations to acknowledge their domination over Eastern Europe in Helsinki (during the conference on security and cooperation in Europe), when the latter is already an established fact?

Mr Raymond Aron has written: ‘The Helsinki conference is a comedy that would never have taken place if the US, or any of the main western countries, were still governed by a real statesman’.

As for Alexander Solzhenitsyn,137

 he has made the following declaration: ‘In Helsinki, President Ford chose to betray Eastern Europe and to acknowledge once and for all the latter’s enslavement’.

In Beijing’s view, this détente is ‘a bridge that has been established between the East and the West in order to ease the passage of Russian tanks’. From this perspective, the existence of a powerful and anti-Soviet Europe (an anti-communist one, if necessary), meaning a Europe that is capable of exerting an attraction force upon certain ‘satellite’ countries, embodies the best means for China to guarantee its own security. 

Lying between the Americano-Soviet ‘First World’ and the Third World, Western European nations and Japan represent what the Chinese refer to as the ‘Second World’. On a map, the latter’s position is symmetrical to Beijing’s: it is located somewhere between the USA and the USSR. The question at hand is thus that of finding out whether European nations shall remain subservient to the ‘superpowers’, meaning to the US-Soviet condominium that was imposed at Yalta, or strive to weaken this condominium by transforming themselves into an independent power.

On the level of ideological affinities, China should, under normal circumstances, feel closer to the USSR than to France or Iran. In practice, however, this is not the case at all. For such a situation is of a typically geopolitical nature. Indeed, ideology aside, Europe is as much in need of China as China is in need of Europe. They are ‘objective’ allies: ‘My foe’s enemies are my friends’.

This is what Mr Deng Xiaoping expressed through a Chinese proverb:

‘It matters not whether a cat is white or black; what does matter is that it catches mice’.

Even since Lin Biao138

 was driven out, China’s entire foreign policy has become more geopolitical than ever before, having been pondered long and hard by Beijing.

What is geopolitics, then? It is the branch of political science that analyses the active role played by the geographical environment with regard to determining the political and historical events that affect the population of a given territory. It has sometimes been referred to as ‘dynamic geography’. It thus differs from political geography in the sense that it does not merely deal with the natural situation of states and peoples, but also (or mainly) with the manner in which this natural situation impacts both their shaping and their destiny. 

Geopolitics has its own precursors, of course. Mr Pierre Célerier139

 mentions Vauban140

 and Montesquieu above all others (in Géopolitique et géostratégie,141

 PUF, 1969). It is, however, to a Swede, Rudolf Kjellén (1864–1922), that we owe the initial coining of the word. 

A member of the Swedish parliament and a professor of political science at the university of Uppsala, Kjellén published a work entitled Staten som Lifsform (The State as a Life-form, 1916). In it, he defines geopolitics, along with political economy, demo-politics, socio-politics and krato-politics, as one of the five privileged domains of a new government-analysis system. In his book, the state is depicted as an organism with its own social biology, and not as a mere mechanism characterised by some kind of social physique (as from the liberal or Marxist perspective).

Kjellén himself was influenced by German geographer Friedrich Ratzel (1844–1904), a man who had, at the end of the 19th century, attempted to bridge the gap between political and social sciences and natural sciences.

In his Political Geography (1897), Ratzel had interpreted a major part of the geographical and ‘anthropo-geographical’ data in the light of natural selection and evolution.

For both these men, the state, defined as an organism, possesses all of the latter’s biological characteristics. What this means, in particular, is that the state is ‘more than the sum of its citizens’, just as an organism is ‘more than the sum of its organs’. It is this ‘more’ that justifies the reason of state. This theory is in agreement with a whole German philosophical current (including Fichte, Hegel, Friedrich von Schlegel and others).

Rudolf Kjellén’s work would then be expanded upon in the works of British geopoliticians Mackinder (1861–1947) and Percy M. Roxby, as well as those of German Robert Sieger (1864–1926) and American Isaiah Bowman. It was subsequently enriched through various contributions in the geographical domain (Krebs and Vogel), the field of political science (Dix and Wütschke), the cartographical sphere (Peucker and the Viennese school) and the biological area (Unold and Schallmayer).

In France, by contrast, it is hardly echoed at all, if one does not count geographers Jean Brunhes and Camille Vallaux and some disciples of Vidal de la Blache142

 (1845–1918), namely André Siegfried, André Demaison and Gauthier (among others).

It is, in fact, essentially in Germany, where Kjellén’s book was translated on two occasions (in 1916 in Leipzig, then in Berlin in 1924), that geopolitics would experience its greatest prosperity, all thanks to a person whose name would soon be identified with this novel science: Karl Haushofer.

Political Action

A disciple of Schopenhauer143

 and a career military officer, Haushofer always retained a passion for theoretical and philosophical speculation.

Born on 27th August, 1869, in Munich, Haushofer seconds the military staff in Berlin before being sent to Japan in 1907. He then takes advantage of his stay, which lasted for a period of three years, to learn Japanese and familiarise himself with Zen Buddhism, in addition to travelling across the Far East, thus accumulating numerous experiences that would have an impact on his entire life.

In 1913, he is appointed as active officer to assist geographer Drygalski in Munich. A year later, he submits a doctoral thesis on the political and military geography of the Japanese Empire. In it, he suggests that the Kaiser allies himself to Japan so as to break the Anglo-Saxon global hegemony (a proposal that would be declared ‘absurd’). During World War I, he fights on both the Eastern and Western fronts, achieving the rank of division general. In 1918, he heads the 30th Bavarian reserve division (which had, until then, been stationed in the Alsatian area) in its withdrawal operations. 

In 1919, he decides to leave the army and to dedicate himself entirely to geopolitics, which he had discovered when reading Kjellén’s work. Having succeeded in obtaining a second doctorate, he is appointed as a member of staff at the University of Munich, where he ceaselessly teaches geopolitics from 1921 to 1929.

This task would, in his eyes, remain inseparable from a certain kind of political action. Just like most other officers, Haushofer was convinced of the fact that the German defeat was related to the rise of Bolshevism and to the ‘back-stabbing’ that the army had been subjected to.

The spectacle stemming from the ephemeral Bavarian Soviet commune in November 1918 seemed to prove him right.

One day, in 1921, he confides in his former aide-de-camp (who had become one of his most assiduous students), saying: ‘Geopolitics is a weapon destined to reawaken Germany and enable it to fulfil its grand destiny. I shall re-educate the nation, so that every young German can desist his parochialism and think in continental terms’.

The name of his interlocutor was Rudolf Hess, who would act as the Führer’s future representative and ‘deputy’ (Stellvertreter). In 1923, following the Munich coup, Hess would find refuge in Haushofer’s household. The latter would then help him cross the border into Austria. Having returned to Germany, Hess is given a light prison sentence and incarcerated in Landsberg, where Hitler proceeds to dictate his Mein Kampf to him. Upon Hess’ release, on the 31st of December 1924, Haushofer offers him an assistant’s position at the Deutsche Akademie. Hess refuses, preferring to dedicate himself to politics. 

Based on these relationships, some have attempted to turn Haushofer into an ‘initiate’ and a member of various secret societies (the Thule-Gesellschaft, the Vril Society) that are said to have paved the way for Nazism from an esoteric perspective. This viewpoint was particularly defended by Mr Werner Gerson (in Le nazisme, société secrète,144

 Productions de Paris, 1969).

These are dubious claims. Founded by publicist Rudolf von Sebottendorf (Rudolf Glauer),145

 a man who would drown to death in 1945 (in Turkey), the Thule Society was initially a mere branch of the Germanenorden (the Order of the Teutons), which had been established in 1912, in Harz. In January 1918, it included 220 members, whose names would be listed by Rudolf von Sebottendorf in the annexes of his work titled Bevor Hitler Kam, published in 1933 (pages 221–263). The list includes Rudolf Hess, engineer Gottfried Feder, Dietrich Eckart, and many others. Haushofer’s name is, however, not listed at all.

As for the Vril society or the Grand Luminous Lodge, whose inspiration is Rosicrucian, it originated from the virtually unknown works of Frenchman Louis Jacolliot (1837–1890), who acted as the French Consul to Calcutta and penned, among other works, Les traditions indo-européennes146

 and L’Olympe brahmanique.147

 

In actual fact, Karl Haushofer can be politically classified among the authors of the Jungkonservativen current (the Young Conservative Current), alongside Arthur Moeller Van den Bruck, Heinrich von Gleichen, Wilhelm Stapel, Edgar J. Jung, Othmar Spann, Hans von Seeckt, etc.

In 1923, he publishes Geopolitik der Selbstbestimmung (The Geopolitics of Self-Determination), his very first book to be entirely devoted to geopolitics.

It would then be followed by other works, characterised by a personal and often paradoxical style: Geopolitik der Pazifischen Ozeans (1924), Grenzen in ihrer geographischen und politischen Bedeutung (1927), Wehrpolitik (1932), Weltpolitik von heute (1934–36), Weltmeere und Weltmächte (1937), Deutsche Kulturpolitik im Indo-Pazifischen Raum (1939), and Kontinentalblock (1941).

Geostrategy

Haushofer believed that the 20th century would be an age of territorial empires, just as the previous one had been a century of maritime ones. He was certain of the decline of the British imperium and thought that only a continental European union could ever manage to safeguard European values. Around 1930, he would thus state the following: ‘Either democracy and pacifism will give birth to a sort of European United States by no later than 1950, or a catastrophe will inevitably befall the Eurasian space, arguably in the shape of a regressive dismemberment afflicting all colonial powers. It is not one’s mastery of the seas that nowadays embodies the objective of high politics, but the possession of vast expanses of land’ (as reported by Konrad Heiden, Der Führer, Zürich).148

 

On 15th December, 1923, Haushofer founded the Zeitschrift für Geopolitik, a monthly magazine that would be published from 1924 to 1944, under his own management and that of Erich Obst (England, Europa und die Welt, 1927), Otto Maull (Das Wesen der Geopolitik, 1936), Hermann Lautensach, Walther Jantzen, Johannes Kühn, Walther Vogel, Hans Krämer, and others.

This publication, sold at a rather low price, would soon exert considerable influence. In addition to an academic audience, it would also have an impact on numerous officials and officers, who thus discovered the foundations of a new discipline: geostrategy (Wehrgeopolitik).

Indeed, geopolitical data plays a considerable role in defining one’s enemy. Since the two factors involved in any strategy are political necessities (whether definitive or incidental ones) and the available space-time that allows one to attain a desirable tactical situation, strategy can be defined as ‘the art of harmonising a specific space-time with each category of implemented means, in an effort to preserve maximal freedom of action and achieve an advantageous tactical situation (whether in terms of power or actions), one that would allow us to fulfil specific political necessities at the lowest possible cost’ (as stated by Eric Muraise149

 in ‘Relations de la polémologie, de la géopolitique et de la géostratégie’,150

 in Etudes polémologiques, issue 18). In this context, geostrategy is nothing but the instrument that enables one to accomplish the objectives defined by geopolitics, whether offensively or defensively.

A whole school suddenly surfaced around Haushofer, a school that published various periodicals on the subject of global politics and economics (Zeitschrift für Weltpolitik und Weltwirtschaft, Deutschlands Weg an der Zeitenwende), in addition to a series of brochures (Schriften zur Geopolitik, Geopolitik im Kartenbild). Most of all, however, what Haushofer and his friends did was completely renew the approach to cartography, transforming maps — overloaded with shading, arrows and schemes — into a demonstrative means thanks to which a ‘new dimension’ of history and geography was born.

The Schmitt-Haack Geopolitischer Typen-Atlas (1929) and Franz Braun’s and A. Hillen Ziegfeld’s four-volume historical atlas (Geopolitischer Geschichtatlas, L. Ehrleman, Dresden, 1930) are highly characteristic of this working method.

In the meantime, the relationship between Rudolf Hess and the Haushofer family developed further. Hitler’s secretary enjoyed particularly close ties to Karl Haushofer’s son, Albrecht, who was born in 1903. A musician, author of historical dramas and esoteric poems, the latter was both a secretive and brilliant boy who obtained his doctorate at the age of nineteen. In 1924, he became the secretary of famous geographer Albrecht Penck. By the following year, he had already been appointed as the Secretary General of the Geographical Society of Berlin. To use the words of Mr James Douglas-Hamilton,151

 the young man was, politically speaking, a ‘traditionalistic patriot with a nostalgic longing for a constitutional monarchy that he imagined as an idealised, Bismarckian state’. An extremely sentient person who felt closer to his mother than his father, he was also a sceptic. This is what he wrote on 17th March, 1933: ‘Reasonable beings have no place in revolutionary periods. And this is not going to change any time soon’. Then, on the 22nd of June, he declared: ‘I am completely opposed, from all possible viewpoints, to the type of human that is presented to the young generation as being meaningful’. 

The Rise of Arab Power

During the 1930s, at a time when the geopolitical school was constantly gaining in importance, its promoter would be asked to exercise official functions. On 12th February, 1934, Hess established the Volksdeutsche Rat (The Council for Foreign People of German Origin) and entrusted Karl Haushofer with its presidency. From 1934 to 1937, the latter was also a presidium member at the German Academy. From 1938 onwards, he contributed to the management of the Verein für das Deutschtum im Ausland (VDA), which dedicated its efforts to the defence of ‘Germanity’ beyond the country’s borders. 

Dedicated to Rudolf Hess, Haushofer’s book entitled Weltpolitik von heute (Contemporary Global Politics) sold more than 100,000 copies. In it, he predicted, among other things, the rise of Arab power.

At the university of Munich, Karl Haushofer founded a geopolitical institute of worldwide fame, an institute whose programmes focused on both pure research and applied research. Thanks to the variety of information gathered on a global scale, this establishment was able to supply upon request entire files on a huge variety of topics.

Soon, an association of geopoliticians (Arbeitsgemeinschaft für Geopolitik) is founded at the university of Heidelberg. And it was in this very same city that editor Kurt Vowinckel, who espoused Haushofer’s views, took charge of the latter’s publications (Vowinckel would go on to become the head of the German Editor Association). Geopolitics thus entered the university scene. Albrecht Haushofer himself taught at the Institute of Advanced Political Studies in Berlin, which he linked to an ‘increased potential for practical action’ (he would subsequently conduct diplomatic missions to Czechoslovakia, England and Japan).

New branches would soon surface on the fringe of geopolitics and geostrategy: geo-medicine, geo-psychology, geo-jurisprudence, geo-sociology, and others.

A Number of Rules

Following in Kjellén’s footsteps, geopoliticians believe that the state cannot be analysed independently from its own natural environment. The state is a living being. As such, it is born, it grows and it passes away. During its existence, it may ally itself to a ‘consort’, have children (colonies), be placed in trusteeship (to the benefit of another state) and suffer from growth maladies. It can also have some of its organs amputated.

The idea is nothing new, as it dates back to Greek and Roman antiquity. It is, however, the German line of thought that endowed it with newfound vigour. On 23rd October, 1828, Goethe told Eckermann:152

 ‘If one compares the state to a living organism comprising numerous cells, one can also draw a parallel between its Capital and a heart that maintains both life and well-being in all those cells, regardless of their proximity or distance’ (see also Jakob von Uexküll, Staatsbiologie, 1920 and 1933).

If a single people scatters itself across many states, this dispersion will result in a flourishing of art and sciences, but also in the lessening of its political power and its hope for continuity. In this respect, the example of Greek states, in contrast with Rome, is highly compelling. 

In certain cases, the population is closely connected to its living environment through its very constitution, as there is a selection process that takes place within it in accordance with the surroundings. This is what we refer to as a specific environment (in Haushofer’s view, geography is the science that deals with the specific character of terrestrial and maritime space).

In their Emführung in die Geopolitik (Introduction to Geopolitics), B. G. Teubner, Richard Hennig and Leo Kürholz enumerate the natural factors with a potential to impact the existence of states: the climate, localisation, fauna and flora, forests and landform, hydrographic network and coastal length, border permeability and approach roads, terrestrial shape and outline, soil distribution, capacity for external relations (especially by sea or in the latter’s direction), transit advantages for neighbouring states, maritime rhythms, landscape, and many others. These constant factors are then contrasted with variable ones, including demographic evolution, the potential wealth in terms of resources and the ability to exploit them, cultural and spiritual affinities, and so on.

According to these authors, this contrast determines the capacity of states or statal groups (which are joined together by a kinship founded upon ‘behavioural’ similarity) to adapt to their environment. And it is from this ‘physiological’ adaptation that the present or potential political situations which these states are compelled to face actually stem.

All the data that seems most stable, such as space, territory, natural resources, etc., takes on an entirely different aspect the very moment one analyses it while taking into account man-made innovations, cultural and historical imprints, the ‘geographical temperaments’ (of the maritime, rural or highland type) found at the highest statal positions, popular mentalities, the country’s position (maritime, coastal or other), and so on.

And it is particularly the notion of border that must be revised. Save for a few extreme cases, ‘natural borders’ come across as being a mere myth. Very few countries seem endowed with borders that are as ‘natural’ as those of Italy, and yet the latter did not achieve unity before Germany. Major rivers (such as the Rhone or the Rhine) are at least as much a source of unity as one of separation, if not more so. The ‘iron curtain’, an expression that was born from a purely political and deliberate statement, was much more of a border than the Alps or the Pyrenees. And last but not least, the unexpected discovery of a deposit or the sudden development of a technology could, at any given moment, call the territorial breakdown into question. The oil factor, for instance, has utterly transformed the relative interdependence between the masses represented by different states. 

The chief notion in geopolitics is that of homogeneity. The Siberian plain, for instance, is homogeneous from the Amur to the Ural: not a single point acts as a physical barrier between these extremities. What this means is that Siberia could never be subject to long-term division: it will either be entirely Russian or entirely Chinese.

Homogeneity could also be the result of history. Geopoliticians have pointed out the existence of long-lasting ‘civilisational fronts’ such as the ancient Roman limes, which has left an indelible mark upon Europe in every domain. The geo-climatic unity of a given space may facilitate civilisational exchanges and enable a common political evolution. This is the case with the Mediterranean area, which has submitted, in turn, to Roman, Islamic, Italian and French hegemony (among many others) and has nowadays become the focus of US-Soviet rivalry, as confirmed by the fact that both the US and the USSR maintain the presence of fifty to sixty war ships there. 

Every space has a ‘geopolitical centre’ of its own, and it is the island of Malta that embodies the Mediterranean one. On 7th January, 1975, Li Xiannian, the third Chinese deputy Prime Minister, declared:

‘China supports the just position espoused by the Maltese government, a government that believes that all countries bordering the Mediterranean should free themselves from the controlling hegemony of superpowers’.

It thus becomes clear that, whatever the ideology embraced by the ruling caste, there are major historical-geographical constants that govern statal existence, resulting from the position that a certain state occupies on the map in relation to its neighbours. Political regimes may change, but invasion routes and the location of key sectors remain the same.

The natural south-eastern route followed by the German expansion leads through the Danuban basin, which was also, at one point, part of the path taken by the Crusaders. During the 17th century, the Turks used it in their attempt to enter Europe all the way to Vienna. It is protected by the Carpathian rampart, which has always halted all invasions that have come from the East, notably the advance of the Tsarist armies in 1914–1915.

The so-called ‘strait policy’ has been a constant in the Kremlin’s historical activity. Already in the 19th century, the Tsars, who longed to take control of the Dardanelles, concentrated their efforts on the region stretching from the Carpathians to the Black Sea. In 1828, they invaded both Wallachia and Dobruja. Half a century later, in 1877, they penetrated the Moldavian plain once again and broke through the Shipka Pass in the hope of reaching Constantinople. Between these 2 military campaigns, many things had changed. Transylvania, for example, had fallen into the hands of the Habsburgs, who were friends with the Russians. The strategy itself, however, remained unaltered, for neither the Carpathians nor the Danube could ever change location.

Having become a Socialist Republic, Russia has still not renounced its desire to seize the Dardanelles, an area that would allow it to control maritime navigation between the Black Sea and the Mediterranean. Hence its endless plotting in Greece and Turkey.

There is yet another example: the geo-strategic similarity of all campaigns targeting Russia. In 1707, Swedish king Charles XII attacks Peter the Great. Having captured Minsk and Smolensk, his troops suffer defeat in Poltava (in 1909), following a harsh winter. A hundred years later, the Great Napoleonic army (Grande Armée) regroups in the very same region of the lower Vistula as the Swedish army. Having crossed the Neman, it advances towards Moscow, always through the same gate of Smolensk. Eventually, it is vanquished under circumstances that we are all familiar with. During World War I, the German-Austrian offensive stopped at an eighty-five-kilometre distance from the ancient Russian-Polish border: the power distribution between all present forces highlights the prevalent importance that characterises the Moscow direction. Finally, in 1942, the Wehrmacht is defeated at Stalingrad under the exact same conditions as the Swedish army in Poltava. 

There are certain zones, therefore, that can be considered naturally ‘polemogeneous’. This is true of straits (Bosporus, Gibraltar, Suez); of the Siberian corridor that connects the southern Urals to the Amur Plain; of the Trentino region, including the Brenner Pass, which acts as a natural passageway from Central Europe (Bohemia, the Balkans, etc.) to Italy, and particularly the Valtellina valley, near Lake Como, which the Francs, Teutons, Ostrogoths, Spaniards, French and Italians have all fought for.

Not all constants are, however, of a geographic nature. The average strategic speed characterising land operations, for instance, has barely evolved over the past centuries, A modern armoured task force is hardly faster than a 13th-century Mongolian cavalry.

Whatever the age, maritime powers have always been relatively unattainable when it comes to the immediate undertakings of continental powers. Aviation has done little to alter this state of affairs, since only soil occupation and the long-term interception of all communication lines could ever have a significant impact on the level of conventional military efforts. 

A ‘Sense of Space’ and Creative Dynamism

Geopolitics is nonetheless more than mere determinism. Indeed, the natural environment is but a framework in which specific human factors come into play. And it is the intervention of these factors that enables the actualisation of that which, previously, was no more than a potentiality. The expansion of a given people depends on its inherent vitality (which is, in turn, determined by its will to power, cultural homogeneity, historical youth, and so on) rather than on uniquely territorial predestinations. Haushofer gives the following clarification: ‘Every geopolitical consideration requires a personal and heroic adjustment… The intervention of a powerful personality puts an end to purely rational pursuits and interpretations’. 

In 480 BC, during the battle of Thermopylae, Leonidas153

 managed to resist his enemies despite having merely 300 Spartans at his disposal. As for Alexander the Great,154

 he set out to conquer the entire area that stretches from the Near-East to the Indus with an army of 37,000 men. In 1519–1521, Hernán Cortés155

 and his 500 companions took control of the Aztec Empire. From 1578 to 1581, Yermak156

 and his army of 500 Cossacks vanquished the empire of Mongolian Khans and delivered western Siberia back into the Tsars’ hands. In 1756–1757, the small Prussian state managed to liberate itself from the Austrian yoke, although it faced three great powers that had allied themselves against it…

Combining the views advocated by Ratzel,157

 Kjellén and Mackinder,158

 Haushofer founds his notion of the world on two principal conceptions: space (Raum), which is defined by magnitude, physical characteristics and climatic traits, and the position (Lage) of any such space in relation to other surroundings spaces. 

He points out that one’s ‘sense of space’ (Raumsinn), meaning one’s aptitude to organise space by granting the surrounding world a creative sort of dynamism, acts as a criterion of political action. And it is this very sense of space that vanishes most quickly among decadent nations.

‘Space does not merely convey power. It is power’, says Haushofer.

Incidentally, what geopoliticians stress is not the static notion of an empire (Reich), but rather the dynamic concept of a ‘Middle Europe’ (Mitteleuropa). This term, whose history has been traced by Mr Henry Cord Meyer159

 in Mitteleuropa in German Thought and Action, 1815–1945 (Matinus Nijhoff, La Hague, 1955), has been used to demonstrate the fact that Germany, which is located ‘in the middle of Europe’, has always been compelled to struggle, whether on the eastern or the western front, so as to defend its own ‘vital space’ or Lebensraum (coined by Ratzel, this word would soon be incorporated into common parlance).

Haushofer bases his viewpoint on the ideas espoused by Halford Mackinder, a British geographer and politician according to whom the ‘centre of the world’ is embodied by a World-Island, an ensemble comprising Eurasia and Africa. At the core of the latter, one encounters a key region, the Heartland, which corresponds to ‘Middle Europe’ and spreads all the way to Poland and Russia. The struggle to appropriate this sector is thus seen as the ‘ultimate battle’ (Endkampf) in the true sense of the word.

Mackinder states: ‘Who rules East Europe commands the Heartland; who rules the Heartland commands the World-Island; who rules the World-Island commands the world’.160

 

It was Bismarck161

 who once stated: ‘Bohemia is a fortress established by God at the very centre of Europe. He who controls it is master of Europe’.

There are two great types of power: the maritime kind and the continental kind. Each has its own advantages and drawbacks. The progressive spreading of continental power, which implies the complete occupation of conquered territories, is ultimately always a source of weakness for it, especially in light of the fact that a maritime power can take control of overseas resources quite easily and that it retains the option of intensifying its actions from the safety of its maritime refuge at any given time and on whatever land may seem convenient. By contrast, one of the main positives of continental power lies in the technology of modern transport. Taking advantage of the depth of its own territory, it can manoeuvre with greater ease and keep a major part of its resources beyond the reach of all maritime powers. Through a series of blitz-attacks, it can even stamp out what, from its own perspective, constitutes an obstacle: time.

Regardless of whether they are maritime or continental, great powers are driven towards territorial expansion. From a geopolitical point of view, the latter comes across as being inevitable. It belongs to the ‘biological’ characteristics of states: the logic of life commands each state to expand.

In 1931, Georg Wegener162

 made the following declaration: ‘The drive towards territorial expansion is among the most basic and most normal signs that point to statal good health’. According to geopoliticians, this fact prevails over all principles, and no international authority could ever prevent it from being true.

This results in a certain number of rules. — Whenever a state carves out its own enclaves on foreign soil, any space located between these enclaves and the state in question finds itself threatened with annexation. The appropriation of the Alsace-Lorraine region by the French crown under Louis XIV163

 was preceded by the creation of the Metz, Toul and Verdun Bishoprics within the German territory. Similarly, the establishment of Rhineland enclaves at the hands of Prussia triggered the downfall of Hanover. The consequence is that, nowadays, every pro-Soviet political or ideological geographical enclave founded in Western Europe would threaten the latter in its entirety. — A nation’s possession of vast overseas territories is bound to arouse a temptation to conquer further spaces that are located in between and have the potential to reinforce its political and military power. However, only the states that are endowed with a capacity for maritime expansion could ever allow themselves to abide by such a policy. In the past, this was true of England and its implantation tactic, a tactic connected to the growth of the East India Company. — As for colonies, only those where the colonisers themselves proceed to cultivate conquered soil have a long-lasting future. Karl Haushofer writes: ‘Just like geopolitics, history teaches us that, no matter how powerful the coercion means and regardless of whether one masters the soil by force or by right, land possession cannot last once an adverse layer has been introduced’. — Artificial states that are established by major foreign powers in an effort to facilitate their own ambitions have no future whatsoever. Their lifespan is that of a mere policy. — Even when characterised by an equal degree of genuine coercion, the colonisation implemented by a continental power tends to be perceived as such far more intensely than in the case of a maritime power. Indeed, the only thing that the latter requires are safe bases that allow it to control global maritime routes, whereas the former is compelled to occupy the entire space concerned, all the way to the sea. — Whenever the powers that confront each other over the same issue are of equal strength, the strategy shifts towards peripheral regions. Today, the northern hemisphere’s ‘balance of terror’ has shifted the US-Soviet confrontation towards the polar regions, the Near-East, the Indian ocean, etc. — Last but not least, insular nations are simultaneously characterised by their openness to all external suggestions and impressions and by their contrasting aptitude to implement these suggestions within a relatively closeminded mental frame (According to Ratzel, this ‘openness’ and ‘closemindedness’ ‘guarantee the development of life-forms towards their highest possible flourishing point’).

Such is the case of Japan, a land to which Haushofer dedicated an entire series of well-informed books: Dai Nihon, 1913; Das japanische Reich, 1923; Japan und die Japaner, 1923; Japans Reichserneuerung, 1930; Mutsuhito, Kaiser von Japan, 1933; Alt-Japan, 1937; and Japan baut sein Reich, 1941.

In Japan und die Japaner,164

 which was published by Payot in 1936 and both translated and prefaced by anthropologist George Montandon, what Haushofer analyses is precisely the Japanese struggle for its own vital space, as he makes the following observation: ‘In Japan, the geopolitics of expansion has chosen a fatal direction, so to speak’. He also specifies that oceanic resistance efforts seem more intense to him than continental ones. 

And although the author highlights the capital importance of the Japanese presence in Manchuria, he does use the book to cast doubt upon this colonisation’s future, as a result of ‘Japan’s inferiority on a continental territory whose climate is foreign to the Japanese’. ‘The continental superiority enjoyed by the Chinese coloniser in comparison with its Japanese and Russian counterparts is an ethnic and political axiom which no expert on the East-Asian issue could ever deny’, he states, adding that ‘in the distant future, this could result in a return to the Asian bosom of the Russian North-East, although the benefits of this operation would not be reaped by the Japanese, but by emigrating Chinese masses’.

The Anglo-Saxons

Expressed during the inter-war period, at a time when Germany’s demographic and geographic situation seemed to demand an expansion towards both the East and the South-East, such considerations could only be met quite favourably by the public opinion. 

In 1926, writer Hans Grimm165

 published his famous work entitled Volk ohne Raum (‘A People without Space’), in which he developed the notion of a Germany that had been deprived of its natural expansion possibilities. Almost a million copies would be sold.

In Japan, geopolitics garnered the greatest respect among military staff and occupied a central position in Japanese universities. Haushofer, whose works have virtually all been translated into Japanese (in Tokyo), went on to state that Japan’s history served as the ultimate proof of his views’ veracity. 

In contemporary Italy, Fascism managed to affirm its sovereignty over the Mediterranean (mare nostro). Geopoliticians, however, remained doubtful as to whether the peninsula could, once again, become a great power.

In Anglo-Saxon countries, wariness prevailed. The manner in which geopoliticians dealt with territorial expansion issues, as if they constituted a mere ‘working hypothesis’ among many others, was often willingly and systematically perceived as the acknowledgement of a Pan-Germanism that was still very much alive. In England, the publication of Ewald Banse’s166

 Raum und Volk im Weltkriege (meaning ‘Space and People in the World War’) two years after the original German edition (1932) almost triggered a diplomatic incident.

Banse, who worked as a military science professor at Brunswick, stated that since 1918, the German empire had been suffering from ‘bad borders’, explaining that ‘save for the short eastern and southern borders of Eastern Prussia, Germany’s defence lines are entirely surrounded by populations whose languages and cultures are German, which generates a highly unfavourable position from a national point of view, since it implies that the external parts of the German national territory will automatically serve as battleground for any and all future military conflicts’. 

During World War II, several (mostly American) authors felt compelled to demonstrate that it was geopolitics that served as inspiration for the Third Reich’s entire foreign policy. So as to defend this view, six books and a brochure, all of which were admittedly more than inaccurate, would be published in the USA in the course of 1942 alone.

As the years went by, Karl Haushofer’s attitude towards the National Socialist regime would indeed evolve. With regard to Germany’s foreign policy, he began by expressing his concern, before embracing utter disagreement. Slowly but surely, he joined the ranks of the opposition, an evolution which, incidentally, is quite interesting, since it retrospectively sheds light upon certain events that occurred during the 1937–1941 period. 

A Febrile Activity

In February 1938, Hitler appoints Joachim von Ribbentrop as Germany’s Minister for Foreign Affairs. On the 12th of March, the Wehrmacht enters Austria: such is the Anschluss. The Haushofers thus become convinced that a world war is on the point of breaking out, a war that is to be fatal from Germany’s perspective. Albrecht even begins to consider moving abroad, an intention that he ends up renouncing for being too cowardly in his eyes. In a letter to his mother, he makes the following acknowledgement: ‘I must make an effort to bear this life’. From his father’s perspective, it is the deterioration in British-German relations that embodies the greatest cause for concern. What he fears most is the outbreak of open hostilities on two different fronts. His reasoning is a simple one: if Germany is to wage war against the USSR, an alliance with Great Britain becomes necessary. If it is the latter than Germany is to fight against, then it must make peace with Russia. Otherwise, a war against Great Britain would, sooner or later, trigger a US intervention, and Germany would find itself alone against the entire world. 

Being of the same opinion, Rudolf Hess declares: ‘I cannot imagine cold and calculating England throwing itself head first into the Soviet snares rather than salvaging itself by reaching an agreement with us’.

Incidentally, it seems that Karl Haushofer was among those who advised Hitler to sign the Munich accords with Chamberlain.167

 He was, however, under no illusions. In June 1939, he wrote the following words in the Zeitschrift für Geopolitik: ‘London, Paris, Washington and Moscow are henceforward convinced that, in order to maintain peace, it is out of the question to take a single additional step upon the road that leads to Munich’.

On his part, Hitler hesitated for a long time. This is what he declared in Mein Kampf: ‘If we end up lacking soil in Europe, this can only be remedied at Russia’s expense. And in order for us to implement such a policy, we have but one ally in Europe: England. (…) No sacrifice would be too great to earn its friendship’. In June 1940, six months after the outbreak of hostilities, he expresses his disagreement with those of his advisers who view England as an anti-Hitlerian ‘Trojan horse’ that lies alongside Western Europe. On the 19th of July, in the Reichstag, he makes England a peace offering. On the 22nd, however, the latter is rejected by Lord Halifax during a radio broadcast.

The Haushofers, both father and son, engage in a febrile activity in the hope of bringing London and Berlin closer. Their efforts are supported by Rudolf Hess. On 8th September, 1940, Haushofer is summoned to Bad Godesberg by Hess. He tells him: ‘In the eyes of the British, Hitler is the embodiment of all that they have abhorred for the past centuries’. During the conversation, he mentions the names of several figures with whom contact could be made: Samuel Hoare, Lord Lothian, and especially the young Marquis of Clydesdale, who had recently been made Duke of Hamilton and whom the Haushofers had met for the first time in Munich, on 23rd January, 1937. He suggests that contact is made on neutral soil; in Portugal, for instance. Hess gives his permission to have a message delivered to the Duke of Hamilton. Sent to the British embassy in Madrid through one of Albrecht Haushofer’s former students, H. W. Stahmer, this message would remain unanswered, having, in fact, only been delivered to the addressee in 1946.

Following this meeting, Albrecht Haushofer writes a memorandum entitled ‘Is a German-British Peace Still Possible?’, in which he expresses his pessimism. ‘Should the worst come to pass, the British would rather surrender their entire empire to the Americans one piece at a time than sign a peace accord that would grant National Socialist Germany dominion over Europe’. 

A copy of this memorandum is addressed to various milieus belonging to the (secret) Rightist opposition, particularly to the ‘Wednesday Circle’ and the Circle of Kreisau, in addition to a resistance group headed by Ulrich von Hassel (admiral von Tirpitz’s son-in-law) and Johannes Popitz, with whom Albrecht Haushofer had discretely initiated contact.

During the next months, Karl and Albrecht Haushofer, still acting in conjunction with Hess, persevere in their efforts. Further messages are sent to England through Switzerland, Portugal and Spain. Most are lost along the way. Towards the end of April 1941, Albrecht Haushofer travels to Geneva, where he meets with Doctor Burckhardt, a Swiss diplomat.

In Touch with the Resistance

A few days later, on the 1oth of May, Rudolf Hess boards a Messerschmitt-110 and takes off. Flying at low altitude, he manages to cross enemy lines. At around 5.45 in the afternoon, he lands in Scotland, where he is immediately arrested. He is found to be carrying two calling cards, one bearing Karl Haushofer’s name, the other that of his son. A letter addressed to the Duke of Hamilton is also recovered. Prior to setting off, Hess had left Haushofer a message, in which he imparted his hope of signing a separate peace treaty. The message declares: ‘I shall attempt to sever the Gordian knot’.

The result is one of complete failure. When, on the 11th of May, the Duke of Hamilton manages to contact Winston Churchill,168

 he receives the following response: ‘Are you trying to tell me that Hitler’s deputy has fallen into our hands? Well, Hess or no Hess, I am going to see the Marx Brothers!’

In Germany, the news leaves everyone in disbelief. Hitler proceeds to remove Hess from office and spreads the rumour that his deputy had fallen prey to ‘hallucinatory illusions’. He may, however, have been warned about it. In England-Nürnberg-Spandau — Ein Schicksal in Briefen (Druffel, Leoni, 1952–1961), Hess’ wife, Ilse, makes the following declaration: ‘In the aftermath of the French defeat, my husband attempted, with Hitler’s consent, to engage with British milieus through Albrecht Haushofer’. 

On 4th February, 1942, while in his main headquarters, Hitler confides in Bormann:169

 ‘When treating the British with utmost care, my purpose was to avoid causing irreparable damage to the West. Later, by attacking the East and bursting open the communist abscess, I hoped to arouse a reaction in which Westerners would display some common sense. I had, however, underestimated the power of the Jewish dominion over Churchill and his Britons. Indeed, they would rather drown in decay than accept National Socialism!’

No sooner had Rudolf Hess undertaken his escapade than Haushofer was summoned to Berchtesgaden, where he is instructed to write a report on his personal relations in England and how one could make use of them. He was then incarcerated in the Gestapo prison in Berlin. Released after eight weeks and allowed to resume his courses (while remaining under surveillance), he proceeded to write a further memorandum in November, entitling it Reflections on a Possible Peace Plan. In it, he advocates the notion that German primacy must be restricted to Central Europe (a position that is espoused by the conservative resistance), recommending that all measures are taken to negotiate global peace and expressing the greatest doubts regarding the actual achievability of a Russian conquest. 

In 1942–1943, Karl and Albrecht Haushofer are in almost constant touch with the resistance, especially with Carl Langbehn, Jens Peter Jessen, Erwin Plack, Johannes Popitz, Beck, Schulenburg, and many others. Following the assassination attempt that took place on 20th July, 1944, the inquiry conducted by Kaltenbrunner led to the disappearance of all contacts between them. Karl Haushofer and his youngest son, Heinz, are then placed under arrest. Albrecht, who had already fled on the 25th, manages to remain in hiding for some time in the Bavarian Alps. Having been located and arrested in December, he is incarcerated at the Moabit prison in Berlin (where he writes his own poems — the famous Moabit Sonnets). He is executed on the morning of 23rd April, 1945.

Karl Haushofer is transferred to the Dachau concentration camp. A ban on the publication of an anthology of his works (an anthology created by Gustav Fochler-Hauke and meant to be released on his 75th birthday under the title Raum und Rasse — Eine Auswahl aus den Schriften von Karl Haushofer) is introduced. It would, however, see the light of day once the Reich had fallen, thanks to Kurt Vowinckel. Haushofer is tried by the Americans — who file no grievances against him — and then released; but his life is over. 

On 11th March, 1946, Karl Haushofer and his wife (born Martha Mayer-Doss to a Jewish merchant from Mannheim) commit suicide by ingesting poison, in the trough of a creek located in the vicinity of the Bavarian village of Hartschimmelhof, not far from Pähl. 

His former disciple, Rudolf Hess, is nowadays the only person still detained at the Spandau fortress in Berlin. He is eighty-three years old. The USSR does not want him to be released. He is thus the world’s oldest prisoner.

Nuclear Deterrence

It is nowadays difficult to give proper weight to the contributions made by geopolitics. During the past thirty years, the latter has nonetheless had a greater impact than is typically believed.

Most specialised magazines (sometimes even those that target the general public) have adopted the cartographical methods that geopoliticians once developed. The information gathered by the Institute of Geopolitics in Munich on the world’s natural resources is still being exploited. On a practical level, geopolitics has allowed us to gain a better understanding of the role played by purely political strategies compared to conventional military strategies. It has demonstrated the usefulness of economic and climatic information for the purposes of national Defence. Last but not least, it has enabled fighters to adapt to natural environments more efficiently, environments that are considered to be the theatre in which potential operations could be carried out.

Nevertheless, the strongest piece of evidence pointing to the soundness of numerous intuitions expressed by Karl Haushofer may lie in the manner in which our world’s international situation has evolved. 

Just like Germany and Japan in the past, China and the USSR now face their own ‘vital space’ issue. Without making any official claims, the Chinese keep their eyes set upon the territories that Tsarist Russia obtained through the ‘unequal treaties’ signed at the end of the 19th century. As for the Russians, they fear for the future of East Siberia, the centrepiece of their development plan.

Likewise, the relations between the Kremlin and Japan are strained due to the Kuril island issue. 

Trapped between the American and Soviet blocs, Europe occupies a similar geopolitical position to that of Germany thirty years ago, as the latter found itself surrounded by Eastern Europe on one side and Western Europe on the other. And it is Europe that has now become a ‘middle land’.

The states that strive to implement an acrobatic policy of ‘equidistance’ between superpowers are likely to collapse in the future. Such is the case of North Korea and Japan.

The ‘geopolitical masses’ that colonial empires once embodied have now turned into coalitions and leagues which focus on large scale political-economic interests. There are also further groupings that have been established on the basis of civilisational or sentimental affinities. These masses are limited by the relative interdependence of various states or state groups, which results in more or less major repercussions on local policies. 

Just as Great Britain once epitomised maritime power, so does the USA today; and just as Germany once exemplified continental power, it is Russia that now occupies this position.

Through their concept of ‘nuclear deterrence’, modern national defences are compelled to take all notions of geopolitics and geostrategy into account.

The current US-Soviet ‘solidarity’ is based on the fact that no power modification could ever bestow advantages upon either of the two sides without simultaneously generating inconveniences that would be approximately equal to any resulting benefits. In other words, the US-Russian rivalry for supremacy over Europe is immobilised by dissuasion, transforming this antagonism into a condominium. At the same time, however, what this condominium triggers in return is a series of clashes. Indeed, despite the invigorating declarations hurled here and there (especially in Helsinki), what such a situation actually leads to is a ‘rebellion’ among those who refuse to acknowledge the alienation of their own independence and believe that a political existence within the matrix of a ‘pacifistic coexistence’ which only benefits the superpowers that have imposed it is not worth experiencing. 

The global deterrence strategy thus enjoys a ‘disciplinary’ aspect (the struggle against nuclear proliferation, the dividing of our planet into ‘influence zones’, etc.) which, logically, can only generate a counter-strategy of national affirmation (and liberation) conducted by peoples who refuse to have their land reduced to a protectorate. Whether in Europe, Asia, Latin America, Africa or the Middle-East, neo-nationalisms are sprouting out of the sudden awakening that results from the condominium established in Yalta.

From the perspective of the ‘US-Russian peace’, the efforts that both Europe and China could exert to affirm their own sovereignty are thus an equal source of concern, for they disrupt the game which the USSR and the USA have driven themselves to play.

The Prevalence of the East over the European Rimland

Adopting, yet modifying Mackinder’s notion of a ‘world island’ and its Heartland, Spykman170

 (an American) shifts the Heartland eastwards towards Russia and China, defining the World Island as a ‘sea realm’ embodied by the Americas and the Pacific. Into the midst of the two entities, he introduces the Rimland and ‘coastal world’ fringe, incarnated by monsoonal Asia and peninsular Europe. He proceeds to demonstrate that the continental Heartland and the maritime World Island clash over the Rimland and that global security depends on this historical issue. Western Europe thus remains at the ‘centre of the Earth’: ‘He who rules the Rimland commands Eurasia; he who rules Eurasia commands the world’s destinies’.

According to Mr Eric Muraise, one can define the tactic embraced respectively by the Russian continental power and the maritime American power in the following manner: ‘The continental power strives to expand itself to sea, so as to be in the closest possible position to threaten either the territory of the maritime power or its maritime communications. By contrast, the maritime power (i.e. the USA) does its best to punctuate its maritime communications with military bases and aims to acquire a disembarkation pathway in the Rimland (i.e. Europe) in order to contain and plague its adversary. From both parties’ perspectives, what these manoeuvres render particularly interesting are isthmuses and straits, and from the maritime power’s perspective, the surveillance islands located off their opponent’s coast and the ones that enable it to expand its communications, in addition to various geographical and political peninsulas where it can establish and sustain itself at low cost’ (in Relations de la polémologie, de la géopolitique et de la géostrategie).171

 

The difficulties and apparent impossibility to engage in a direct East-West confrontation have restored the importance of flanking manoeuvres, meaning that of straits (Gibraltar, Dardanelles) and secondary maritime spaces (the Baltic, the Mediterranean), as well as the significance of certain border areas where adversaries compete for influence.

From this angle, the prevalence of the Eastern Bloc seems obvious. And it is the USSR that is now particularly endowed with a fleet that enables it to fight for oceanic hegemony under previously unheard-of conditions. This implies that the Heartland (a continental power) has become more maritime than the World Island (traditionally a maritime power) has managed to evolve into a continental one. Russia’s efforts to obtain permanent access to the Mediterranean space, its ploys in the Bosporus and the Balkans, and its coveting of post-Tito Yugoslavia (a position that would grant it access to the Adriatic) all make perfect sense in this respect.

On the continent itself, the increased mobility exhibited by the Soviet army, the qualitative and quantitative increase affecting its armament and the sheer size of its tank divisions (40,000 armoured vehicles) would allow it to simultaneously strike at the southern and eastern flanks of the European Rimland, in a display of decisive speed.

In parallel to this, whenever battle cannot be waged using military or conventional methods, it is systematically transferred to the domain of propaganda and subversion through the broadcasting of incapacitating myths (intoxication, disinformation, emotional blackmail) that do not aim to annihilate the adversary’s means, but to eradicate any and all will that could drive him to make use of the latter.

On both sides, this will to act is thus no longer the same. Scalded by its own clumsy experiences, the USA is clearly striving for disengagement, a disengagement that happens to be consistent with its historical tradition. Facing China, the USSR has, on the contrary, been feeling the need to cover itself completely on the western front. Due to all these developments, the European challenge is undergoing a simultaneous loss of significance on the American side and an increase in importance on the Russian front.

Geopolitically speaking, as foreseen by Admiral Castex172

 prior to the outbreak of war, the entire strategy espoused by the Russian continental power aims to achieve domination over Eurasia by means of consecutive thrusts towards both the East and the West, with the understanding that the Kremlin always feels compelled to cover itself in the opposite direction to its efforts. So as to attack China, it must thus secure itself against its satellites’ longing for independence, and in order to reinstate order in the Communist Bloc, it must make sure that its Siberian borders remain protected.

It is therefore clear that the entire world is changing. As America surrenders to self-doubt, the Russians undertake to prepare themselves. As for Japan, it has reached a crossroads. On its part, the Chinese nation longs to embrace its own destiny, while the Arabs attempt to assert their power and the Third-World experiences an endless birth. Meanwhile, Europe remains at stake in this game, pending the time when it itself will turn into an active player. New ambitions are taking shape, and there are powers that seek to impose themselves.

Whether explicitly or not, geopolitics is more present than ever.

***

In an essay published around 1950 and entitled ‘Der Schritt zum Atlantik’ (Oesterreichische Landsmannschaft, Vienna), Austrian general Heinrich Jordis-Lohausen analysed the geopolitical consequences stemming from the Soviet stranglehold that Central Europe was subjected to in the aftermath of the war.

More recently, in World Power Assessment — A Calculus of Strategic Drift (Center for Strategic and International Studies, Washington, 1976), professor Ray S. Cline (of Georgetown university) attempted to follow a novel approach to geopolitics, which he redubbed ‘polytechtonics’. He proposes the following formula: PP = (C + E + M) x (S + W). ‘C’ represents the ‘critical mass’, i.e. the result of the interaction between the population in question and the overall territorial surface; the two acting, according to Cline, as the factors that determine a nation’s power. ‘E’ refers to economic strength, with the nation’s GNP, trade balance, involvement in global trade, etc. embodying its decisive elements. ‘M’ represents military capacity, while ‘S’ and ‘W’ correspond respectively to national strategy and governmental will. In this equation, ‘PP’ stands for ‘perceived power’.

By resorting to this formula, Ray S. Cline attempts to evaluate the ‘critical mass’ of our world’s major regions, which he has baptised ‘polytechtonic zones’. The author has identified the latter as being eleven in total: Northern and Central America; the USSR, Cuba and Eastern Europe; China, Indochina and North Korea; Western Europe; North Africa and the Near-East; South Asia; South-Eastern Asia; North-Eastern Asia; South America; Central and Southern Africa; and Australia and New Zealand. Save for the first two, all these regions are considered ‘peripheral’, since there are friction factors that impact all of their ‘borders’. With regard to Western Europe, its greatest handicap lies in its artificial separation from Eastern Europe, as well as in its lack of genuine will towards asserting its presence as a sovereign force. At the same time, Mr Cline defines the US ‘W’ factor (Will) as being ‘reactive’ rather than ‘dynamic’. What is remarkable is that when one proceeds to calculate things in accordance with the above-mentioned formula, one finds that it is still in Western Europe that one encounters the greatest ‘perceived power’ (PP). Europe thus remains ‘the world’s geopolitical centre’, in the sense that any modification affecting the power relations in this area would lead to a necessity to re-deal the cards on a global scale.

In an essay entitled ‘Problématique mondiale et problématique stratégique militaire’173

 (published in ‘Etudes polémologiques’,174

 April 1975), Mr Eric Moraise demonstrates that far from rendering geopolitical data obsolete, the evolution of nuclear deterrence has actually reinstated its importance. Indeed, it seems that the limits of deterrence are determined by its own development. 

These limits do not relate solely to the consistent growth of the strike means that are available on both sides (which the Vladivostok Arms Control Agreement only managed to affirm), but also to a number of factors that complicate strategic simulation to a point where the latter is partially robbed of its meaning and is assimilated to a hyper-abstract logical calculation, one that is becoming increasingly harder to do. Among these factors, Mr Muraise lists the growing accuracy of missiles used in retaliatory strikes; the development of the Multiple Independently Targetable Re-entry Vehicle (MIRV) missile (which can no longer be intercepted);175

 the rising uncertainty pervading enemy identification, an uncertainty that is due to the dissemination of atomic weapons (or perhaps even to their ‘handicraft’ production); the increasing number of ‘players’ and their various motivations; and so on. 

Furthermore, people forget all too often that in terms of dissuasion, the ‘raw’ data matters less than the manner in which each partner assesses it. Potential warmongers may indeed evaluate both the pressure factors that restrict their own freedom of action and the likelihood of their own survival once the threat takes actual shape in entirely different manners. However, such subjective assessment (which, incidentally, can hardly ever relate to quantifiable data) does not merely depend on the conditioning of each partner, but also on the norms and scales of specific values in accordance with which both the hope for victory and the benefits and losses one expects to experience in the moral and material domains are perceived differently by each side. And it is apparently in this specific sphere that a hiatus exists between the mentalities, a hiatus that strategic observers seldom take into account as a result of their belief in the mental homogeneity of all global partners. 

It is for all the reasons mentioned above, ranging from ‘graduated deterrence’ to ‘flexible retaliation’, that one now witnesses ‘the birth of a strategic irrational whose bizarreness is accentuated by the Russian doctrine, which makes no secret of the fact that in the event of a conflict, Russian troops would urgently undertake to obtain irrevocable guarantees and present their principal adversary with a ‘fait accompli’ before the latter reconciles himself to a nuclear exchange. In other words, there was once a time when the very threat of an atomic war was enough to evade the perspective of conventional war; nowadays, however, one hopes to elude the perils of atomic warfare by waging a conventional blitzkrieg’, says Mr Muraise.

The Zeitschrift für Geopolitik was once again published from 1956 to 1962 by Kurt Vowinckel, under the auspices of the ‘Institut für Geosoziologie und Politik’ in Bellnhausen über Gladenbach/Hessen, an institute headed by Dr. Rolf Hinder. At the time, American Ewald W. Schnitzer published an essay on geopolitics in post-war Germany entitled German Geopolitics Revived — A Survey of Geopolitical Writing in German Today (Rand Corporation, Santa Monica, 1954).

In the US, the small-scale periodical Potomac — Geopolitical Assessments, which is chaired by Mr Alexander E. Ronnett (4728 N. Lincoln Avenue, Chicago, Illinois, 60625), has been published on a quarterly basis since 1975.

To find out more about the Hess-Haushofer relations, it is recommended that you read James Leasor’s Rudolf Hess — The Uninvited Envoy (published by Presse de la Cité, 1962–1963), J. Bernard Hutton’s Hess — The Man and the Mission (David Bruce & Watson, London, 1970), Roger Manvell’s and Heinrich Fraenkel’s The Rudolf Hess Affair (Stock, 1971), and especially Lord James Douglas-Hamilton’s Motive for a Mission — The Story Behind Rudolf Hess’ Flight to Britain (Laffont, 1972), which makes use of a considerable number of previously unpublished documents.

Furthermore, concerning Haushofer, a book in excess of a thousand pages has been announced for publication in Germany: Hans Adolf Jacobsen’s Karl Haushofer — Leben und Werk176

 (In two volumes, Harald Boldt, Boppard/Rhein, 1977–1978).


Theoreticians

From Clausewitz to Mao Zedong

Unless one has read the enormous treatise entitled ‘On War’, one always quotes the same sentence written by Clausewitz (‘War is the continuation of politics, but through different means’), while simultaneously remaining oblivious to the special circumstances in which this universally relevant sentence was penned: the collapse and subsequent war of liberation in Prussia, in the aftermath of the Empire’s great wars.

The year is 1806. The French have crushed the Prussian army at Jena-Auerstedt. On the 27th of October, Berlin is occupied. As king Frederick William III flees to Eastern Prussia and settles in Memel, Napoleon177

 and the Tsar divide Western Europe between themselves at Tilsit.

At Russia’s request, Prussia is allowed to survive as a state. However, it is stripped of its territories that lie west of the Elba (Napoleon offers them to his brother, Jérôme, who is granted sway over the kingdom of Westphalia). To the east, the duchy of Danzig178

 is reconstituted, acting as France’s ally. A French garrison is stationed there. Last but not least, Prussia is expected to pay a war indemnity and banned from having an army of more than 42,000 men.

The French stranglehold over Germany is absolute. Faced with the ‘ogre’, Europe is secretly divided between ‘collaborators’ and ‘resistance fighters’. 

Born in 1780, Karl von Clausewitz watches these events unfold with the greatest possible attention. A career military man, he had already taken part in the 1792 campaign against France, when he was just twelve years old. As a flag bearer. For the time being, one man monopolises both his hate and admiration: Napoleon.

Following the defeat, Clausewitz participates in the ‘reconstruction’ and is among the ‘reformers’ asked by the king to administratively reorganise the army. The purpose is to turn Prussia into the departure point of a genuine war of ‘national liberation’, as well as to allow Germany to reconquer its freedom and unity. 

The innovation lay in the presence of the Landsturm, the popular military troop whose organisation Clausewitz and Scharnhorst undertake to prepare. ‘The Landsturm’, Clausewitz writes, ‘must spread and continue in its defensive efforts through unforeseen attacks, rather than simply concentrate within a single area and run the risk of remaining confined to a narrow refuge as part of a standard defensive position’ (such is the harassment tactic, with immediate ‘disengagement’).

All across the country, national fervour reaches intense levels. The news of the Spanish uprising galvanises energies. In 1809, Major Ferdinand von Schill stands at the head of a hussar Freikorps and manages to reach Westphalia. He is, however, repelled towards the coast and dies defending Stralsund. Napoleon has all his officers shot. In 1813, Frederick William III decrees general mobilisation. Volunteers flock; the population offers its gold and women their jewellery. Poets Ernst Moritz Arndt and Theodor Körner praise this ‘sacred struggle’.

Prussia succeeds in creating an army of 300,000 men, an exceptional performance in a diminished and impoverished country.

The fighting resumes. Gradually, French troops are compelled to retreat, eventually withdrawing to the other side of the Rhine. The Rhine Confederation is dissolved and the Treaty of Fulda signed, a treaty that guarantees the right of sovereigns to retain the whole of their territorial possessions. 

In 1815, upon Napoleon’s defeat at Waterloo, the constituent act of a new Germanic Confederation is signed. 

Although Clausewitz is put in charge of the military Academy of Berlin from 1820 to 1830, he is mostly entrusted with administrative tasks. ‘His students suspected him of being overly fond of good wines, since his reddened nose still bore traces of the Russian campaign’, Mr Raymond Aron reminds us in Revue de la défense nationale,179

 January 1973. Clausewitz passes away in 1831, without ever having cast his military uniform aside. A large and unfinished manuscript constitutes his sole legacy: it is a treatise entitled ‘On War’ (This treatise was later translated into French and published in 1955 by Les Éditions de Minuit).

Clausewitz, who had started writing the manuscript in 1815, bequeathed it to his wife (born Maria von Brühl), appointing her with the task of ensuring its publication. However, it was only the first two chapters that he considered to have been finalised; hence a ‘warning’ in which he protested in advance against various inevitable misinterpretations.

Despite its inadequate format, or perhaps even its rather obscure structuring, On War remains, to this very day, a classic. It is a practical manual interspersed with philosophical reflections, one that focuses on the lessons to be drawn from the military experiences of the early 19th century. Even though every war has its own specific features, there are also common traits that are shared by all wars. What Karl von Clausewitz ponders is ‘what aspects are similar and which different when comparing wars’.

Perpetual Peace?

In Clausewitz’s eyes, war does have its own ‘absolute essence’, for it is part of human nature and, beyond the realm of man, belongs to the logic of life as a whole. During the 20th century, Spengler made the following declaration: ‘Whatever one does, war remains a fact and pacifism an idea’. 

Mr Julien Freund writes:

Whether one curses it or not, war is still one of the essential characteristics of the human condition, even if it cannot be justified any more than evil ever could. And yet, is it truly evil? Or even an evil? Is it not the case that societies often perceive war as a source of fulfilment? How could anyone reconcile their admiration for revolutionary exploits and conquests with a simultaneous condemnation of violence and war? (…) Whether we like it or not, there is no longer anything historical about the pacifistic philosophical conception of history, since it has stripped its notion of future humanity of all that has, until now, given history all of its meaning; thus ultimately, perhaps, rejecting history itself. For how are we to label as historical something that has, in fact, never taken place?

The Essence of the Political 

Never accidental, war stems from peace, just as peace originates from war. There is, incidentally, no a priori model or form of peace. And as long as it is founded upon political relations, even the latter implies some sort of struggle. Mr Freund points out that

the real reason behind the perpetuity of war lies in the very essence of the political. Since politics can only be practiced in the presence of enemies and the threat of enmity can never be overcome, it is likely that humanity will, historically speaking, continue to experience wars. (…) Anyone can dream of a perpetual peace. Such a dream resembles that of a perfect science or art. One thus submits, comparatively, to the assumption that science could, someday, establish itself as a definitive and absolute truth and cease to be a body of research, or that art shall somehow become the embodiment of fully fulfilled beauty and will no longer incarnate an effort towards accomplishing a certain work. In other words, such a dream presupposes omnipotence, omniscience and the abilities of a universal architect akin to God. And yet, if science is meaningful from our perspective as men, it is precisely because it represents an open-ended quest; and if art has any meaning at all, it is because it epitomises an effort to capture beauty that is always expressed in other works as well. Politics is, likewise, a will to peace, but could never be absolute or perpetually instituted peace.

According to Clausewitz, the ‘essence’ of war is characterised by a logical sequence — that of ‘going to extreme lengths’, an attitude that reached its paroxysm with Napoleonian blitzkrieg. Clausewitz writes that ‘with Napoleon, war was waged without wasting a single moment, until the enemy was crushed. The repercussions were thus also felt one by one, almost unremittingly’.

Under the apparent chaos of hostilities, therefore, it is rigorous order that one encounters, an order that accounts for their source, progress and outcome. ‘Clausewitz teaches us to perceive war in terms of warfare’, highlights Mr André Glucksman, a thirty-nine-year-old research officer at the CNRS180

 and the author of Discours de la guerre181

 (L’Herne, 1969).

All wars become clearer once one examines their threefold aspect: the political one (Why do we fight?), the strategic one (How do we fight?), and the social one (Who fights against whom?). However, this reflection on war is not solely moral, political or technical in essence. It is also an autonomous and global contemplation, one where events only enjoy a relative significance in relation to one another. What Clausewitz proposes, in fact, is that we only refer to this global understanding of things as a ‘strategy’. 

‘Strategy is the art of mobilising one’s forces, of organising and arranging one’s battles in a manner that leads to military victory. A tactic is the art of organising and positioning one’s forces in a manner that allows one to win a battle’ (Glucksman).

In strategic practice, there is always a duel at first, as adversaries simultaneously face and assess one another. Each of them seeks to predict the other’s predictions. Their basic behaviour is thus the same, and they strive to accomplish the same purpose. As emphasised by Clausewitz, however, their common aim (Ziel) is of an exclusively military nature and must not be confused with their respective political goal or end (Zweck).

In any war, the military aim is identical for all involved parties, whereas the political goal varies from one to the other. And it is due to this identical aspect that an ‘escalation’ is almost inevitable.

Ideal Type and Practice

The fact of ‘resorting to extreme measures’ relates to a ‘dissymmetry between attack and defence’. What accounts for the latter is, in turn, the fact that one can never anticipatedly assess an adversary’s power in a rigorously accurate manner. Otherwise, everyone would immediately go to extreme lengths in the hope of being the first to benefit. This is, of course, not the case: ‘escalation’ takes place one tier at a time. ‘Each adversary longs to rule the roost, which triggers a reciprocal action that, conceptually speaking, is bound to be taken to the extreme’.

As always, one must distinguish the ideal type from practice: from a certain point onwards, a compromise may seem more beneficial than the pursuit of war, but this compromise will be assessed in accordance with a certain scheme.

One thus quickly faces a conundrum: ‘“Self-defense” is ambiguous when one is only trying to preclude being shot in self-defense’, T. C. Schelling182

 wrote in 1968.

From this perspective, it is all too evident that there are no ‘limits’ to war (except time itself). The very notion of ‘war crimes’ thus becomes untenable. Either everything is a crime, beginning with the fact of indulging in battle, or there are only sheer conventions. The art of war rejects all philanthropy. ‘Belligerent folly’ is not in question here. It is simply a matter of calculation, efficacy, and perhaps even prudence. ‘Anyone who does not shrink from bloodshed will gain the upper hand over his adversary, unless the latter does the same’, Clausewitz writes. ‘In as dangerous an endeavour as war, the mistakes that stem from one’s kind-heartedness are the worst of all things… As long as I have not slaughtered my adversary, I have every reason to live in dread of him slaughtering me’.

On this level, Clausewitz’s reasoning abides by a cold frankness worthy of Machiavelli (whose books he, incidentally, read very attentively). This does not mean that he was enchanted with such realities; he merely believed that it was preferable to familiarise oneself with them instead of disguising them.

Mr Raymond Aron reveals a character trait that speaks volumes about what Clausewitz was actually like: ‘Clausewitz had hated the French during all those years when Prussia had been debased. Upon his return to France as a victor and no longer a prisoner, he proceeded to judge his compatriots’ behaviour in a most uncompromising manner. He stood up to Blücher,183

 who wanted to blow up the Jena bridge, and quarrelled with Gneisenau184

, who desired Napoleon’s execution. He derived no joy from watching a people being trampled underfoot by its occupier’.

Unlike what is all too often believed, the rapport between politics and war does not, therefore, reflect the mere relationship between the end and the means.

When Clausewitz speaks of the ‘continuation of politics through war’, he does not mean that the army is a mere ‘tool’ in the hands of politicians (On the contrary, he demonstrates that military strategy enjoys a dynamic of its own), but rather that there is a certain subordination from the perspective of ‘global strategy’, one where the military aim (Ziel) is subordinate to the political end (Zweck).

Prussian Style

Just like Machiavelli, Maurras185

 (‘Politics first’), de Gaulle186

 (‘The sword is the world’s axis’) and Russian and Chinese leaders, Clausewitz thus rightfully proclaims the primacy of the political over the military, as well as that of all heads of state over commanders in chief. He then draws the necessary conclusions.

In order to be fully comprehended, this conception must nonetheless be considered within the context of the times, and particularly within the living conditions of ‘Prussian militarism’.

It was Julius Evola187

 who once wrote: ‘In our contemporary Western democracies, even if one acknowledges the military sphere to have an ethics of its own, applying the latter to the nation’s normal life is not deemed desirable. This conception is closely related to the conviction that genuine civilisation has no bearing upon the sad necessity and “useless butchery” embodied by war, and that far from being founded upon the virtues of war, it is, instead, rooted in “civil” and social virtues that relate to immortal principles…’ (in Men Among the Ruins, published by Sept Couleurs, France, 1972).

Ancient Prussia’s notion of the world was, by contrast, an entirely different matter. Just like in the Ancients’ understanding of things, it was life itself that was considered a struggle from its perspective. War only served to show a nation what peace truly meant to it. With its asceticism, ethics and laws, the ‘military’ aspect thus took on the shape of a model; and in no way was this model restricted to the army.

Julius Evola adds: ‘Not only did the very style of Prussianism model one of the most severe and most aristocratic European military traditions, but it also expanded its influence to all that is defined as government service, loyalism and anti-individualism. Furthermore, this style has often impacted the economic domain itself, thus guaranteeing, during the industrial era, the intimate cohesion of the great production ensembles run by virtual dynasties of entrepreneurs that enjoyed the respect and obedience of their own workers, whose sentiments were akin to military loyalty and solidarity’ (op. cit.).

In the narrative that he dedicated to Clausewitz (Gallimard, 1972), Mr Jean Grosjean states that ‘Prussia is not a nation but represents the true and solemn face of life. (…) Never has Prussia been a communion, nor the incarnation of solitude: what it embodies instead is the dialogue of the gods’.

Clausewitz retained yet another particular aspect of his age, whose future developments he sensed: the democratisation of war, which would subsequently lead to the ‘total war’ analysed by Ludendorff from an anti-Clausewitzian perspective (in Der totale Krieg,188

 Munich, 1935) and then to ‘popular’ and ‘revolutionary’ war, meaning global warfare.

Clausewitz emphasises that the spreading of the ravages of warfare cannot be accounted for solely through the modernisation of our destruction means. ‘The recent developments that have manifested themselves in the military domain are not so much due to new inventions and ideas as to the changes that have impacted both the social state and social relations’.

On several occasions, he repeatedly returns to the following essential notion: ‘War is a struggle through which one probes moral and physical strength by means of the latter’. 

Until 1789, only professional warriors, all of whom were of the same social standing, ever took part in battle, in addition to ‘soldiers’, meaning mercenaries that practiced soldiery so as to earn a wage. In contrast to the ‘soldier’ stood the warrior, ‘a member of the feudal aristocracy that constituted the central core of a corresponding social organisation and did not serve any bourgeoisie whatsoever. It was on the contrary the bourgeois that was subservient to him, since the protection he enjoyed implied dependency on those that had the right to bear arms, and not supremacy over them’ (Julius Evola, op. cit.).

By placing it into an egalitarian context, one that is characterised by compulsory conscription, the French Revolution has democratised war and simultaneously transformed the military man (who thus simply became a ‘soldier’) not into an example for civilians to follow, but into their very ‘tool’.

Incapacitating Myths

‘A force that none had ever thought of surfaced in 1792. War had suddenly become the people’s concern, that of a people comprising 30 million inhabitants who all considered themselves to be citizens of the state. Henceforth, the available means and the efforts that could implement them no longer had clearly defined limits. The energy with which war itself could be waged no longer had any counterweight’ (On War).

Slowly but surely, the notion of an ‘armed people’ spread throughout Europe. Attacked and vanquished by Napoleon, the Prussian king officialised it, as advised by the ‘reformers’.

The result, remarks Clausewitz, is that, for the very first time, the defensive phase could also be seen as the decisive one. All that the defence has to do is exploit its natural advantages, including favourable spatial conditions and terrain mastery, which reinforce aggressiveness (For one always struggles more effectively in defence of one’s fatherland than when invading others) and facilitate ‘awareness’, meaning the politicisation of the population.

Defensive efforts must respond to the power and speed of attacks through mobility, gradual destruction and harassment. 

As the distinction between the military and civil aspects wanes away, so does the line that separates war from peace. To be more specific, war thus settles into the very state of peace. Presupposing an incompatible consensus with the modern form of war, any and every truce is excluded, and armistices are less likely to resolve the entirety of the issues than ever before. ‘The distinction between peace and war has been abolished, not because everything, including war itself, has become a question of peace in some respects, but because everything is war is some regards — even peace itself’ (As written by Mr Jean Guitton189

 in La pensée et la guerre,190

 Desclée de Brouwer). 

Civil war? It is more than just that, for the forces that one encounters overstep the borders of nations, and greatly so. Indeed, in the face of a standard army (which is no longer professional in essence, but clearly a ‘people’s army’), partisans must play a double game. While fighting against an adversary, they must infiltrate the latter, both physically and mentally; demoralise him; lead him to doubt the rightness of his own cause; and inject him with a bad conscience by means of incapacitating myths. In short, they must act in a manner that allows ‘mass uprising’ (general mobilisation) to act as an equal source of peril for the very state that decrees it. War thus becomes inseparable from the subversion (i.e. the propaganda and intoxication) that paves the way for it, accompanies it and ‘justifies’ it.

The lesson is quickly learnt. At the start of the 19th century, the maxim according to which troops are the ones that fight against an enemy and the police proceed to eliminate all ‘marauders’ is already obsolete. On 12th September, 1813, Napoleon commands General Lefèvre to ‘act as a partisan wherever partisans are to be found’. 

There are none that can cast doubt upon the efficacy of this novel tactic. ‘According to the estimates of certain experts’, says Carl Schmitt, ‘the Russian partisans of the Second World War managed to divert about 20 German divisions towards themselves and thus largely contributed to deciding the war’s outcome’ (in The Theory of the Partisan).

Having studied the Chouan-like Vendean insurrection,191

 as well as the Spanish uprising and the Russian war, Clausewitz states: ‘Similarly to vaporous and fluid bodies, popular warfare must never be made to concentrate anywhere in solid form; the enemy shall, otherwise, send an adequate force to target this very core and break it’. 

These theories would then be adopted, word for word, by modern theoreticians and guerrilla partisans.

What is noteworthy, however, is that in Clausewitz’s eyes, it is not only in a purely defensive context that one should consider resorting to the people. ‘For a period of two years, he delivered lectures on “small-scale warfare” at the military Academy in Berlin. And yet, in his system, popular warfare represents, technically speaking, a mere modality of small-scale warfare, the kind that is waged by military detachments comprising 200 to 300 men at most’ (Raymond Aron).

Mao Zedong’s ‘Invincible Army’

Since its publication, the On War treatise has never ceased to exert an influence that verges on fascination.

In France, Jean Jaurès192

 was among the first to realise its importance. On the other side of the Rhine, the military staff of Prussia, the Reichswehr and the Wehrmacht tried, in turn, to extract ‘strategic recipes’ and lessons from it. It has also enabled various revolutionary leaders to learn their own lessons. In a letter addressed to Karl Marx and dated 7th January, 1855, Engels described the treatise as being ‘substantially very good’; to which Marx responded, referring to Clausewitz: ‘The lad is endowed with a good common sense that borders on mental prowess’.

In his work entitled La guerre en question193

 (Gallimard, 1951), Jules Monnerot194

 would state: ‘At his strongest, Marx is a theoretician of psychological warfare’. 

On his part, Lenin, who had strongly highlighted its essential formulas and quoted extensive passages between 1917 and 1921, made the following declaration: ‘With regard to the philosophy and history of warfare, no author exceeds Clausewitz in terms of importance’. As for Mr André Glucksman, here is what he wrote: ‘At the most decisive moments, Lenin availed himself of this authority, particularly when justifying his own break with the Third International, establishing his own insurrectional strategy, and organising the military and diplomatic activity of the new Soviet state’. 

In the end, however, the onus was on Mao Zedong to synthesise Clausewitz’s ‘popular’ theories, thus laying the foundation for psychological and revolutionary warfare.

In his military writings, especially On Protracted War (written in 1938 and published in Oeuvres Choisies, vol.2), Mao Zedong repeatedly quotes the 26th Chapter (Book VI) of Clausewitz’s On War treatise, a chapter that is entitled ‘Arming the Nation’. Striving to integrate Clausewitz’s doctrine into an egalitarian and ‘mass-focused’ system, he proceeds to simply equate the ‘popular’ to the ‘political’. He then goes on to define the conditions under which ‘popular warfare’ may become belligerent. He stresses the fact that ‘the army must be one with the people, so that the latter may perceive it as its own’, before adding that ‘such an army would be invincible’. 

In 1957, he would offer the following explanation: ‘Factories can only be built one by one, and each peasant can only plough one land parcel at a time. The same is true of meals. Strategically, we do not fear having a meal, for we shall manage to gulp it all down. Practically speaking, we only eat one mouthful at a time, and would not be able to swallow an entire meal at once. This is what we term a “one-by-one” solution. In military language, it all comes down to crushing the enemy unit by unit’ (as stated during the Conference of Communist Parties in Moscow).

Following in Clausewitz’s footsteps, Mao Zedong considers war to be a ‘continuation’ of politics, although it does have an essence of its own: the people must identify with ‘rifles’, but it is the Party that commands the army.

This is what he wrote: ‘War is politics, for it is a political act in and of itself. Ever since the most ancient times, there has not been a single war that did not have a political aspect. (…) This is why it would be accurate to say that politics is war without bloodshed, and war a political undertaking involving bloodshed’.

It is based on this very filiation that one is to interpret Mao’s declarations regarding those ‘toothless tigers’.

In 1946, during an interview with American Anna Louise Strong, Mao declared: ‘The atomic bomb is a toothless tiger that American reactionaries resort to so as to frighten people. It does seem terrible, but, in actual fact, is nothing of the sort. It is of course clear that the atomic bomb is a weapon that could cause enormous massacres, but it is the people that decides the outcome of a war, not one or two newly-developed weapons’ (in Oeuvres choisies, vol.4).

These words brought smiles to some people’s faces; they interpreted them as a ‘bravado’ and spoke of Mao’s ‘lack of awareness’. However, Mao did return to the topic, highlighting the ‘seriousness’ of his statement. His words are indeed worth pondering again.

Toothless Tigers and Tomorrow’s War

According to Clausewitz, ‘if one considers the manner in which wars erupt from a philosophical angle, one finds that the notion of war does not, strictly speaking, go hand in hand with the fact of waging attacks’. Ultimately, the only thing that Mao Zedong does is draw the dialectical conclusions that stem from this affirmation (since, in his eyes, ‘war is the centre of gravity upon which the Party’s efforts converge’). 

If it is indeed defence alone, meaning popular protracted war, that is decisive from a strategic point of view, then the atomic bomb does not represent a ‘peril in and of itself’: indeed, it determines neither the strategic decision nor the political one. One either witnesses utter extermination, in which case war and strategy cease to exist, or no extermination takes place and the ‘logic of protracted war’ must be implemented until one achieves the desired final result.

In his Discours de la guerre, Mr André Glucksman points out that ‘when understood from a strategic perspective, the notion of a toothless tiger consists in taking advantage of the factors that impede the use of the nuclear bomb and doing so within the framework of a global protracted war’.

What Mao’s China criticises the ‘new Soviet Tsars’ for is precisely the fact that they have lost sight of the inherent ‘contradiction’ which characterises nuclear deterrence and have forgotten that war, when perceived from a privileged angle, is but ‘a continuation’ of politics. Mao Zedong says: ‘In the eyes of Kremlin leaders, the aim is to survive this nuclear century of ours, and there is no end or purpose beyond that. Everyone has their own ideals, and one must refrain from judging others in accordance with oneself’ (as stated on 1st September, 1963). The very principle of ‘peaceful coexistence’ thus found itself condemned.

Mao Zedong thus abided by the teachings of Prussian national Clausewitz much more than Sun Tzu (whose Art of War was republished in 1972) ever did, which may yet hold several surprises for us, especially if what we are already experiencing is a pre-war phase.

***

Discours de la guerre, an essay by André Glucksman, published by L’Herne (41 Verneuil Street, 75007, Paris, France), 377 pages.

Clausewitz, written by Jean Grosjean, Gallimard, 94 pages.

The Art of War, a treatise by Sun Tzu, published in France by Flammarion, 266 pages (See also Sun Tsé, les treize articles sur l’art de la guerre,195

 published by L’impensé radical, 163 pages.

***

It is henceforth Raymond Aron’s book entitled Penser la guerre — Clausewitz196

 (published in 1976 by Gallimard as two-volume set: The European Age and The Planetary Age) that currently represents the work of reference with regard to Clausewitz and his teachings. In this book, which is the result of more than fifteen years of reflection, Mr Aron continues his inquiries until he has, on the one hand, defined the most sophisticated implications that stem from a nuclear strategy which renders unlikely one’s ‘resorting to extremes’ and, on the other, introduced a novel confrontational model in which ‘statal policies come across as the continuation of war through different means’. He simultaneously proceeds to criticise, with brilliance, I might add, all those who believe that Clausewitzian philosophy has now been ‘overcome’, demonstrating that it is this very philosophy that has managed to keep intact the distance that separates concept from action and thus allowed a fruitful interpretation of the most recent developments in the field of international strategy.

***

Alexis de Tocqueville

‘Our planet is currently home to two great peoples who, having set off from different starting points, are now advancing towards the same goal: the Russians and the Anglo-Saxons. Each of them seems to be heeding a call towards holding half the world’s destinies in his hands one day’.

These words were penned by de Tocqueville in his work entitled De la démocratie en Amérique,197

 which was published back in 1840.

The Old Regime and the Revolution, reedited on thirteen occasions by Basil Blackwell,198

 is a textbook that targets the students of Oxford University. In the US, Tocqueville’s works are considered to be great classics. In France itself, the latter are still quite rarely read, despite the efforts exerted by writers such as Raymond Aron (in Dix-huit leçons sur la société Industrielle,199

 Gallimard, 1962).

Thanks to the advent of ideologies that stem from the Revolution, three thought currents surfaced, each destined for greatness: economic and political liberalism, socialism, and the first forms of nationalism, represented respectively by Alexis de Tocqueville (1805–1859), Karl Marx (1818–1883) and Arthur de Gobineau200

 (1816–1882).

Egalitarianism Versus Liberty

Mr Jacques Nantet, a graduate of the Private School of Political Science and a producer at the ORTF, has already published studies on Tocqueville in Critique (1964) and Revue des travaux de L’Académie201

 (1967).

His book has been released as part of a collection entitled ‘Modern Masters’. Indeed, Tocqueville’s writings anticipate and explain the political developments occurring in our current world.

Born in Paris on 29th July, 1805, Tocqueville came from an ancient aristocratic family of Norman origin. Shortly after taking up office as an apprentice magistrate, however, he decided to join the Republic. Having been elected Member of Parliament in the constituency of Valogne in 1839, he sided with the liberal opposition. Thanks to the revolution that took place in 1848 (and which he himself had predicted), he became a member of the French Constituent Assembly. 

Tocqueville opted to take sides with general Cavaignac against Louis-Napoleon, a fact that did not stop the president of the Council, Odilon Barrot, from allowing him to join the ranks of the government as France’s Foreign Affairs Minister shortly after the elections of 13th May, 1849. Once appointed, Tocqueville chose Gobineau to be his chief of staff. 

He was driven by a passion for politics, but an appropriate one, nonetheless. ‘A hundred times over have I thought to myself that I must leave some traces of my presence in this world, an endeavour more readily achieved through my writings than my deeds’, he once wrote his friend, Gustave de Beaumont.

The first volume of his most famous work, De la démocratie en Amérique, was published in 1835, with the second seeing the light of day in 1840. Then, in 1856, it is L’Ancien Régime et la Révolution202

 that is published, followed by his Recollections, various letters and numerous articles. One specific concern dominates the others: liberty.

Tocqueville comes across as the heir of the Norman conquerors, for whom the entire meaning of life was rooted in the notion of freedom. He was proud of having been born in the region of Normandy,203

 where the lowliest peasant can turn to the highest nobility and ask for justice to be served, shouting: ‘My Lords! I have been wronged!’ He was also among the very first to detect the inherent and hidden contradiction found in the 1789 slogan that combined equality with freedom.

Indeed, imposing equality is synonymous with depriving people of liberty, just as the establishment of freedom can only bring natural inequalities to light. There is necessarily a link between the rise of socialism and egalitarianism and the violations of basic liberties. As written by Tocqueville, ‘the real advantage of democracy does not lie, as has been claimed, in fostering liberty for all, but solely in contributing to the well-being of the largest possible number of people… The distance that separates the spirit of liberty from the spirit of extreme equality is no greater than that between the heavens and the earth’.

When, during his stay in the United States, he proceeded to emphasise the drawbacks of slavery, he did so in a desire to assign the latter far more to freedom deprivation than to circumstantial inequality. ‘One thus understands the reason why Alexis de Tocqueville grants justice an eminent role, placing it in a central position between the egalitarian surge and the demands of liberty and simultaneously defining it as the cornerstone that holds the entire system together’, Jacques Nantet wrote.

The establishment of the ‘Republic of judges’ does have its downsides, of course. As stated by Julien Freund, ‘the law is not an act of morality, and no juridical compendium could ever replace moral conscience’. For justice is an eminently political virtue, as already understood by the Ancients. Its situation is one of dependence on the political, and not the other way around. The judicial could never, therefore, be sovereign in essence; otherwise, it would weaken the principle of authority by depriving it of its specific aspect and reducing it to mere morals.

In the aftermath of the uprising in 1830, Tocqueville arranges to be granted a leave of absence and sets off to America in the company of Gustave de Beaumont.204

 His purpose is to study the local penitentiary system. Very soon, his inquiries take an unexpected turn. Somewhere between New York and New Orleans, he discovers the existence of liberal institutions that mirror his own profound affinities. He even has the impression of having found ‘the answer to the issues that Europe faced at the time’.

And yet, he is under no illusions. ‘Both in America and elsewhere, the people proceeds through temporary efforts and sudden impulses. (…) Democratic institutions awaken and flatter the passion for equality without, however, being able to fully satisfy it’. He reproaches political parties for embodying ‘separate nations’ and perceives them to be ‘an evil that remains inherent in free government’. Having discovered an ‘infinite crowd comprising kindred beings’, he expresses concern regarding this ‘universal uniformity’. He adds: ‘The most fearsome ailment that threatens the future of the United States stems from the Black presence on its soil’.

This trip of his turns out to be one of many more to follow. He visits Europe, North Africa, and the ‘sugar islands’ of the Antilles. His stay in Ireland leads him to embrace a favourable position regarding the separation of church and state. While in Great Britain, he visits the major industrial centres: Manchester, Birmingham, and Liverpool (in 1835, he marries a young Briton by the name of Mary Mottley). Mr Jacques Nantet notes: ‘His principle reflections concerned British aristocracy, which he likened to the aristocratic caste of France, a comparison which, overall, advantaged the former, considered to be more open and endowed with a superior capacity to adapt to its time and age’. 

Alexis de Tocqueville is an empirical man. Unlike Rousseau, he declares himself unable to find ‘absolute truth and goodness in human matters’. He abhors trendy ideologies, as well as all abstract ideas to which no verifiable reality corresponds. He is even wary of general notions, which ‘deprive human intelligence of accuracy in proportion to the range that they grant the latter’ (an observation that will later be adopted by modern logic).

‘Tocqueville denounces two mistakes: the one made by educated folk, who pen history without focusing on specific happenings, and that of politicians, who are only preoccupied with producing events without giving their description a single thought. He says: “It has come to my attention that the former only perceive general causes everywhere, while the latter, living in the disjointed environment of specific facts, willingly imagine that everything must be assigned to particular incidents”’.

A Prodigious Leap

Jacques Nantet makes a meaningful comparison between Marx’s predictions and Tocqueville’s observations. ‘Two great thinkers contemplate the birth of modern economics’. Their contemplations, however, inspire them to embrace diverging opinions.

Owing to the ‘contradictions between the exploiters and the exploited’, capitalism, according to Marx, is bound to lead to pauperism, as working conditions become unbearable. The communist revolution shall therefore take place in Anglo-Saxon countries, countries that are characterised by the highest level of industrialisation. The advent of socialism shall then follow, marking the beginning of the golden age, the end of history and the establishment of perpetual happiness.

Where the father of ‘scientific socialism’ detects the early warning signs of the Apocalypse, Tocqueville proceeds to ‘announce, on the contrary, the prodigious leap that the economy shall make under the impact of liberty and capitalism’. He denounces the disadvantages of centralisation (this ‘typical and incurable malady afflicting the powers that have undertaken to command, predict and carry out everything themselves’), mentions the role of syndicalism and announces the development of middle classes.

By the time he departed this world, Tocqueville had already been glorified by his contemporaries. Taine (Les origines de la France contemporaine)205

 and Fustel de Coulanges (La cite antique)206

 were among his heirs. His thoughts would fuel the Anglo-Saxon tradition all the way to Keynes207

 and Laski.208

 

‘It is my firm conviction that the issues that we now face are precisely those predicted by Alexis de Tocqueville’, Jacques Nantet concludes.

***

Tocqueville, an essay by Jacques Nantet, Seghers, 188 pages.

***

Unlike what Mr Jacques Nantet claims, Tocqueville was neither born in the ‘chateau of Verneuil, in the Eure region’, nor in ‘Verneuil, in the Seine-et-Oise area’, as several authors would have us believe. He was, in fact, born in Paris, in a building located on Ville-L’Evêque Street, a building that can still be found there nowadays. His birth certificate, which was destroyed in the Hôtel-de-Ville fire in 1871, has been successfully reassembled by the French notarial archives. It had been recovered by Antoine Redier and pictured in his ‘Comme disait Mr de Tocqueville…’209

 (Librairie académique Perrin, 1925).

De Tocqueville’s complete works, divided into twelve volumes and comprising his correspondence with Gobineau, Gustave de Beaumont and Pierre-Paul Royer-Collard, were published by Gallimard between 1951 and 1970.

***

Arthur de Gobineau

Initially, one was only able to see him in sepia-coloured photographs, parading a moustache resembling that of Napoleon III and wearing a well-tailored Ascot tie, his elbow propped against a chimney in a display of utterly aristocratic nonchalance. However, these times are now long foregone, for Arthur de Gobineau (1816–1882) is making a powerful comeback into the world of literature and thought.

Gobineau had, for a long time, remained the victim of twofold prejudice: firstly, because he was only perceived as the author of the famous Essay on the Inequality of the Human Races, and secondly, because people obstinately presented this book as a bible that preaches a racism that is both perverse and inappropriate.

Such an attitude was synonymous with diminishing his life’s literary work, a work that is as rich as it is varied and additionally includes The Religions and Philosophies of Central Asia (1865), The History of the Persians (1869), Typhaines Abbey (1867), Ternove (1868), Voyage Recollections (1872), The Pleiades (1874), The Renaissance (1877), The Story of Ottar Jarl (1879), Amadis (1887), and, last but not least, The Treatise of Cuneiforms (1864) and Asian Novellas (1876). His writings thus comprise several works of art that rival Voltaire’s Candide in terms of quality.

Since 1966, two academics have been attempting to free Gobineau from the shadowy depths into which he had been cast: A. B. Duff, an honorary professor at the University of Jerusalem, and Jean Gaulmier, who, in addition to being a literary critic, historian, and professor at the Sorbonne, also happens to be the former director of France’s Free Informational Service in the Levant (1942–1945). The two have brought forth an annual publication entitled Gobinian Studies, whose 10th volume will soon be published.

‘There is no magazine dedicated to Lamartine,210

 Michelet211

 or Hugo’,212

 says Mr Gaulmier. ‘There is one, however, devoted to Gobineau, who has thus been granted the opportunity to take revenge upon his age’.

In the space of a decade, Gobinian Studies has managed to map out a major part of the ‘Gobinian domain’, including previously unpublished texts, original articles, documents and photos. Thanks to the support offered by the National Literary Fund, a correspondence inventory has already enabled the localisation of more than 8000 letters. Gobineau’s Essay was reedited in 1867 at Belfond publishing, and two novella volumes have been released by Garnier.

It is once again to Mr Gaulmier that we owe the exhumation and publication of an astonishing text: Ce qui est arrive à la France en 1870213

 (Klincksieck, 1970), a series of bitter reflections on the Franco-German war and the Commune in which Gobineau’s position essentially converges with the conclusions reached by Renan in his Intellectual and Moral Reform. 

Last but not least, Gobineau will be included in next year’s Pleiades collection (Gallimard), in which his (almost) complete works will comprise three volumes.

‘One thus begins to measure the incredible wealth of ideas offered by this author, whose name is included in the Literary License Programme in Strasbourg, Aix-en-Provence and Montpellier. He was also one of the founding fathers of federalism and the theory of elites, the first great visionary of racial conflict, and a man whose influence can be felt in the writings of a large variety of authors such as Spengler, Barrès, Montherlant, Pareto, Gide, Cocteau, Radiguet, Romain Roland and Malraux.

Richard Wagner and Ludwig Schemann

Sometimes advantaged by the circumstances and sometimes not, Gobinian Studies has come up against a wide range of obstacles: ideological ones, of course, but also ‘historical’ ones, with a certain mystery still reigning supreme over the infancy and early years of Gobineau’s career.

Indeed, a tragic event seems to have impacted his beginnings. In the absence of his father, his mother had had an adulterine daughter who was then brought up with young Arthur himself. Having become aware of the situation at the age of thirteen, the latter was overcome with suspicion: was he another man’s child as well? Being of Norman descent and, as such, the heir of the Vikings, Gobineau felt compelled to respond to the question by inventing a mythical genealogy for himself, in which he traced his ancestors all the way to Odin, the Norse god (this was the subject covered in his Story of Ottar Jarl, the Norwegian pirate)!

Having come to Paris in 1835, Arthur de Gobineau had initially focused exclusively on literary works. In 1848, however, following the fall of the monarchy during the month of July, Alexis de Tocqueville, the French Minister for Foreign Affairs, began by appointing him as his special secretary before making him his chief of staff. Ten years later, it was once again under Tocqueville’s protection (a man with whom he was involved in a highly interesting correspondence) that he took his first steps in the diplomatic domain (at the time, his mother, who had been sentenced to 10 years in prison for aggravated fraud, was still serving her sentence).

During his career, which was marked by numerous travels, Gobineau struck up a friendship with Mérimée, Prokesch, Princess Mathilda, Richard Wagner, and Dom Pedro II, the emperor of Brazil. Forced into retirement by Decazes in 1877,214

 however, he expired in 1882, following a final trip to Bayreuth.

It was, in fact, Richard Wagner,215

 an attentive reader of Gobineau’s works, who would direct the attention of Ludwig Schemann, one of his admirers, towards the French writer’s original works. Schemann, who was a methodical Prussian man, then enabled the publication of Gobineau’s Essay in Germany in 1899. Additionally, he himself proceeded to publish several works on the topic of Gobinism and founded the Gobineau Society (Gobineau-Vereinigung), which subsequently enjoyed a certain amount of success. Four Frenchmen would join the Gobineau Society: Paul Bourget (author of The Disciple), Vacher de Lapouge (Social Selections), Edouard Schuré (Precursors and Rebels) and Florimond de Basterot.

In Germany, the small Gobinian chapel would flourish in the shadow of the great Wagnerian church: Gobineau ist unser,216

 they said during World War I, and the popularity he enjoyed among our ‘traditional enemy’ remained enduringly harmful to the author of the Pleiades.

In 1905, however, Paris witnessed the publication of a book by Richard Dreyfus entitled La vie et les prophéties du comte de Gobineau217

 (Calmann-Lévy), which adopted the topic of a lecture given at the School for Advanced Social Studies. Many other ones would follow.

Gobineau attached a great deal of importance to his Essay, which was penned between 1848 and 1851 and published from 1853 to 1855. The work is dedicated to George V, King of Hanover. There are several editions of it, including a two-volume version by Firmin-Didot publishing (1940), and numerous translations.

Divided into six parts, it opens with the following famous quote: ‘The fall of civilisations is the most striking and most obscure of all historical phenomena. Thanks to its ability to arouse fear in the human mind, this misfortune bears within it something so mysterious and so grandiose that thinkers never tire of pondering it, studying it, and revolving around its secret’.

Professor Gaulmier declares: ‘Gobineau’s Essay is, in fact, a grand romantic poem, yet one which, unlike the ‘classical’ form of French Romanticism, announces and senses humanity’s irreversible decadence, and not its continuous ascension’.

A more appropriate title for the book would have been An Essay on the Diversity of Human Races. Adopting various ideas that were widespread at the time (and that one even encounters in Kant’s views), Gobineau distinguishes three great races: the white, the yellow and the black one, each characterised by its own qualities and flaws. Although none of them is superior to the others in absolute terms, they all run the risk of losing their specific character should they embrace intermixing. 

A Pessimistic Conclusion

If, on the one hand, human families are said to be equal, and on the other, some are frivolous, others composed; some greedy, others spendthrift; some energetically enamoured with struggle, others ever careful with their own hardships and lives, it stands to reason that these highly different nations must have very diverse and dissimilar destinies, ones that are, to put it bluntly, quite unequal’. 

This does not hinder Gobineau from preaching mutual respect and reciprocal decolonisation. On 22nd March, 1855, while in Cairo, he wrote to Prokesch,218

 stating: ‘Europeans are hardly commendable, and the disdain and hatred felt by the indigenous population seems justifiable at all times’. Incidentally, there is an entire chapter in his Essay (I, 6) that deals with the uselessness of ‘colonial policies’.

In Gobineau’s eyes, humanity’s decline has already commenced: it is thus delusional to hope to emancipate oneself from ‘universal democracy’, which shall render everyone equal from below. 

Hence the following pessimistic conclusion: ‘Religion itself has not promised us eternity; by demonstrating that we have indeed begun at some point, however, science has always seemed to bestow upon us the promise of an end. There is, therefore, no reason for us to be surprised or overcome with emotion when faced with a further confirmation of a fact that has never been subject to doubt. It is not death that represents a saddening prediction, but the certitude of reaching it degraded; and were we not secretly horrified by the sensation of fate’s greedy hands already upon us, the shame that shall befall our descendants would perhaps leave us indifferent’.

In his Pleiades, however, Gobineau seems less bitter. Witnessing the triumph of the three categories of individuals that he despises (namely ‘brutes, fools and rascals’), he contrasts the latter with the ‘Pleiades’, meaning the ‘kingly Sons’ that have miraculously evaded the zeitgeist and act as an extension of the values that originate from the most ancient ‘golden age’ of Antiquity. The book is probably one of the few 19th-century novels that can compare to The Red and the Black and The Charterhouse of Parma. Gobineau was, in fact, one of the very first to consider Stendhal219

 a truly great writer, a writer through whom ideology was genuinely allowed to enter the realm of novels.

There is yet another illusion that one must relinquish: Gobineau did not invent his own racial doctrine. Indeed, he had several predecessors. One of the famous ones is Victor Courtet de l’Isle (1813–1867), to whom Mr Jean Boissel, professor at Saint-Valéry University in Montpellier and author of Gobineau polémiste220

 (Pauvert, 1967), dedicated a highly significant essay.

Courtet, a Provençal originally from Isle-sur-la-Sorgue, was one of Saint-Simon’s disciples.221

 In La science politique fondée sur la science de l’homme, ou Etude des races humaines sous le rapport philosophique, historique et social,222

 which he penned at the age of twenty-five, he expresses his intention to apply the principles of compared physiology and anatomy to different peoples: ‘The purpose is to incorporate history into the field of natural sciences’. According to him, social inequalities correspond to certain ‘ethnic strata’. In order to ensure social justice through the circulation of elites, it is necessary to constantly stir the population’s biological components. His optimistic conclusion is in sharp contrast to Gobineau’s. 

Beyond Saint-Simon and Courtet, one could, in fact, go even further back in time, until one has reached the very sources of the views espoused by Voltaire and ‘libertine’ philosophers, before the advent of the Revolution.

The ‘racial prejudice’ that characterised the French aristocracy of the Old Regime, for instance, is rooted in the clear awareness of our Frankish nobility’s Germanic origins. Long before Taine and Augustin Thierry, a theoretical formulation had already been set down by Count de Boulainvilliers.223

 

In Le sang épuré,224

 Mr André Devyver demonstrates that the ‘Germanic’ sentiment pervading the French aristocracy exerted great mental influence during the 18th century and accounts, at least in part, for the openly declared hatred felt by 1789 revolutionaries towards ‘Koblenz emigrants’. In his analysis of certain post-revolutionary extensions, the author also highlights the notions which Gobineau borrowed from Boulainvilliers’ theories and does not shy away from seeking in the latter the explanation for some of the antagonisms that manifested themselves during the Restauration period and at the time of the Franco-Prussian war (1870). 

***

Etudes gobiniennes,225

 written by Jean Gaulmier, Klincksieck (11 Lille Street, 75007 Paris, France), 218 pages.

Le sang épuré, an essay by André Devyver, Université de Bruxelles editions (Leopold Park, 137 Belliard Street, 1040 Brussels, Belgium), 608 pages.

Victor Courtet, premier théoreticien de la hiérarchie des races — Contribution à l’histoire de la philosophie politique du romantisme,226

 PUF, 225 pages.

***

On 7th June, 1975, Mrs. Arlette Jouanna defended a crucial doctoral thesis at the Paris IV University, a thesis on The Notion of Race in 16th and Early 17th century France, 1498–1614 (three volumes, Honoré Champion, 1976). In it, she makes a precious contribution to our knowledge of the period’s French mental universe and demonstrates that the modern conception of race is somehow founded upon the acceptance of ‘lineage’, an acceptance that was commonplace back then (‘The very notion of race is embodied by the idea […] that the social character of ancestries has a biological basis that accounts for their continuity over the generations’).

In Roots of the Right, a project headed by George Steiner, Mr Michael D. Biddiss has published a collection of political texts authored by Gobineau: Gobineau — Selected Political Writings (Jonathan Cape, London, 1970 and 1971). It comprises several extracts from the Treatise on Inequality, The Pleiades, Renaissance and What Happened to France in 1870.

The 8th volume of Gobinian Studies (1974–75) provided us with some clarification regarding the three-volume publication of Gobineau’s selected works as part of the Pleaides collection (Gallimard). The first part shall contain the Essay on the Inequality of the Human Races (presented by Mr Jean Boissel), in addition to Miss Irnois. The second shall include Three Years in Asia, The Religions and Philosophies of Central Asia, Adelaide, and Voyage Recollections. As for the third, it shall comprise The Pleiades, Asian Novellas, and Renaissance. Chronological order will thus have been respected.

***

Ernest Renan

When asked about his opinion of the author of The Life of Jesus, Pope Pius IX gave his interviewer the following response: ‘Renan? What a brilliant star that fell from the heavens!’

The new edition of Recollections of My Youth, and especially that of The Life of Jesus (including a wonderful preface written by Mr Jean Gaulmier, a Sorbonne professor), has, once again, drawn attention to this great personality, to whom an entire exposition at the Bibliothèque nationale227

 was dedicated in November 1974, with more than 700 documents, letters, and photographs. 

Renan was born on 28th February, 1823 in Tréguier (Côtes-du-Nord) to a family of tillers and sailors, as the third child of Philibert Renan, a master mariner, and Magdeleine Féger Lasbleiz, originally from Lannion. His paternal ancestors were the descendants of one of the Welsh emigrant clans who, from the 4th to the 7th century, departed their own island so as to evade the Angl0-Saxon invasions: as stated in his Recollections of Youth, ‘they were good people who arrived from Cardigan around 480, under the leadership of a man called Fragan’. The author expanded on the issue, adding: ‘I think in their stead, for they live within me’.

His father achieved great distinction in the struggle against the British. In 1828, he vanishes while sailing the high seas. His lifeless body is found on a deserted shore near Saint-Malo. Was it an accident? Or perhaps suicide? The cause of death would forever remain unknown.

Facing a financial situation that bordered on misery, the Renan family seeks refuge in Lannion. Henriette, Ernest’s seventeen-year-old sister, pours her affection on her brother and monitors his education.

Young Ernest longs to join the Church. In 1838, while at the clerical school in Tréguier, he is awarded every possible prize. These awards attract the attention of Monsignor Dupanloup,228

 who invites Renan to Paris. He joins the Saint-Nicholas-du-Chardonnet seminary, before moving on to that of Issy-les-Moulineaux in 1841 and Saint-Sulpice in 1843.

Although Renan achieves good success during the seminary, his ‘excellent mentors’ worry about him. Indeed, he is already afflicted by moral conflict.

It is a period marked by his first bouts of intellectual exhilaration. Renan develops a passion for history, in which he notices the jurisprudence of political action. He studies the Hebrew, Syriac and Chaldean language, learns the basics of Arabic and becomes aware of his own ‘instinctively philological’ abilities. It is philosophy, however, that garners his enthusiasm more than anything else. At a time when Romanticism is at the height of its popularity, he shares in the fascination of the literary and erudite world for the writings published on the other side of the Rhine. He admires Fichte (‘Fichte is the very reflection of my soul’), Schelling, Goethe, Kant, Herder, Schleiermacher, and Hegel. 

On 24th August, 1845, he writes his fellow disciple, Father Cognat, the following words: ‘So as to grant me support, God has bestowed upon me an intellectual and moral endeavour. I have familiarised myself with Germany, which gave me the impression of entering a temple. All that I discovered there was pure, lofty, moral, beautiful and touching. Oh, my soul! Yes, indeed, it is a treasure, the very continuation of Jesus Christ. Their morality enraptures me. Oh, how gentle yet strong they are! I believe that this is where Christ shall come from’.

Renan is then overcome with an irrepressible need for rational analysis and free inquiry. He indulges in a libido sciendi.229

 ‘We are fond of humanity because it gives birth to science, and we value morality because only honest men could ever be scientific. If ignorance were set down as mankind’s requisite foundation, there would no longer be any reason for us to value humanity’s existence’. 

Christian dogmas are a combination of evangelical faith and Greek metaphysics. This is what accounts for the fact that, for some people, Jesus represents the Messiah above all else, while primarily acting as the embodiment of the Logos for others. Renan detects various contradictions and confluences between the two currents. It is the former, however, that seem the most pronounced to him. Whereas Saint Paul emphasises faith, hope and charity and defines the latter as the most beautiful of all virtues, Renan responds by considering the truth greater still. The entire history of theology is but a desperate attempt to reconcile the irreconcilable, he says. 

This conflict between faith and reason is something that the young seminarist experiences most intensely, as he wages terrible inner battles against himself. 

Mr Jean Gaulmier writes: ‘The young Sulpician divides orthodox theologians into two categories that he targets with equal contempt: the acritical ones such as Dupanloup, for whom Christianity is but a means that allows them to progress in the world, and the simple-minded ones, whose good intentions go hand in hand with absolute scientific nullity’. 

In his extensive essay entitled La jeunesse d’Ernest Renan230

 (1925), Pierre Lasserre231

 remarks: ‘What occurred in Renan’s mind in the space of 4 years is a shortcut of all that took place in European minds over a period of 4 centuries’. 

In the end, Renan gives in. Just like William of Occam232

 and the advocates of nominalism, which marked the end of medieval scholasticism, he considers dogma to be indemonstrable, thus simultaneously losing ‘all confidence in the abstract metaphysics that claims to represent a science beyond all others and the sole solution to mankind’s greatest problems’.

The Desert Is Monotheistic

On 6th October, 1845, having decided to no longer content himself with the reassuring answers he had hitherto given himself, Renan walks down the seminary steps for the last time. He breaks with religion but does not disavow it. A few months later, he pens his Psychological Essay on Jesus Christ, in which he pours out his heart. The work contains the following revelatory sentences: ‘The critique of Jesus Christ that I am now undertaking is not a historical one, but a psychological one. I do not consider Jesus Christ to be a person endowed with actual existence… To me, Jesus Christ embodies the moral and philosophical dimension that stems from the Gospel’. 

The book would only be published in 1921, thanks to Jean Pommier, the future founder of the Society for Renanian Studies. It ends with the following words: ‘What we require is a rationalised Christianity — the Christianism of Germany. It will, admittedly, take some time for our old theologians to attain it. Once they do embrace it, however, mankind will have progressed’.

Next, Renan takes up the position of master at the Lycée Vendôme. This marks the beginning of his career. In 1847, he is awarded the Volney prize for a philological essay that would subsequently be published under the title Histoire Générale et système compare des langues sémitiques233

 (1855).

An excellent Hebraist, Renan attempts to achieve, with regard to Semitic languages, what Franz Bopp had already done for Indo-European ones: to provide a general picture of the grammatical system through which a thought can be expressed within a given language family. In doing so, he connects the Jewish religion to the Orient’s landscape: ‘The desert is monotheistic in essence. Sublime in its immense uniformity, what it reveals to men is, above all, the conception of the infinite, yet one that lacks the feeling of an endlessly creative life which the presence of a more fertile nature has awakened within other nations’. 

It is in this very work that he declares: ‘Every attempt to put all races on an equal footing would be synonymous with excessive historical pantheism’. 

In 1848, Renan writes a new essay entitled De l’origine du langage,234

 in which he analyses the ‘rigorous parallelism between language and the human mind’. ‘The mental essence of every people and its language are most closely connected. It is in the diversity of the human races that one should seek the most effective causes of idiomatic diversity’.

During that same year, Renan claims first place in a high-level competitive philosophical examination for teachers, but it is politics that already arouses his interest. As someone who is more or less affiliated to Leftist milieus, he sympathises with the February Revolution.235

 It is a fleeting sentiment: the June journeys are quick to cure him of this fever.

He then pens L’avenir de la science,236

 a work that is inspired by a rather naïve form of scientism and which would remain ‘dormant’ for more than forty years, before being published in 1890.

Next, the former seminarist proceeds to declare himself a democrat. His notion of democracy, however, embodies a type of political and moral universalism whose legal basis is completely inexistent. In fact, Renan declares that humanity’s aim does not lie in achieving individual ‘happiness’ but in accomplishing ‘the greatest possible perfection of all’. ‘There is but one true doctrine, the transcendental one according to which mankind’s very purpose is to create superior awareness or, as previously termed, the greater glory of God.237

 

Since people do not partake equally of mental fulfilment, Renan hopes for the appearance of an enlightened despot: ‘One would be allowed to espouse tyranny in order to manifest the mind’s triumph’. Indeed, Renan expresses a preference for the arbitrary over any political state that would respect everyone’s rights without ever creating anything: ‘Had Louis the 14th had cantankerous representatives that curtailed his budget, would he ever have built Versailles?’

He then coldly remarks: ‘The death of a Frenchman is an event of moral significance. The demise of a Cossack, by contrast, is nothing more than a physiological fact. And as for the death of a savage, its importance in the grand scheme of things is hardly superior to the breaking of a watch spring; yet even the latter may give rise to major consequences, owing to the sole fact that the watch in question draws the attention of civilised men and stimulates their activity’.

Religion and Religious Sentiments

In 1849–50, Renan is granted the opportunity to oversee a study mission in Italy. He makes the most of the situation and writes a short novel entitled Patrice, which would only be published posthumously. The story itself would be of little importance if its hero did not actually express the very same sentiments that Renan himself clearly felt. 

While in Rome, Patrice, a young Breton, sends a letter to a young girl in his native country: ‘In your eyes, the grand harmony has not been disrupted! You know nothing of the struggle that opposes the holy to the truthful, the beautiful to the good and the truthful to itself’! He then cries out: ‘The misfortune that stems from my very essence is due to the excessively diverse elements that constitute it’! (In The Future of Science, one comes across the following words: ‘An unreasonably multifarious nature is but sheer torment’).

In Patrice, one also encounters a notion that could serve as an introduction to Renan’s entire literary work: ‘Religion is false in terms of its object, meaning that it is pervaded by inherent falsity and deceitfulness with regard to what it orders people to believe; and yet, it is eternally truthful with respect to the subject, meaning to our need of it and to the religious sentiment that it corresponds to’. 

Upon his return to Paris, on 2nd December, 1851, Renan condemns the coup d’état. Akin to most liberals, from Tocqueville to Benjamin Constant,238

 he perceives it as evidence of the fundamental harmfulness of universal suffrage, which ‘fosters plebiscites’. In 1852, he begins writing for Le Journal des débats239

 and obtains his doctorate thanks to a thesis on Averroes and Averroism. 

Four years later, he marries the niece of painter Ary Scheffer; she would bear him three children, including a daughter, Noémie, mother of Ernest and Cornélie Psichari.

Having been elected at the Academy of Inscriptions instead of Augustin Thierry, he writes to Gobineau in order to congratulate him on his Essay: ‘You have created one of the most remarkable, most vigorous and most intellectually original books, but have done little to be understood in France, or rather little to be misunderstood here’.

In 1859, in his Essais de morale et de critique,240

 he declares: ‘The most unequivocal sign of the weakening of a given society lies in this indifference to noble struggles, an indifference that makes the great political issues seem secondary compared to industrial and alimentary questions’. 

In 1860, Renan sets off to visit the Orient. He is accompanied by his sister Henriette (who had, at that point, been acting as his secretary for a period of ten years) and his wife. It is a wondrous experience. ‘The Arab tent embodies the noblest surviving image of ancient times. The first time I beheld it was in a lost dale of Syria: it was pure, simple and noble. I could not help noticing the incomparable beauty of the herds, the camels’ good demeanour, and the very poetry of their tents. The bleating of the flock resounded every evening, as the gentle cries of the smallest lambs reverberated within’.

It is here, on Holy Ground, that Renan pens the first manuscript of his Life of Jesus, sitting ‘inside a Maronite hut’.

A year later, Henriette is taken ill with malaria. She dies in Byblos on 23rd September, 1861. Grief-stricken, Renan decides to go back to France.

Immediately upon his return, he is appointed as the head of the Syriac, Chaldean and Hebrew Department at the Collège de France. Despite this acknowledgement of both his work and abilities, there were still many enemies for him to contend with; for he remained a ‘defrocked priest’ in the eyes of the devout, and the Church was highly influential. Indeed, priests still controlled public education and cardinals enjoyed full senatorial rights.

On the day of his inaugural lecture (11th January, 1862), a boisterous crowd gathered in the gallery. The subject Renan had chosen was the ‘Role of Semitic Peoples in the History of Civilisation’. Soon, he declaimed the following words: ‘We do not owe the Semites our political existence, nor our art, poetry, philosophy or science. What is it, then, that we are indebted to them for? The answer is: religion’. 

He then concluded by saying: ‘As for the future, what is becoming ever more apparent to me is the triumph of Indo-European ingeniousness. The future, gentlemen, belongs to Europe and Europe alone. Europe shall conquer the world and spread its religion across the latter, a religion embodied by legality, liberty, respect for one’s fellow man, and the belief that there is always some divine aspect to humankind’. 

Although the first lectures take place without incidents, the religious milieus grow ever more restless. On the 22nd of February, a phrase uttered by Renan — with no ill intent, I might add — regarding the ‘incomparable man’ that Jesus was triggers a massive uproar. This results in the suspension of all his lectures on the 26th of February, as the course had ‘profoundly offended Christian beliefs’. Embarrassed, Napoleon III expresses his regrets to the sanctioned professor, who finds himself officially dismissed in June 1864. 

‘Jesus the Prophet’ in the Face of Criticism

It is all but a mere rehearsal, however. The real scandal breaks out in June 1863, when The Life of Jesus, the first tome of Renan’s seven-volume work entitled Histoire des origines du christianisme,241

 is published.

Commenting on the issue, Pierre Lasserre would write in 1923: ‘Renan’s work has been the most extensive and abundant vehicle of the historical mindset that pervaded every single field of knowledge during the 19th century and which renewed both the aspect and the very meaning of innumerable questions that had hitherto only been posed in a purely dogmatic manner’. 

Having barely recovered from the revolutionary persecutions that had targeted it, religious orthodoxy found itself threatened by an entire wave of criticism in the middle of the 19th century, a wave that was due to the new sciences that began to flourish at the time, including philology, the philosophy of history, and epigraphy. 

In 1835, the Life of Jesus written by David-Friedrich Strauss, a professor in Tübingen (1808–1874), marked a major watershed. For the very first time, a scholar had proceeded to isolate the 4th Gospel within the synoptics and cast doubt upon its historicity. Following in the footsteps of traditional German thought, Strauss declared that religion was founded upon ideas, not facts. He attributed special importance to the role of myths, in which ‘the crucial element is not epitomised by an affirmation of reality but by the symbolic expression of a superior truth’.

Renan, who published two significant articles on The Historical Criticism of Jesus, openly acknowledged his indebtment to the Tübingen and Strasbourg schools. He did not, however, espouse Strauss’ ‘mythological’ interpretation (which would be adopted by Alfaric242

 and Couchoud243

 during the 20th century).

A ‘moderate critic’, he sifts through all known documents, yet questions neither the validity of the Gospels (which he perceives to be ‘the pure products of Palestinian Christianity’) nor the historicity of Saint John. The numerous variants detected by Mr Gaulmier (to which Prosper Alfaric dedicated an entire book entitled Les manuscrits de la ‘Vie de Jésus’ d’Ernest Renan,244

 published by Belles Lettres in 1939) bear witness to the very scale of his efforts. 

What Renan sought to achieve, in fact, was, above all, the creation of the liveliest possible portrait of a ‘model man’ whose features were ultimately frozen in time by centuries of devout religious accounts. And it was this familiarity with his person that was bound to shock the orthodox most.

The book ends with the following words: ‘The centuries shall proclaim Jesus unequalled among the sons of man’. This is because, from Renan’s perspective, Jesus was more of a divine man than a god in human form. Better yet, he is ‘the individual who allowed his species to take the greatest step towards divinity’.

This notion of things falls into a current in which the very seeds of ‘Jesuism’ can already be detected. During that same period, Michelet proceeded to free the memory of ‘the great prophet Jesus’ from ‘theological Christianity’, while Auguste Comte245

 laid the foundations of a cult of man. As for Cabet,246

 he aspired to turn Christ into the precursor of socialism. On his part, Quinet simply nailed the Jesuits to the wall, and Victor Hugo presented Jesus as being ‘the sanguinary incarnation of progress’.

Several decades later, Maurras would embrace an analogous distinction, albeit to draw different conclusions. One of the very first writers of the Action française political movement, Hughes Rebell, would state: ‘The merit of the Catholic Church lies in its sterilisation of Christianity’.

Implicitly, the Life of Jesus also comprises the notion that however false its dogmas, religion is nonetheless right in its aspirations, particularly thanks to the elevational tendency that it inspires in man.

The admiration that Renan felt for the evangelical ideal is sometimes combined with the view that aestheticism is superior to morality: anything beautiful is permissible. Ethics thus ceases to be a matter of punishment: ‘A mother does not require a system of moral philosophy to love her own child, just as no well-bred young woman chooses to remain chaste merely because of a specific theory. Likewise, no reasoning would ever drive a courageous man to throw himself into the maws of death’. 

Last but not least, Renan proposes a method that lies halfway between incredulity and belief: ‘We furthermore reject frivolous scepticism and scholastic dogmatism. For we are critical dogmatists! Although truthfulness is what we believe in, we make no claim to possessing absolute truth’.

Cabal of the Devout

Upon its publication, Renan’s Life of Jesus ignites people’s passions. Exalted by Saint-Beuve, Taine, Mérimée, Michelet and George Sand, the book is denounced by believers (At the time, Renan had already been condemned for a translation of Job published in 1858).

Auguste Gratry, a professor of evangelical morality at the Sorbonne, exclaimed: ‘Mr Renan aspires to spread his Life of Jesus in both villages and learned milieus, and I shall follow him there, God willing, and demonstrate the falseness of his book’. R. H. Laillaut, a priest, labelled it an ‘impious book’ and denounced its readers as ‘libertines and effeminates’. Another man of the cloth, Father Lambert, who met Renan while at Saint-Sulpice, stated that he had washed his hands after casting the book into a fire. 

The refutations grew ever more numerous, eventually reaching a grand total of more than 300. At the library of Strasbourg, the ‘anti-Renan’ collection included no fewer than twenty-one bound volumes.

Renan received hundreds of letters. Anonymous senders accused him of having been ‘given a million by Mr de Rothschild’. He received a letter from Marseille saying: ‘Your words are as useless as smoke itself, falling upon a stone that defies and scorns you, you pathetic fool!’ And another from the Netherlands: ‘Bow down into the dust, retract this irreverent work and recant your erroneous assertions; for everyone is well aware that you have chosen to write this shameful book solely to enjoy the resulting sales and earn a great deal of money, just as Judas the traitor sold the Lord to the Jews’. During Sunday Mass, sermons took over in targeting Renan: ‘So as to increase torment, there are two degrees of scorching in hell; and you shall be among those to burn most!’ Not to be outdone, the media followed suit: ‘God exists. Sincerely, Paul’.

Renan prohibits himself from answering (‘I’m playing dead under the downpour of insults coming from the clerical party’, he writes to Berthelot),247

 and even from disproving his adversaries’ claims, as the sales of his book continue to increase. 100,000 copies are sold within a few months and ten translations prepared — an incredible success by any means.

Michel Lévy, Renan’s editor, wrote to him saying: ‘Thanks to the livid pastoral letters of our honourable bishops and archbishops, the fifth edition sold out even more rapidly than I had ever hoped’. 

Considering what clerics are capable of nowadays, Renan’s ‘audacious attitude’ can only conjure up a smile. The Church has evolved, and exegesis and theology have not been the last to de-sacralise ‘holy history’. According to Mr Jean Gaulmier, it is, above all, a sort of poem that one is expected to perceive in the Life of Jesus: ‘Jesus is not only the most charming of all rabbis, but also the hero of an immense dramatic tale that symbolises the human condition’ (as stated in the preface of the new edition). ‘The Life of Jesus is a kind of pastoral, an idyll; it is a bucolic dream experienced by Renan’ (in Les Cahiers rationalistes,248

 January 1975).

The Acropolis — the Centre of the World

Others have labelled Renan a ‘mystical rationalist’.

In fact, as noted by Taine,249

 ‘he had no system, just an overview and some impressions’. As a rebel, he was not fond of order; and as a poet, he aspired to rigour. This erudite once said: ‘I was born romantic. What I require is something within my soul that pushes me to the edge of the precipice’. Hence, as written by Pierre Lasserre, his ‘desire to continue kneeling before the relics of a God that he denied’.

The fact is that Renan, who spread piety without faith, bore a profound admiration for religion, an admiration that lasted his entire lifetime. In the preface to Prêtre de Nemi,250

 he would state: ‘I have critiqued everything and, regardless of what people may think of it, upheld everything as well. Our criticism has contributed more to the conservation of religion than all apologies ever have’. In Patrice, one could already read the following words: ‘Apart from a small number of men who display an ability to scientifically chart their critical refusal to adhere to Christianity, I have little respect for unbelievers. The latter are right, but not for the reasons that they think’.

In his essay entitled L’âme bretonne,251

 which came out at the start of the 20th century, Charles Le Goffic252

 declared: ‘Rebellion is the normal state of the Celtic mentality. Remember Pelagius, Abélard, Renan, Broussais, Lamennais, and the anarchist Chateaubriand!’

In November 1864, having grown weary of the endless polemics, Renan heads for the Orient once again. He travels around the Nile region, visits Henriette’s grave, journeys to Antioch and arrives to Athens.

This time around, his illumination is boundless. In his eyes, the Acropolis becomes the very centre of the world. In comparison, the Orient that he had once admired seems impious, a genuine imposture. Here, he does not find a ‘single trace of charlatanism, no superficial adornments of any kind’. At the foot of the Parthenon, while drafting a new creed, Renan discovers his true god: Dante’s ‘Jupiter, the Sovereign’. He dedicates a prayer to Pallas Athena: ‘Oh, nobility! Oh, simple and true beauty! Oh, divine worker, mother of all industry, protectress of labour! Thou art the energy of Zeus, the spark that kindles and keeps aflame the fire in both heroes and men of genius! Bestow upon us the ability to become accomplished spiritualists!’

His Prayer on the Acropolis would be published in 1876, in the French magazine Revue des deux-mondes. Reading it brings to mind Taine’s presence on the summit of Saint-Odile, Barrès’253

 voyage to Sparta, and the revelation experienced by Maurras in Athens, an account of which is included in the first edition of Anthinéa.254

 

Between May and June 1869, Renan runs for office in the electoral district of Meaux, under the label ‘advanced independent candidate’. He opts for the following slogan: ‘No Revolution, No War’. It is his opponent that claims victory.

On the 15th of July, having learnt of the French declaration of war against Prussia, he undertakes a voyage to the North Sea, accompanying prince Napoleon. Shortly after, he returns to Paris. In November, he is reinstated into the Collège de France. The sudden announcement of the French defeat ruins his hopes. On 16th September, 1870, in Le journal des débats, he addresses the following words to David-Friedrich Strauss: ‘The world’s greatest misfortune lies in the fact that France does not understand Germany, and vice versa’.

The events that take place is 1871 impact him greatly: in The Antichrist, he develops the account of the last days of Jerusalem, under the influence of what he had witnessed during the two sieges of Paris.

Many authors make the most of things to give their opinion of the times: Michelet (in La France devant l’Europe),255

 George Sand (in Journal d’un voyageur pendant la guerre),256

 Emile Montégut, Charles de Mazade, and others. Renan is also of the view that the time had come for him to publish some sort of manifesto. He proceeds to write La réforme intellectuelle et morale,257

 a literary work whose publication on 6th December, 1871 probably prompted Gobineau to leave his manuscript entitled Ce qui est arrive à la France en 1870 unfinished.

The United States of Europe

In this book, Renan depicts a depleted country, wondering what causes have led to its decline. Denouncing Rousseau’s ‘false politics’, he condemns the ideas of 1789 that had once seduced him: ‘The France of the Middle-Ages is a Germanic construction, erected by a Germanic military aristocracy characterised by Gallic-Roman elements. France’s age-old effort consisted in expelling from its bosom all the elements deposited by the Germanic invasion, an endeavour that lasted until the Revolution, the last convulsion of the entire process. […] Had France not dragged the Languedoc and Provence into its sphere of activities, we would now be a serious, active, Protestant and parliamentary nation!’

So as to offer an explanation for the fall of the monarchy, he resorts to the following image: ‘France was once an enormous shareholder company, established by the ancient, first-rate speculators of the Capetian House. The shareholders then beheaded the chief banking executive, believing themselves capable of performing equally well in matters of company business once the founders had been eliminated. All that the company now has to offer, however, is a share of shame and loss’.

It is the democratic principle that he holds responsible for this development: ‘The France that has been shaped by universal suffrage has become profoundly materialistic: ancient France’s noble concerns, including patriotism, a passion for beauty and a love of glory, have vanished alongside the nobility whose members once embodied the very soul of France. The assessment and governance of things has been surrendered to the masses’.

He then expands on things: ‘No one can discipline themselves. In the absence of a master, children left to their own devices receive no upbringing: all they do is play and waste time. […] A republican society is as weak as a military corps that nominates its own officers: the fear of not being re-elected paralyses all energy’.

Railing against egalitarianism, he expresses his lack of esteem for the crowds, crowds that he is wary not to confuse with the people (from which he himself stems, as he constantly reminds us): ‘The original sin of every democratic institution lies in the sacrifices that one has to make in honour of the crowd’s superficial mindset… A sufficient amount of reason to govern and reform a people could never emerge from the masses… Intellectual culture ceases to ascend as soon as it aspires to spread’.

In his Prayer on the Acropolis, the author had already stated: ‘Oh, Democracy! Teach us to extract a diamond from the impure masses!’

Renan has no expectations with regard to the emerging republic: ‘The fate of the republic is to simultaneously cause anarchy and to repress it most drastically’. He adds: ‘As for Communism, not only do I regard it as an impossibility, but even as a folly, or, to express things more adequately, a fantastical creation’. 

As a result, Renan finds himself labelled a monarchist: ‘He thus espouses a doctrine which the Action Française would perhaps be inclined to support’, remarked Jacques Boulenger258

 in 1925 (Renan et ses critiques).259

 

How can the situation be remedied, then? Renan sinks into dreams: some regarding an erudite republic that is rather utopian, others centred upon a new nobility that would replace a questionable and adulterated aristocracy. He ultimately declares himself to be in favour of a constitutional monarchy supported by two representative chambers. All national bodies, social corporations and professional companies would be represented by the High Chamber. Opinion columns would be abolished and debates held behind closed doors, so as to avoid false eloquence and demagogy: ‘There is good reason to hope that both Chambers thus established would serve the purpose of liberal progress and not that of revolution’. 

Adopting an idea which Augustin Thierry260

 had already expressed in 1814, he declares himself to be in favour of a ‘United States of Europe, whose members would be joined together by a federal pact’. He says: ‘Europe is a confederation of states united by a common notion of civilisation’. To begin with, what he proposes is an ‘alliance with Germany and England, the effect of which will be to guide the world along the paths of liberal civilisation’. He, furthermore, advocates the formation of empires: ‘Large-scale colonisation is a political necessity of the very first order. Any nation that does not colonise is inexorably condemned to embrace Socialism, a war between the rich and the poor’.

Reviled by the clerics and consequently rejected by the republican camp, Renan would remain a ‘liberal conservative’ his entire life, convinced of the fact that ‘inequality is inherent in nature’ and supporting the establishment of an enlightened monarchy.

A Parisian and Republican Monument

In 1873, Renan takes over from Claude Bernard261

 at the Académie Française (which allows him to highlight his debt to the experimental method) and publishes Marcus Aurelius, the 7th and final volume of History of the Origins of Christianity.

On 11th March, 1882, he gives his famous speech entitled What Is a Nation at the Sorbonne. ‘The existence of a nation is — please excuse the metaphor — an everyday plebiscite, just as the existence of an individual is the perpetual affirmation of life’. At a later point, he would say: ‘What constitutes a nation is the fact of having accomplished great feats in the past and of longing to achieve equally great things in future’. 

In 1883, he is elected to the post of administrator at the Collège de France, becoming the president of the Asian Society a year later.

Having done some soul-searching, he publishes his Recollections of Youth. ‘The world is heading towards a kind of Americanism that is detrimental to our own refined ideas’, he remarks.

As Max Muller’s262

 friend, he contributes to the development of Indo-European studies. He remains, in fact, highly aware of his own origins. A regionalist ahead of his time, he strives for the renewal of the Breton spirit, demonstrates his interest in Arbois de Jubainville’s Revue Celtique263

 and makes sure he never misses the ‘Celtic dinner’ promoted by folklorist Paul Sébillot, an event that has been held at the Hôtel de la Marine, Boulevard du Parnasse, every year since 1879.

In a magnificent essay on the Poetry of the Celtic Nations, he declares: ‘I prefer honest mythology with all its distractedness and wanderings to a theology that is so ungenerous, so vulgar and so colourless that it would be offensive to God to believe that, having bestowed upon the visible world such beauty, He could have chosen to make the invisible world so dully reasonable’.

In 1886, he begins working on a new and final work of art: The History of the People of Israel, which is to comprise five volumes. It is a study of the ‘underground from which the roots of Jesus sprouted’. He will thus have authored a total of more than forty literary works.

As written by Mr Jean Dutourd,264

 it was in 1890 that Renan came to be ‘one of the monuments of Paris’. An official thinker and the patriarch of the Republic, he was a caricatural representation of the ‘Louis-Philippian’ period, with his large nose, pear-shaped head, yellowed white hair and ten-button jacket. And yet, his swollen head displayed a pair of small and ever shining elephant eyes. For Renan was ever observant, always laughing to himself. His chair was an institution. At dinner events, his Bishop-like potbelly never suited his civil attire, and ‘his hand bestowed blessings with every spoken sentence’, says Barrès. 

Towards the end of his life, Renan, stricken with rheumatisms and deformed by gout in his small flat on Vaneau Street, sometimes espoused the notions found in Ecclesiastes when he spoke of universal vanity: ‘Life may ultimately not be a truly serious matter’. And it is himself that he describes when remarking the following with regard to Spinoza: ‘Being a free-thinker, he perceived himself obligated to lead the life of a saint’.

Among his disciples, one finds both religious minds and rationalists, and an equal rate of aristocrats and republicans.

Maurice Barrès once defined himself as Renan’s spiritual ‘grand-nephew’. It was through Renan’s works that he learnt to reconcile his detachment towards all dogma with a curiosity etched with sympathy for all forms of religious thinking.

In May 1866, he published an account of his visit to Perros-Guirec (where Renan spent his summer on a yearly basis) in Voltaire.265

 The master confided in him, saying: ‘Some of our ideas must be kept caged, just like the dogs that Mr Pasteur is working on’. These pages, in which admiration mingles with playfulness, constitute the contents of his work entitled Huit jours chez M. Renan.266

 Further texts, gathered by Victor Giraud,267

 were published in 1922 under the title Taine et Renan.268

 

In May 1892, Renan still presides over a ‘Celtic dinner’, and undertakes an ultimate trip to Brittany in September. Upon his return to Paris, he is already severely ill. He makes the following remark in his notebooks: ‘To silently prepare oneself for death’. He passes away on the 2nd of October, unaided by religion. The next day, Maurice Barrès would write in Le Figaro: ‘Mr Renan belongs to those who have prevented the French spirit from relinquishing religious sentiments’.

It is not a doctrine that Renan has bequeathed, but a state of mind. 

***

The Life of Jesus, an essay by Ernest Renan, Folio, 542 pages.

The History of the Origins of Christianity (in its abridged edition, presented by Bruno Neveu as part of Pierre Gaxotte’s Great Historical Monuments collection), an essay by Ernest Renan, Laffont-Club français du livre, 832 pages.

Recollections of Youth, an essay by Ernest Renan, Garnier-Flammarion, 312 pages.

***

The Society of Renanian Studies (16 Chaptal Street, 75009, Paris, France), founded by Jean Pommier, includes Mr Jean Gaulmier and Louis Rougier among the members of its directorial committee and staff. It is responsible for the publication of the Renanian Studies quarterly. The Ernest Renan Circle (3 Récamier Street, 75007, Paris, France), hosted by Mr Georges Ory (author of Le Christ et Jésus,269

 Pavillon, 1974), focuses particularly on the history of religions. With its close ties to the Rationalist Union, it has been publishing a bimonthly bulletin for as long as 25 years, in addition to releasing a total of approximately 100 ‘notebooks’.

There is also an Ernest Renan Society, which was founded in 1919 and has unceasingly been compelled to become a French Society of Religious History. Its bulletin (including volume number XXV, 1976) has been released by PUF as part of its Revue d’histoire des religions.270

 

Renan’s complete works, which were published by Calmann-Lévy in ten volumes between 1947 and 1962, are now partially sold out. In addition to Life of Jesus and Recollections of Youth, several works have been re-edited separately: The Future of Science (Larousse, 1957), The French Rabbis of the Early 14th Century (two volumes, Gregg, Farnborough, 1969), The Abbess of Jouarre (Vialetay, 1973), and Christianity and Judaism (Copernic, 1977).

***

The French Socialists

‘There is a certain disagreement between the Proudhonian or Blanquist271

 form of socialism and the Marxist one, a disagreement that is graver than any political quarrel or school rivalry. We are witnessing a confrontation between two temperaments, a conflict between two diverging conceptions of life’.

The topic had already been covered before, particularly by Camille Bouglé (in Socialisme français,272

 Armand Colin, 1932) and Maxime Leroy (in Les précurseurs français du socialisme,273

 Temps présent, 1948). The author of various literary works on the Commune, the Knights Templar, the coup of eighteen Brumaire, Saint-Just, etc., as well as The History of Purification (A book that caused quite an uproar and was published by Fayard in 1968–1974), Robert Aron, who passed away in 1974, tackled the issue himself in Le socialisme français face au marxisme274

 and presented the results of a ‘40-year research effort’.

His book represents a historical review of the social issue, stretching from ‘proletarian prehistory’ to the present.

The Old Regime distinguished between two major production sectors: light industry, which was organised into corporations and trades and whose members enjoyed a certain independence; and large-scale ‘factories’, whose subjection to royal authority was of a far stricter nature. The Revolution would subsequently cause the disappearance of both sectors. Another change that came about concerned the length of a week, which increased from seven days to ten. Additionally, workers were suddenly only entitled to three days off per month, compared to an annual total of eighty-four before the Revolution.

‘The “Le Chapelier” legislation, which was passed in 1791, abolished all corporations, thus submitting French worker institutions to statal control. It was in the name of liberty that a new form of oppression was being prepared’.

At the dawn of the industrial age, ‘French socialism’ is born thanks to Babeuf (1760–1797). He is followed by Saint-Simon, Fourier, and Leroux, all of whom were prolific thinkers and utopians with a most fertile imagination.

The Victims of the Paris Commune (1871)

Second-generation theoreticians, namely Blanqui (1805–1881), Louis Blanc (1811–1882) and Constantin Pecqueur (1801–1887), were all men of courage and inventiveness, but they were not politicians. As written by Robert Aron, ‘they did not know what obscure, tortuous or divergent pathways a thought had to follow before being incorporated into practice’.

Reviewing all the issues since the very beginning, they proceeded to polish immense theoretical edifices whose form was both immutable and perfect, inspecting every possible detail in the hope of constructing a doctrine that none would ever be able to undermine. Fourier declares: ‘There are 5000 years of misunderstandings between the Creator and the creatures’. As for Proudhon, he states that ‘God is the embodiment of evil’. On his part, Pierre Leroux makes the following remark: ‘It was previously assumed that every religious edifice was destined to vanish, as the caducity of the Catholic system had been successfully proven. Such an assumption was, however, mistaken: religion cannot vanish off the face of the earth; it can merely undergo a transformation’.

Mr Aron has dedicated his book ‘to the communards of 1871, the victims of the Versailles reaction and of Marxist falsification’.

Indeed, the event was a decisive one. Far from having been a ‘pre-Marxist’ movement, the Paris Commune was ‘a revolution motivated by patriotism and hostile to statal centralisation, a revolution whose failure Marx and Engels essentially wished for so as to ensure the hegemony of their own doctrine within the nascent socialist movement. Their wishes thus coincided with those of the bourgeoisie of Versailles’.

The insurrectional movement’s management committee only comprised three Marxists, the majority of its members being either Blanquists or Proudhonians.

The contradictions that characterised the period were symbolically epitomised by the tragic fate of Louis Rossel, a twenty-seven-year-old rebel who died at the hands of a firing squad on the Satory plateau. Edith Thomas275

 writes: ‘Rejected by the admirers of the Commune, upon whom he had turned his back, and shunned by the heirs of Versailles, all of whom he had targeted with scorn, Rossel belonged to no one. And it is therein that his greatness lies’. (in Rossel, Gallimard, 1967). 

In 1866, Karl Marx passed the following judgement upon Parisian workers: ‘They are luxurious workers who unknowingly belong to the old offal, and very much so. They are ignorant, conceited, pretentious, turgid, and fraught with pomposity’. On 20th July, 1870, just before the outbreak of war, he declared: ‘What the French need is a good thrashing’. His next words provide the necessary clarification: ‘The German preponderance shall shift the European worker movement’s centre of gravity from France to Germany. This event shall simultaneously attest to our own theory’s prevalence over Proudhon’s’. 

With regard to Marx, Mr Robert Aron has detected a ‘metaphysical flaw’, which consists in believing, just as Descartes did, that ‘mechanical rules are identical to natural ones’. The truth, however, is not intellectual in essence. The intellect merely contents itself with ordering the natural facts that constitute reality in the manner that suits it best. Before being constructed, the world must first be perceived, and it is the manner in which one perceives it that determines its construction.

Sorel and Proudhon

Both of Marx’s principle adversaries are French: P.-J. Proudhon, a native of the Savoy region, and Georges Sorel, originally from Normandy. As the precursor of federalism and the ‘European revolution’, Proudhon proposes a new balance of social forces. Contrasting ‘a dialectic of life with the dialectic of death, which the Marxist scheme ultimately amounts to’, he defines socialism as the implementation of the ancient axiom suum cuique, meaning ‘to each his own’ or ‘to each their due’, in accordance with one’s capacities (in Mémoires d’un révolutionnaire).276

 In 1850, he goes as far as to write: ‘Man is, above all, a warring animal: it is through war that he manifests the sublimity of his own nature’. In his Notebooks, he adds: ‘What medieval peoples bore instinctive hatred for is what I myself hate, though thoughtfully and irrevocably’.

In 1907, Louis Dimier, who worked as a professor at the Institut d’Action française (where a Proudhon Circle initiated by Georges Valois, Edouard Berth and Henri Lagrange held its meetings), mentioned him as one of the Masters of 19th-century counter-revolution.

A theoretician of ‘proletarian violence’, which he considered ‘truly magnificent and heroic’, Georges Sorel conceived of socialism as ‘a practical philosophy’. He contested society’s division into disparate classes, fulminating against the ‘parasitic intellectuals’ of the workers’ movement.

He writes: ‘Revolutionary syndicalism would correspond rather well to the Napoleonian armies whose soldiers accomplished countless feats while retaining the ability to remain poor’. 

In 1840, five-year-old children worked fourteen to sixteen hours a day in cotton mills. Such was the age of ‘unbridled capitalism’. Nowadays, it is in the West that the living standards enjoyed by the greatest number of people are highest, and visibly so. The question at hand thus focuses more on the quality of existence than on the issue of product quantity. 

Whenever it seized power, ‘socialism’ was compelled to disavow itself, unless, to use an expression coined by Mr Pierre Mania-Teruel,277

 it turned into ‘panzer-Communism’. The Soviet state, which was doomed to wither away and give birth to a fraternal city, is the most cold-blooded of all cold-blooded monsters. It represents the ‘truncheon’ mentioned by Lenin in The State and Revolution.

By 1933, Robert Aron and Arnaud Dandieu278

 had already remarked: ‘When order is no longer found in order, it must be sought in revolution; the only revolution we contemplate is thus that of order’ (in La revolution nécessaire,279

 Grasset).

On 17th May, 1846, two years prior to the publication of the Communist Manifesto, Proudhon wrote to Karl Marx, saying: ‘Let us avoid turning ourselves into the leaders of a new form of intolerance! Let us, instead, welcome and encourage all protests. Let us wilt away all exclusions and mysticisms. Should this condition be met, I shall join your association. If it is not, then my answer is no!’

The answer, ultimately, was ‘no’; and the dispute still rages.

***

Le Socialisme français face au marxisme, an essay by Robert Aron, Grasset, 279 pages.

***

Of all French socialists, the one that attracted most attention among essayists is undoubtedly Proudhon. To date, more than fifty literary works have been dedicated to him, especially by Jacques Bourgeat (Proudhon, père du socialisme français,280

 Denoël, 1943), Henri de Lubac (Proudhon et le christianisme,281

 Seuil, 1945), Pierre Haubtmann (Marx et Proudhon, leur rapports personnels,282

 Economie et humanism, 1947; Proudhon, Genèse d’un antithéiste,283

 Mame, 1969), and Georges Gurvitch (Proudhon sociologue,284

 CDU, 1955; Proudhon, PUF, 1965; Proudhon et Marx. Une confrontation,285

 CDU-SEDES, 1966). The two most recent books on the topic are those authored respectively by Mr Bernard Voyenne (Le fédéralisme de P. J. Proudhon,286

 Presses d’Europe, Nice, 1973), which includes a chronology and a complete bibliography (pages 189 to 206), and by Mr Jacques Langlois (Défense et actualité de Proudhon,287

 Payot, 1976), a well-intentioned book that does suffer from being rather loquacious.

In Leftist milieus, the comparison between Marx’s and Proudhon’s respective merits has traditionally given rise to a great deal of debate. In Proudhon et la démagogie bonapartiste288

 (Ed. Sociales, 1958), Mr Georges Cogniot expresses the point of view espoused by the French Communist Party. Some syndicalist currents declare themselves ‘Proudhonian’, but this attitude has attracted the criticism of various personalities such as Mr Boris Souvarine (as seen in his article entitled ‘Le contrat social’,289

 March–April 1965, as well as in his letter to the ‘Proletarian Revolution’, dated August–September 1974).

***

Georges Sorel

Although violence is still on the daily menu, the 50th anniversary of Georges Sorel’s death would have passed completely unnoticed if Marcel Rivière Editions had not come up with the idea of reediting his Reflections on Violence.

‘Sorel, a 20th-century enigma, seems to be an offshoot of Proudhon, an enigmatic 19th-century personality’, Daniel Halévy stated in the preface to Mr Pierre Andreu’s book entitled Notre maître, M. Sorel,290

 Grasset, 1953). What an enigma he was indeed, this doctrinaire of gigantic build, with his non-protruding ears, large nose, bright eyes, and white beard; this relentless socialist, who felt uneasy in the face of the Russian Revolution and admired Renan, Hegel, Bergson, Maurras, Marx and Mussolini, while also sympathising with the Action française. 

Georges Sorel was born in Cherbourg on 2nd November, 1847. He is of double Norman descent, both through the Manche and the Calvados. His first cousin, Albert Sorel, would become a historian of the Empire and Revolution.

A polytechnics expert and a bridge and roadway engineer, Sorel had, until 1892, paid little to no attention to social issues. His books, which are now hardly read at all, have, however, lost none of their value. This is particularly true of Les illusions du progrès,291

 Réflexions sur la violence,292

 De l’Eglise et de l’Etat,293

 De L’utilité du pragmatisme,294

 La décomposition du marxisme,295

 D’Aristote à Marx,296

 La ruine du monde antique,297

 Le procès de Socrate,298

 and many others.

Initially published in 1908, Reflections on Violence was rereleased in 1973 as part of the Etudes sur le devenir social299

 collection headed by Mr Julien Freund, a professor at the University of Strasbourg.

It immediately becomes apparent that the book represents the fundamental literary work of revolutionary syndicalism. 

Displaying hostility towards parliamentary socialism and Jean Jaurès (since both have been sustained by bourgeois ideology), Georges Sorel contrasts them with what he has baptised ‘the new school’. The latter considers strikes to be the essential means of making social demands. It is, in fact, through general strikes that society will be divided into enemy factions and the bourgeois state destroyed. Strikes are ‘the most radiant manifestation of individualistic strength among insurgent masses’. 

Strikes entail violence. Unlike other contemporary socialists (with the sole exception of Proudhon), Sorel sees no contradiction between work and violence. He is reluctant to rant and rave about ‘the workers’ desire for peace’. In his eyes, violence is an act of war: ‘An act of struggle, one that is reminiscent of the strife experienced by armies during a military campaign’, he wrote.

‘The attitude in which he equates strikes to acts of war is a decisive one’, Mr Claude Polin300

 points out in the preface to the new edition of Reflections on Violence. ‘For everything that has to do with war takes place without any hatred and without any vengeful state of mind: in war, one does not proceed to kill the vanquished; one does not burden harmless beings with the consequences of the tribulations that the armies may have undergone on the battlefield’. This explains why Sorel disapproves of the ‘vengeful violence’ that characterised the revolutionaries of 1793: ‘One must be wary of confusing violence with senseless sanguinary brutalities’.

In the Beginning, There Was Action

Adopting the now traditional distinction between ‘just’ and ‘unjust’ warfare, Sorel contrasts bourgeois violence with proletarian violence. From his perspective, the latter has a twofold virtue. Not only does it ensure future revolutions, but it is also the only way for European nations (which have all been ‘numbed by humanitarianism’) to reclaim their former vigour.

Class struggle is thus defined as a confrontation between firm yet not blind resolves. In this respect, violence becomes the manifestation of a certain will. It simultaneously plays a kind of moral role in which it produces an ‘epic’ state of mind.

‘Violence is an intellectual doctrine’, Sorel told his friend Jean Variot. ‘It is the will of powerful minds that know where they are heading. Genuine violence is what is necessary to follow through on one’s ideas’ (in Propos de Georges Sorel,301

 Gallimard, 1935).

Sorel would have approved of Goethe’s following words: ‘In the beginning, there was action’. In his eyes, men of action are, regardless of what they do, always superior to the ones that suffer the actions of others: ‘Genuine violence is what places the pride of free men at the forefront’.

In order to reinvigorate our current world, what is required is a ‘myth’, meaning a theme that is neither true nor false, but has a great impact upon minds, mobilising people and inciting them to undertake action.

Georges Sorel considered 19th-century Prussia to be ancient Rome’s heir.

In his praise of ‘Prussian virtues’, he adopts a tone that is rather reminiscent of Moeller Van den Bruck302

 in Der preussische Stil. ‘Sorel, the artisan, holds all well-done work in great esteem’, remarks Mr Claude Polin. ‘And well-done work must embody an end in and of itself, independently of all resulting benefits. This disinterestedness is what characterises violence: one finds, at the very core of Sorel’s thoughts, the intuition that all work is struggle, which is especially true of well-done work, and that no work could ever be done well enough unless it involves a struggle. This idea thus adopts the perception that work is of an essentially promethean nature. For all work is defined as a transformation of things that encompasses the necessity to transform not only oneself, but others as well’.

Gradually, Sorel ended up condemning democracy (which he described as the ‘true dictatorship of incapacity’), bringing together the strongest views of Maurras, Bakunin303

 and Secrétan.304

 

Nevertheless, he considered proletarian dictatorship to be an illusion: ‘One must be quite naïve to assume that those who profit from demagogical dictatorship would readily relinquish the advantages that they have reaped from it’. He simultaneously rejected the avant-gardist role that intellectual Bolshevism claimed to be playing: ‘Socialism’s entire future lies in the autonomous development of labour unions’ (in Matériaux pour une théorie du proletariat).305

 ‘Marx has not always enjoyed a great deal of inspiration’, he went on to say. ‘In his writings, what he introduced were, at times, old-fashioned notions that originated from the minds of utopians’. 

This conception of action is in complete contradiction with all ‘avant-gardist’ theories (including Trotskyism, for instance). One encounters it, however, in the postulations formulated by the advocates of revolutionary syndicalism and anarcho-syndicalism. 

In the end, it is not for sentimental reasons that Sorel chose to defend the proletariat so fervently (as was the case with Zola),306

 nor is it due to some petty bourgeois taste for self-blame or even to some kind of ‘class awareness’ on his part. The real reason lay in his conviction that within the bourgeois society, it is only among the people that one can find the vigour which the ruling classes have long lost. Aware of the ‘illusions of progress’, he remarks that both societies and men are mortal. He contrasts this fatality with a certain will to live, whose many manifestations include violence itself.

Were he alive now, Sorel would not only denounce our mercantile society but also all thought leaders of contestation. As written by Mr Polin, ‘Marcuse would have represented, in Sorel’s eyes, the prime example of a man that has been afflicted with degeneration as a result of his idyllic belief in progress; a man to whom progress was a source of disappointment because of his utter inability to understand it and his unrealistic expectations of it; a man incapable of pinning his hopes on anything but exacerbated and radicalised progress, meaning on the dream of an abundance that is so automatic that it would bestow happiness upon people by enabling the disorderly quenching of the most insane passions; someone who is, in short, unable to comprehend that the very source of evil lies in man’s devirilisation through economic faith’. 

The Name of Ancient Antioch

From 1907 onwards, Georges Sorel became the architect of a reconciliation between Right-oriented and Left-oriented anti-democrats. The tool that allowed this reconciliation to take place was La Revue critique des idées et des livres,307

 in which nationalist Georges Valois published the results of his inquiry into The Monarchy and the Working Class.

The year of 1910 saw the publication of another magazine, La Cité française, followed by L’Indépendance from 1911 to 1913. The contributors included Georges Sorel, Jean Variot, Edouard Berth and Daniel Halévy, but also the Tharaud brothers, René Benjamin, Maurice Barrès and Paul Bourget.

In 1913, journalist Edouard Berth, who authored a book entitled Méfaits des intellectuels,308

 hailed Maurras and Sorel as ‘the two masters of both French and European regeneration’. In September 1914, however, Sorel wrote to him, saying: ‘We are entering an era that could be described rather accurately using the name of ancient Antioch. Renan gave us a very precise depiction of this metropolis, with its courtesans, charlatans and merchants. We shall soon have the pleasure of witnessing Maurras being condemned by the Vatican — a just punishment for his misbehaviour. Incidentally, what would a royalist party be like in a France whose sole preoccupation is centred upon enjoying the easy life of Antioch?’

Sociologist Gaëtan Pirou explains: ‘Sorel reproached Maurras for being excessively democratic, a reproach that may, at first sight, seem rather paradoxical. In actual fact, what Sorel meant to say was that Maurras, being both a positivist and an intellectualist, had only rejected democracy in its political shape and not its philosophical foundation’ (in Georges Sorel, Marcel Rivière, 1927).

National-Revolutionaries

Sorel will have influenced Barrès and Péguy309

 as well as Lenin. In his Materialism and Empirio-criticism, the latter would, however, denounce him as a ‘chaotic mind’.

As pointed out by Mr Alexandre Croix310

 in The Proletarian Revolution, it was Italy that took over from France as ‘Sorelism’s land of choice’. For it was there that Sorel initially exerted a major influence upon the syndicalist school led by future Labour Minister (1920–1921) Arturo Labriola. In 1903, the latter proceeded to translate L’avenir socialiste des syndicats311

 in the Avanguardia (Milan). One of his lieutenants, Enrico Leone, wrote the preface to the first version of Sorel’s Reflections, which was originally published in Italy under the title Lo sciopero generale e la violenza (General Strikes and Violence, 1906).

Sorel would then go on to influence Vilfredo Pareto, Benedetto Croce, Giovanni Gentile and, through Hubert Lagardelle, Benito Mussolini.

In Germany, Sorelism would find its extension in national-revolutionary currents (under the Weimar Republic) during the mid-1920s (See Michael Freund’s Georges Sorel. Der revolutionäre Konservatismus, Vittorio Klostermann, Frankfurt/M., 1932 and 1972).

Upon Sorel’s death in 1922, monarchist Georges Valois (in L’Action française) and socialist Robert Louzon (in La vie ouvrière)312

 would pay homage to him in a display of equal admiration. A few weeks later, while entering Rome, Mussolini313

 would tell a Spanish Journalist: ‘Sorel is the one to whom I owe most’.

On the very same day, both the Soviet government and the Fascist state offered to take charge of maintaining Sorel’s grave. 

***

‘Reflections on Violence’, an essay by Georges Sorel, published by Marcel Rivière (22 Soufflot Street, 75005 Paris, France), 394 pages.

***

In a collection of articles entitled Inquisitions (José Corti, 1974), Mr Jules Monnerot published a remarkable essay on ‘Georges Sorel, or the Introduction to Modern Myths’ (pages 7 to 47). In it, he describes the ‘coherence of the Sorelian approach’ through a constant quest for the ‘sublime’. The latter term defines the collective and individual source of ‘the psychological motivations that remain invincible at a certain historical time — invincible within the event itself’. In Sorel’s eyes, the sublime is defined as a ‘mental nourishment’ that is essential for western societies. Should it ever vanish, it is decadence that would surface. Mr Monnerot writes: ‘The entire secret behind Sorel’s migration from Marxist socialism to revolutionary syndicalism and from then on to activist nationalism and a sort of Bolshevism or National-Socialism that death prevented him from fully conceiving, indeed the very secret behind his entire literary work, seems to be contained in this sentence of his: “The sublime perished in the bourgeoisie”’.

Since the beginning of the 20th century, several books have been dedicated to Sorel, especially by Frenchmen Pierre Lasserre, Georges Goliéry, Victor Sartre, J. Rennes, P. Angel, Edouard Berth, Gaëtan Pirou, Jean Variot, René Johannet, and many more. In Italy, Mr Paolo Pastori recently published an anthology of ‘anti-democratic’ Sorelian texts (Le illusioni della democrazia, Giovanni Volpe, Rome, 1973).

Nowadays, Sorel’s works (most of which have been published by Marcel Rivière Editions) are virtually impossible to find. Several collections of his texts, however, are currently being prepared.

***

Vilfredo Pareto

‘Plato uses a simple and efficacious manner to obtain either universal consent or the assent of the wise: he has an interlocutor grant it to him. In the Theaetetus, Socrates asks: “Is movement not a good thing, and its contrary the very opposite?” To which Plato has Theaetetus respond: “It seems so”. Had there been another interlocutor, however, he might have answered: “I do not know, oh Socrates, what you mean to say through this rigmarole”, thus bidding universal consent, the assent of wise men, the blessing of reason, etc. farewell’.

A Logical-Experimental Science

Born in Paris to Italian parents, sociologist Vilfredo Pareto (1848–1923) is one of the main representatives of the elitist school. In his Machiavellians (Calmann-Lévy), James Burnham314

 ranks him among the ‘defenders of freedom’, along with Machiavelli, Michels, Georges Sorel and Mosca. 

Pareto’s life work is essentially divided between two enormous books: The Treatise on General Sociology and Socialist Systems. His Treatise, published for the first time in 1916, has been compared to Machiavelli’s and Vico’s315

 greatest works. Professor Arthur Livingston, who translated it into English (Mind and Society, 1935), summarised the book with a single formula: two-thousand pages, one million words. 

It is a thick book, and a very thick one at that. In comparison with it, Marx’s Capital comes across as a mere staffing model; Pareto has, in fact, been labelled the ‘Karl Marx of the bourgeoisie’.

Fascinated by Pareto’s thoughts, a twenty-three-year-old law student decided, in 1923, to make the content more accessible to the public; to produce a ‘sketch of its skeleton’. A few months before his passing, Pareto gave him permission to do so. The student’s name was Georges-H. Bousquet, a man who would subsequently teach at the universities of Algiers and Bordeaux and turn out to be a remarkable expert on Islamic issues. His Précis de sociologie d’après Vilfredo Pareto316

 was republished in 1971.

Pareto’s scientific sociology is a logical-experimental science, one that is founded upon the observation of facts and experimentation. A priori principles cannot be included in it, and neither can speculation, moralisation or dogmatic reasoning. It is impervious to the notions of ‘absolute truth’, ‘necessity’, ‘socialism’ and ‘equality’. Sociological affirmation can thus only be relative and subject to revision. This conception is similar to that of modern logic, resembling the theories of Max Weber, Karl Pearson,317

 Ernst Mach318

 and Henri Poincaré319

 and diverging greatly from Marxist and Durkheimian320

 dogmas. 

‘Metaphysical-socialistic’ sociologies introduce a single explanatory factor (production relationships, the unconscious, and so on) into their analyses. Such are the so-called ‘unilateralisms’, to use the expression coined by Mr Jules Monnerot.

A certain Italian magazine once asked Pareto to write an article about progress. This is how he responded: ‘I cannot send you anything that relates to the question of “progress”, since the purpose of my entire sociology is to rid science of all such terms, which seem to lack any and all precision and only serve to generate ambiguity’.

In terms of classification, usefulness and truth must not be confused either. As noted by Mr Bousquet, ‘some propositions may be truthful, but harmful; or perhaps even very harmful. Others, on the other hand, might be false, but socially useful. Theoretically inferring truth from usefulness or vice versa is thus one of those “absolutes” that are foreign to science. For the latter must, on the contrary, ascertain the facts that apply in every single case’.

There are multiple explanatory factors. Social phenomena are in a state of interdependence. Facts thus lose their rigid and supposedly ‘inevitable’ aspect. They are governed by simple calculations of probability. The notions of ‘cause’ and ‘effect’, whose content is equivocal, must be replaced with the concepts of variables and functions. The idea of ‘causality’ must give way to that of functional rapport.

Mr Bousquet writes: ‘In order to comprehend reality in all of its complexity, we proceed by means of successive approximations, while simultaneously trying to bring theory ever closer to the facts. One presupposes, for instance, that bodies fall freely under the impact of gravity, before adding air resistance and taking into account the fact that acceleration is not strictly constant when the body in question draws closer to the Earth’s surface; and so on’. 

Society itself comes across as a ‘system of human molecules’ that are involved in a complex interrelationship, as is the case in an organism. As a result, there are no linear rules of social evolution; instead, one encounters ceaseless fluctuations, an eternal return of periodic oscillations.

Rejecting all habitual explanations for being both absurd and puerile, Pareto introduces two novel notions: ‘residues’ and ‘derivations’.

The Manifestation of Feelings

Throughout history, one notices the permanent presence of certain psychological inclinations, which are constant (residual) compared to temporary phenomena. Hence their appellation: residues. Pareto writes: ‘Residues are the manifestation of instincts and feelings, just like the rise of the mercury level in a thermometer is the manifestation of an increase in temperature’.

Within a given society, the conformation and repartition of residues may sometimes vary (under the impact of wars, mentality evolution, miscegenation, political situations, economic structures, etc.). Whenever this happens, the social system changes form. The same is true of individuals, who, more often than not, tend to display illogical behaviour as a result of amassing a variety of residues, their actions depending on which specific residue ends up prevailing.

‘What theories or principles do misers or tulip lovers abide by? None, really. And is it not the case that what applies to the individual is also true of society? As soon as one steps outside metaphysical abstractions, one finds themselves compelled to acknowledge the fact that the very character of a people or individual has an obvious effect upon the latter’s behaviour, which is thus not merely the consequence of pure logic’.

Residues, which Pareto classifies into 6 main categories, are the ‘fathers of ideologies’. They determine and bring about a certain number of human actions that Pareto has baptised ‘derivations’.

One often believes themselves to be acting upon profound motivations (residues), when one is, in fact, only reacting to their manifestations (derivations). It is thus crucial to clearly distinguish the former from the latter, especially since residues, ever reflecting the latest fashion, can take on a great variety of shapes, whereas ideologists, who apparently give priority to derivations, are, generally speaking, only motivated by residues. 

Politically, exclusive anti-communism and anti-fascism may, at first sight, seem contradictory, but Pareto considers them to be different derivations of a single ‘residue of obsession’. 

Commenting on one of Pareto’s essays entitled The Virtuist Myth (Marcel Rivière), Pitirim Sorokin321

 wrote the following words in his Contemporary Sociological Theories (Payot, 1938): ‘In relation to sex, the verbal reactions of numerous ascetics are highly hostile, and yet the very fact that they speak of it so often and target it with such bitter attacks indicates that the residue of these “derivations” is identical to the one that relates to the obscene verbal responses of a depraved person’.

The behaviour of an atheistic socialist who quotes Lenin and that of a primitive man who venerates his fetish are but derivations of the same ‘residue of deification’, just as Christian universalism and the Declaration of Human Rights are derivations of the same residue, namely the ‘residue of a tendency towards aggregation’.

The correlation between residues and derivations is the focus of the longest chapter in the Treatise on Sociology. In it, Pareto emphasises the complexity of this interrelationship, as well as the necessity to conduct an analysis that makes use of the principles of interdependence and those of multiple causality. Indeed, there is clear interaction between the two categories. At times, residues may affect derivations, while, at others, impacting other residues; likewise, derivations might sometimes impact residues, while influencing other derivations in further cases. Derivations may, furthermore, find their source in contradictory residues or be at odds with one another behaviour-wise. This is perhaps also the reason why, despite mostly acting in an entirely illogical manner, men still manage to achieve positive results.

Pareto expands on the issue: ‘What is noteworthy is that a residue that deviates from experience can still be corrected through a derivation which deviates from logic, in a manner that allows the conclusion to draw closer to experimental fact’. 

The Circulation of Elites

Whether physically, morally or intellectually, men differ from one another. Based on this elementary observation, Pareto proceeds to violently criticise the egalitarian illusion.

He remarks that equality has always been desired, but never achieved. Regardless of what regime is in power and no matter what stratagem is employed, factual inequalities always lead to social stratifications. In all eras and all countries, one encounters both ‘high’ social layers and ‘low’ ones; ruling classes and governed ones.

One may question whether those ‘high’ social stratums deserve to occupy the position in which they find themselves; but whether they do or not, they will come up against the law of power erosion. The day will come when every ruling class will find itself compelled to make way for another. ‘History is the tomb of aristocracies’, says Pareto. The void generated by the vanishing of the ruling elite must be filled. And it does not matter whether the new elite represents a conscious oligarchy or whether it believes itself to be defending the interests of workers or the cause of the people; the result is still the same: what occurs is a circulation of elites. 

The latter is not always noticeable, precisely because derivations tend to mask residues. Mr G.-H. Bousquet writes: ‘And yet, the struggle between patricians and plebeians, senators and knights, Jacobins and aristocrats, or socialists and the bourgeoisie is nothing but a struggle between minorities that compete for power; simultaneously, what derivations allow us to admire is the ceaselessly renewed and never definitive struggle in which the masses clash with the privileged (its perpetuity is, of course, not without reason!)’.

In his Communist Manifesto, Marx writes the following words: ‘All historical movements have, thus far, been movements of minorities in the interest of minorities’. In spite of the style clause, the proletarian revolution has not been an exception to the rule.

Mr Julien Freund, who is also the author of a work on Pareto, makes the following observation in this regard: ‘Displaying a lucidity that is as perspicacious as it is profound, Pareto realised that Marx’s concept of ideology was itself of an ideological nature, considering the fact that it is destined to serve the will to power of a specific group, namely the proletarian class; that critical awareness vanishes before the perspectives of revolution; and that its sole remaining purpose is thus to justify and legitimise, in a non-critical fashion, the endeavour and consequences of this very revolution’.

He then goes on to add: ‘In Pareto’s eyes, there is no difference at all between the belief in a classless society and the belief in the existence of devils and angels; the end purpose is different, but not the nature of the belief, nor the methods of argumentation’.

In order to remain in power, the ruling classes whose elites no longer circulate have but one final recourse: the use of force. As remarked by Georges Sorel, it is a fact that cruel aristocracies have proven to be more long-lasting than kind ones. In Mr Bousquet’s view, if the noblemen who governed France during the 18th century ‘had imitated the ancient feudal rulers in their ability to suppress the peasant revolt through violence’, instead of attempting to play a pastoral role, ‘they would never have perished under the guillotine. The real cause behind the outbreak of the Revolution, however, lay in the suspension of elite circulation’.

On Ideology

The question is now whether residues could ever be completely eliminated. Such a development is, in truth, highly unlikely. Scientists must strive to achieve the highest possible degree of objectivity, but, whatever they do, they will never be able to fully accomplish this, for they are part of the very same universe that they strive to familiarise themselves with. They are the subjects of the universe, just as the universe is theirs. A scientist is thus necessarily both a judge and a party in the proceedings.

This fact is even more obvious on the level of people’s daily behaviour. Since residues are the expression of character traits and inner impulsions, it would be absurd to imagine that these could ever be eliminated, thus allowing us to achieve an entirely rational sort of behaviour. What is more, it has not even been shown that such an outcome is to be desired. What is part of man’s nature is his inclination towards rationality, not the fact of being rational. He could, at best, seek to rationally study the irrational being that he is destined to remain.

This is perhaps where the limits of Pareto’s thought become visible: too literal in essence, the latter could induce a mechanical conception of social rapports. Following in Cournot’s322

 footsteps, Pareto did initially propose a theory of ‘pure social science’, one that corresponded to a ‘rational mechanism’. It was only at a later point that he qualified his statements, remaining mechanistic ‘only insofar as one designates the highest and most concise description of the analysed phenomenon as a “mechanistic method”’ (Sorokin). 

However, it must be said that Pareto’s criticism of ideology is so radical that the latter loses virtually all specific meaning. In his eyes, as pointed out by Mr Julien Freund, ‘all the dogmas, conceptions, systems, doctrines, beliefs, programmes, charters and position statements that the human mind comes up with — either in an effort to justify certain interests and needs in a disinterested manner or to conceal one’s hunger for power, domination, struggle and conquest behind notions of freedom, justice, peace and so on — are nothing but ideologies’. Hence the utter and demobilising scepticism displayed by Pareto with regard to the mind’s impact upon society. 

Such criticism is certainly excessive. Indeed, what Pareto confuses is, on the one hand, one’s conception of the world (Weltanschauung) and worldview (Weltsicht), and on the other, ideology in its strict sense. Only the latter, defined as action-oriented thinking and a polemical line of thought striving towards specific ends, could ever be considered an opinion.

At this stage, one could go back to the distinction introduced around 1925 by Karl Mannheim323

 (in Ideology and Utopia, Paris, 1956) between polemical ideology, whose essence is both psychological and individual and whose main function lies in disqualifying an adversary, and total ideology, which is of a collective and social nature, alternately expressing the general mentality, the collective unconscious, and the perspectives, implicit values and spontaneous beliefs espoused by a certain population group at a specific time. The former can either be declared true or false, and thus be rejected. The second notion, which bears a strong resemblance to myths (in the sense that it can neither be defined as true nor false), is characterised by a certain fateful aspect; furthermore, it is likely to become the auxiliary of both the sociology of knowledge and that of civilisational history. 

***

Précis de sociologie d’après Vilfredo Pareto,324

 an essay by Georges-H. Bousquet, Dalloz, 207 pages.

Pareto. La théorie de l’équilibre,325

 authored by Julien Freund, Seghers, 206 pages.

***

Under the management of Mr Giovanni Busino, the publication of Pareto’s complete works (in twenty-three volumes, Droz editions, Geneva) is now nearing completion. The 5th volume (1965) corresponds to his Socialist Systems; volume six (1966) to Myths and Ideologies; volume nine (1966) to Marxism and Pure Economics; volume twelve (1968) to the Treatise on General Sociology; volume thirteen (1970) to The Transformation of Democracy; and volume fifteen (1971) to the Virtuist Myth and Immoral Literature.

As for the important studies conducted into Pareto’s works, one had better refer to what Mr Raymond Aron wrote in Les étapes de la pensée sociologique,326

 Gallimard, 1967) and to Mr Giovanni Busino’s Introduction à une histoire de la sociologie de Pareto327

 (Droz, Geneva, 1967), rather than to Mr Guy Perrin’s Sociologie de Pareto328

 (PUF, 1966), which is fraught with misinterpretations. In the German domain, it is recommended to read Gottfried Eisermann’s Vilfredo Pareto als Nationalökonom und Soziologe (J.C.B. Mohr, Tübingen, 1961); in the Italian spectrum, Paola Maria Arcari’s Socialismo e democrazia nel pensiero di Vilfredo Pareto (Giovanni Volpe, Rome, 1966) and Carlo Mongardini’s Vilfredo Pareto, dall’economia alla sociologia (Rome, 1973); and for Dutch readers, Piet Tommissen’s De economische epistemologie van Vilfredo Pareto (Sint-Aloysiushandelshogeschool, Brussels, 1971). The most exhaustive bibliography is to be found in the latter.

Headed by Mr Giovanni Busino, the Vilfredo Pareto Notebooks have been published by Droz editions since 1963. The publication has recently been re-baptised European Magazine for Social Sciences (11 Massot Street, 1211 Geneva 12, Switzerland).

***

Gustave Le Bon

‘The crowd is always intellectually inferior to isolated men. However, as regards feelings and the actions that these feelings generate, it may actually be better or worse, in accordance with the circumstances. It all depends on the manner in which one exerts influence upon it’.

The one who made this assessment was a man of impressive stature. His bearing was one of irony and severity, displaying a slightly haughty look, wide forehead, piercing eyes, and an antique-looking beard resembling that of Renaissance gods. His name was Gustave Le Bon. He was born in 1841, in Nogent-le-Rotrou.

Born into a family of militaries and magistrates of Burgundian and Breton descent, Gustave Le Bon (1841–1931) was a friend of Théodule Ribot (who authored Les maladies de la personnalité)329

 and Henri Poincaré (La science et l’hypothèse).330

 His work, one of the most crucial ones in the intervening period between the two centuries, is dominated by two titles: Psychologie des foules,331

 (1895) and L’évolution de la matière (1905).332

 

A tireless traveller, it is his accounts of his first expeditions (to North Africa, India and Nepal) that attract attention to him. In Les lois psychologiques de l’évolution des peoples333

 (Félix Alcan, 1894), he writes the following: ‘What has remained clearest in my mind is that every nation has a mental constitution that is as immutable as its anatomical characteristics, a constitution which all its feelings, thoughts, institutions, beliefs and arts derive from’.

A precursor of social psychology, he expresses equal interest in ethnography, anthropology, sociology, historical philosophy, physics, biology, the history of civilisations and political doctrines, cartography, and even horse psychology and equitation!

As a man of science leading a solitary existence in his own laboratory, he invented the very first self-winding clock in 1878, thanks to the diurnal variations in temperature. Shortly afterwards, he succeeded in proving the existence of radioactivity. Long before Einstein, he demonstrated the falsity of the dogma surrounding the indestructibility of matter by proving that matter and energy are but different aspects of the very same thing (in Mémoires de physique,334

 L’évolution de la matière335

 and La naissance et l’évanouissement de la matière).336

 

In 1902, he established the renowned Library of Scientific Philosophy, which is still being published by Flammarion.

Dedicated to Théodule Ribot, his Psychology of Crowds was the genuine source behind the launching of research into people’s mentalities, in addition to being responsible for its author’s long-lasting fame: by 1929, the book’s 37th edition had already been published. Its central notion is the following: the moment a man finds himself among a ‘crowd’, he becomes someone else, a ‘cell’ whose behaviour ceases to be autonomous, submitting more or less entirely to the (permanent or temporary) group that it belongs to. 

The ‘Mental Unity of Crowds’

In a preface that is otherwise rather uninteresting, Mr Otto Klineberg, a professor at the Sorbonne, reminds us about an essential principle of the psychology of perception (Gestalttheorie): a whole is more than the mere sum of its elements.

Just like in the theory of sets, the crowd is thus more than the summation of the individuals that it comprises. Le Bon writes: ‘This accounts for the fact that some juries pronounce verdicts which each individual juror would disagree with, and parliamentary assemblies sometimes adopt laws and measures which their members would privately disapprove of. When considered separately, the men who constituted the Convention were bourgeois men with peaceful habits. Once they had gathered as part of a crowd, however, they did not hesitate, under the influence of a few leaders, to send the most blatantly innocent individuals to die under the guillotine’. 

Psychological suggestion is exacerbated through reciprocity. The criminal crowd that proceeded to assassinate the governor of the Bastille, Mr de Launey, on 14th July, 1789, was almost exclusively comprised of onlookers, shopkeepers and craftsmen. The same is true of the perpetrators of the Saint-Barthélémy massacre, the wars of religion, the tricoteuses337

 of 1793, the Communards, etc.

Identical excesses may also take place in the opposite direction: ‘The renunciation of all privileges that the French nobility voted into effect during the famous night of August the 4th 1789 would never have been accepted by any of its separate members’.

One could thus formulate a ‘law of crowd mental unity’ characterised by the ‘vanishing of the conscious personality and the orientation of all sentiments and thoughts in a single direction’. Gustave Le Bon writes: ‘We have now entered the crowd era’, highlighting the consequences of the (legal) incursion of the masses into political life. If it is indeed true that ‘the crowd’s’ sole power is one of destruction and that their domination always represents a phase of utter disorder’, these consequences are definitely a source of worry.

Baron Motono, the former Japanese Minister for Foreign Affairs and a man who translated Mr Le Bon’s Psychology of Crowds into his own language, has written the following: ‘Due to civilisational progress, human races and the individuals that constitute them tend to increasingly differ from one another. It is thus not towards equality that mankind is marching, but, on the contrary, towards progressive inequality’ (in L’oeuvre de Gustave Le Bon,338

 Flammarion, 1914).

Likewise, Le Bon himself believed that ‘the racial factor must be given absolute priority, for it is, in itself, far more decisive than all other elements in determining the ideas and beliefs embraced by the crowds’. 

This assessment is based on the fact that the character traits manifested by crowds are regulated by the unconscious and are thus ‘almost equally pronounced in the psyche of the majority of the normal individuals that constitute a race’. The ‘psychological crowd’s’ actions are thus expressive of Jung’s collective soul:339

 ‘The heterogeneous drowns in the homogeneous, as unconscious qualities prevail’.

This accounts for the very limited impact of mass actions: ‘The general decisions made by an assembly of distinguished men who specialise in different fields are not perceptibly superior to the decisions reached by a reunion of imbeciles. Indeed, they can only associate the mediocre qualities that everyone possesses. What crowds accumulate is not intelligence, but mediocrity’.

Traditions guide nations. It is merely the external forms that change, bestowing upon societies the illusion of breaking with their own past. As remarked by Le Bon, ‘a Latin crowd will invariably call for statal intervention to fulfil its expectations, however revolutionary or conservative one supposes it to be. It is always centralising in essence, and more or less Caesarean. By contrast, an English or American crowd cares little for the state and will necessarily turn to private initiatives. A French crowd is primarily attached to equality, whereas an English one values freedom above all else. These racial differences generate almost as many types of crowd as there are nations’.

He then goes on to add: ‘All the common characteristics imposed upon a nation’s individuals by their environment and heredity embodies the very soul of the people in question’.

Crowds are also intolerant and ‘feminine’ (‘but the most feminine ones are Latin crowds’, says Le Bon). Within them, instinct always prevails over reason. With their tendency towards narrow-minded dogmatism and harsh judgement, they do not tolerate disagreement. ‘Ever prepared to rise up against feeble authorities, they slavishly bow before all powerful ones’.

Men of Action

To master the art of stimulating the crowd’s imagination is to master the art of governing it. ‘It is always the marvellous and legendary aspects of events that impress crowds most. This is why the greatest statesmen have always, regardless of the historical period and the land being governed, considered popular imagination to be the pillar of their power; this applies even to the most despotic rulers’. 

Napoleon once told his Council of State: ‘It is by embracing Catholicism that I put an end to the Vendean war; by espousing Islam that I prevailed in Egypt; and by adopting ultramontanism340

 that I gained the support of Italian priests’.

‘Man can generally achieve more than he believes possible, yet he does not always realise what he can accomplish’ (in Hier et demain).341

 It is, in fact, crowd leaders that reveal the possibilities unto him. These leaders are not men of thought, but men of action. Their energy is greater than their sheer intelligence. Their hold takes on the shape of a great design that catalyses wills and channels instincts.

It is easier for simple ideas to conquer the minds of crowds, especially those that abound in promises. Among them, Le Bon cites ‘medieval Christian ideas, the democratic ideas of the previous century, and today’s social ideas’.

Georges Sorel, who authored the Reflections on Violence, wrote the following: ‘Should psychology ever be annexed to the sphere of knowledge that a Frenchman must possess in order to have the right to declare himself genuinely cultivated, it is to Gustave Le Bon’s persistent efforts that one would owe such an outcome’.

The Psychology of Crowds has been translated into twelve languages, including Russian, Turkish, Japanese and Arabic. Predicting the great revolutionary convulsions of the current century, perhaps even the most recent developments in the field of psychological warfare, it was the bedside reading enjoyed by the officers of the Army War College during the 1920s. Back in 1922, one of those officers was a young Captain de Gaulle. Durkheimian obscurantism, which has since been weighing French sociology down, has failed to suppress the book’s significance.

Indeed, despite being eighty-two years old, the latter does not show a single wrinkle.

***

The Psychology of Crowds, an essay by Gustave Le Bon, PUF, 132 pages.

***

The only book on Gustave Le Bon to have been published since the war has been Robert A. Nye’s The Origins of Crowd Psychology — Gustave Le Bon and the Crisis of Mass Democracy in the Third Republic (Sage Publishing, London, 1975). Although focused almost exclusively on the political aspects of Le Bon’s literary work, it does contain a certain number of previously unpublished details. The author, who works as a professor at the University of Oklahoma, has not only proceeded to examine written sources, but has also conducted an inquiry among the people who actually knew Le Bon during his lifetime.

In 1976, a ‘Society of Gustave Le Bon’s Friends’ was founded thanks to the initiative of Mr Pierre Duverger (34 Gabrielle Street, 75018, Paris, France). Presided by Mr Jacques Benoist-Méchin, this society has taken it upon itself to republish four of Le Bon’s books, namely The Psychology of Socialism, The Psychological Laws that Govern the Evolution of Nations, Opinions and Beliefs, and The Psychology of Education.

***

Alexis Carrel

Displaying a face with regular features — one that was entirely dominated by a cranial cavity upon which a pair of narrow and stiff lips seemed to have been drawn in parallel with his ancient-looking lorgnette glasses — and wearing both a black silken calotte that descended all the way to his eyes and an immaculate shirt which he was careful to replace every single morning: such was Alexis Carrel when encountered in the United States of America at the dawn of the 20th century. An apostle of healthy living. 

Published by Pion in 1951, Robert Soupault’s book entitled Alexis Carrel was republished in 1973, on the occasion of a special centenary: indeed, it was on 28th June, 1873, that Carrel was born in the vicinity of Lyons.

In 1894, following the assassination of Sadi Carnot342

 in Lyons, some medical milieus began to wonder whether a quick intervention would not have managed to save the president’s life. As a young doctor whose explosive temperament had earned him the nickname of ‘gun-cotton’,343

 not only did Alexis Carrel agree with his colleagues, but he also had to prove the very soundness of their hypothesis. 

Having been invited to the US, Carrel, a professor at the Faculty of Medicine in Lyons, set off to visit Chicago in 1905. A year later, he moved to the Rockefeller Institute, where his entire career was to unfold.

In the space of a few years, his methods of conducting vein and vessel suturing (as part of the famous ‘couturier technique’) allowed him to garner international recognition. He simultaneously teamed up with G. C. Guthrie to carry out the very first organ transplants, as well as experiments into in vitro tissue culture. During one of these experiments, he succeeded in maintaining organic activity within a piece of chicken heart for a duration that exceeded the entire lifespan of chickens. 

In 1912, Carrel is awarded the Nobel prize in Physiology and Medicine. During that same year, he mentions the possibility of founding establishments that would keep ‘stocks of preserved tissue and grafts at the disposal of surgeons, catering to urgent cases’. This is what we now call ‘organ banks’.

A very close friend of Charles Lindbergh,344

 with whom he co-authored a book on The Culture of Organs (1938), Carrel perfected a ‘perfusion pump’ that journalists were quick to baptise ‘artificial heart’. The apparatus was comprised of a chamber providing the nutritional liquid environment in which the organ was to be preserved, in addition to a second structure that dispensed the necessary pulsatile rhythm through intermittent gas pressure. 

‘Know Yourself’

It was, however, through books targeting the general public that Carrel achieved the greatest fame. The most famous one, entitled L’homme, cet inconnu,345

 would be published in a variety of languages, including Japanese, Hungarian, Russian and Hebrew.

The book opens with a double observation: the first is that since the Renaissance, our knowledge of living beings has been lagging behind our understanding of inanimate matter; as for the second, it is that we have been subjecting our environment to considerable transformations, without always pondering the consequences of our actions. This has given rise to a kind of chasm. And it is at times of greatest apparent knowledgeability that we fear most for our own future.

In order to attain clarity, says Carrel, one must abide by the ‘know yourself’ maxim, meaning that we are to establish a human science capable of leading us towards ‘regeneration’, a regeneration that is based on nature and observation. ‘Just like our inferior brothers, the Cetacea of the polar seas, or the anthropoids that wander through the tropical forests, we, too, are part of nature. We are subject to the same laws as the rest of the earthly world. And since we belong to nature, our existence must abide by its orders, just as Epictetus once taught. We must be what our essence requires us to be’.

Thanks to his intelligence, man can (and must) master nature. Once he has mastered it, however, he tends to forget its most imperious laws. What Carrel proposed was thus a new perspective.

Within every living body, each of its parts can only be defined in relation to other ones. The latter enjoy a genuine autonomy, but, simultaneously, the whole organism prevails over each separate part. The same principle applies to social bodies. The individual is defined not only in relation to those who surround him in his living space (and who form society itself), but also in relation to those that have preceded him in time (and thus constitute his lineage). There is, indeed, a continuous chain of living beings, and we are all nothing but relays and continuations.

‘Every man is closely tied to those who preceded him and those who shall follow. One might say that he somehow melts into them. Humanity is not made of separate elements such as gas molecules, but rather resembles a network of filaments that stretch across time and lead to successive generations of individuals, just like the beads of a rosary’.

In relation to their ancestors, men thus enjoy merely relative ‘freedom’, and an even more relative ‘equality’.

For too long, people have confused the abstract notion of being human with the specific notion of individuality, states Alexis Carrel. ‘Human beings are equal, but individuals are not. And neither are the sexes. People’s unawareness of all these inequalities is a source of great danger. By preventing the development of elites, the democratic system has contributed to the weakening of civilisation. It is obvious, of course, that individual inequalities must be respected. Within modern society, there are roles that are reserved for the great, the small, the average and the inferior. One must not attempt to school superior individuals in the same manner one schools the mediocre. […] Such is the myth of equality, the love of symbolism, and the scorn of specificity, which are largely to blame for the weakening of the individual. Since it turned out to be impossible to raise the inferior to a higher level, the only means of establishing equality among men lay in dragging them all to the lowest possible level. Thus vanished man’s personality strength’.

The programme that Carrel proposed was entirely different: ‘Every individual must be utilised in accordance with his own characteristics. By attempting to establish equality among men, what we have done is abolish individual particularities that were previously very useful. For each person’s happiness depends on their exact adaptation to the kind of work that suits them. And there is a great variety of tasks available in every modern nation. Instead of unifying human types, what we must thus do is ensure their diversity and increase their differences through both education and lifestyle habits’.

Alexis Carrel proceeded to condemn most vehemently the degradation of moral standards, alcoholism, spinelessness, and licentious behaviour. This is because every population’s loss of health is primarily the result of its own slackening, laxity, and lack of energy.

Medicinal progress allows us to treat the most serious cases; what it actually does is ‘patch things up’ (since medicines take on the role that our natural immune system can no longer play). When it comes to achieving ‘good health’, legislators are as useful as doctors. This is what Carrel states on the topic: ‘What we desire is natural health, one that stems from our body tissue’s resistance to infectious and degenerative disease and a balanced nervous system, and not artificial health, which relies on nutritional diets, vaccines, serums, endocrinal products, vitamins, regular check-ups, and the costly protection provided by doctors, hospitals and nurses’.

It is not a matter of rejecting modern techniques, but of displaying greater discernment when employing them: ‘A culture without comfort, beauty without luxury, machines without factory enslavement, and science without material worship is what would allow man to progress indefinitely without having to sacrifice his intelligence, moral sense and virility’.

In his Réflexions sur la conduite de la vie346

 (1950), Carrel identifies 3 major laws of life ‘which, however distinct, remain inseparable: the laws of life preservation, racial propagation and spiritual ascension’. 

In other words, life ‘tends to simultaneously preserve itself, propagate itself and spiritualise itself’. And there are three fundamental facts that correspond to these three levels: organic survival, genetic reproduction and the rise of the human mind through evolution.

Hence the natural conception of good and evil, which coincides perfectly with the conclusions of modern ethology: ‘Our actions and social institutions can either foster or hinder the development of life. They are thus either good or bad. What we define as bad, for instance, is any kind of society that proceeds to pile up large crowds of human beings in factories or lodgings where the preservation of life and racial propagation are precarious, and spiritual ascension is rendered impossible. On both the institutional and individual level, good is defined as anything that corresponds to the very structure of our body and mind, with evil representing the very opposite’.

In Favour of an Aristocracy

The law of propagation itself imposes three obligations upon people: ‘The first is that of having children, and children of superior quality at that, thanks to the implementation of eugenic principles. The next is that of raising those children in a manner that enables their hereditary potentialities to enjoy optimal development. The final obligation is that of acquiring and transmitting to our children the moral and intellectual qualities that are necessary for a successful social life; because the future of a race, its happiness and misery all depend on the level of its families and community’.

Carrel explains that the purpose of eugenics is not to eliminate, but to promote. By increasing the quality of the population, it strives to achieve the common good. He states: ‘It is necessary to make a choice. The pointlessness of our efforts to ameliorate low-quality individuals is now obvious. It is far more worthwhile an endeavour to foster the growth of those characterised by higher quality. The crowd always profits from the ideas and inventions of the elite, as well as from the institutions that the latter founds. We must relinquish the dangerous notion of impeding the strong, raising the weak and thus allowing the mediocre to proliferate. […] Voluntary eugenics would not only lead to the production of stronger individuals, but also to the existence of families in which resistance, intelligence and courage would become hereditary. These families would constitute an aristocracy from which elite men would be likely to stem. And the eugenic establishment of a hereditary biological aristocracy would embody a crucial phase on the path that leads towards solving our greatest contemporary problems’.

As World War II drew nearer, Alexis Carrel was already an honorary member of both the Soviet Academy of Science and the Academy of Pontifical Sciences. He was, however, no prophet in his own country.

He returned to France in 1941, journeying through Spain along the way. On the 16th of April, he was granted an audience by Pétain.347

 On the 5th of December, the Journal officiel published a legal text that allowed for the establishment of a Foundation for the Study of Human Issues. Its actual creation would be decided on the 17th November, with Alexis Carrel appointed as its regent.

The purpose of the Foundation was to ‘study every aspect of the measures that would enable us to safeguard, improve and develop the French population in all of its activities’. It was particularly expected to ‘find all practical solutions and conduct all necessary demonstrations in order to improve the population’s physiological, mental and social state’. 

So as to achieve this, Carrel surrounds himself with young doctors that espouse original ideas: Jean Sutter, the future leader of the National Institute of Demographic Studies (INED) and a man who authored a book entitled Eugenics (PUF, 1950), Dujarric de la Rivière, Ménétrier, Gessain, and many others.

In a matter of two years, the heads of the Foundation establish four departments and sixteen teams that specialise in studying natality issues, lineage biology, the development of childhood, the habitat, rural economy, biotypology, nutrition, and so on. They also proceed to establish a laboratory of biochemical research, a statistical and sampling centre, a psychophysiological institute, a Mother and Child Centre, and a synthesis centre. 

The Age of ‘Civilised Men’

From 1935 onwards, the death rate in France outweighed the number of births. In the space of seven years, the French population had decreased by approximately 580,000 individuals. The Foundation fought against the plummeting birth rate and fostered the drafting of a new legislation. The Foundation’s Notebooks (Issue number 1, PUF, 1943) stated: ‘The number of children in France is insufficient. Generally speaking, the same thing applies to their quality. It is, however, pointless to increase the natality rate as long as population growth is accomplished through the fecundity of flawed elements. In their current form, family benefits fall very short of encouraging the propagation of superior classes’.

The ‘Carrel Foundation’ enabled professional educators and specialists to familiarise themselves with the latest developments in the sphere of biotypology. It also taught doctors how to ‘prevent rather than cure and to consider workshop visits more useful than any hours spent at the factory dispensary’. 

Furthermore, the Foundation made sports more accessible in industrial companies, conducted studies into psychological fatigue (an unprecedented event in France itself) and saw to the betterment of working conditions, hygiene, and the habitat. It also carried out a population survey.

All this activity was based upon a creed, one that Doctor Soupault explained in the following manner: ‘The Foundation understands the difference between lifeless and thinking matter, but it also knows that consciousness, which is inseparable from matter itself, will respond to the perfecting of its organic substratum with an improvement of quality. Last but not least, the Foundation is well aware of the fact that throughout the evolution of lifeforms, there has been a constant parallelism between the development of the mind and the structural and functional progress of organs, and particularly that of central nervous systems’.

Alexis Carrel himself specified the basic factual aspects characterising the task that was to be accomplished: ‘Human science must lead to some kind of anthropotechnics. And the latter shall affect mankind in the same fashion that technology has impacted aeroplanes. One day, perhaps, it will design individuals whose superiority to us will equal that of modern aircraft compared to the biplane once flown by the Wright brothers. The Foundation turns out to be the very first scientific institution dedicated specifically to the designing of civilised men’.

In Jour après jour,348

 he outlined a certain programme: ‘It is necessary to establish new relations between men; to replace ancient ideologies with scientific notions of life; to harmoniously develop every individual’s hereditary potentialities; to abolish social classes and replace them with biological ones, removing democracy and enthroning biocracy; and to enable men to behave rationally, in a display of fraternity embodying the very law of love. Life’s ultimate purpose, after all, does not lie in personal profit’.

This programme would, however, never be implemented, as it was passion that held sway at the time. Carrel found himself caught in the turmoil of Liberation. On 21st August, 1944, at the behest of doctor Milliez349

 and professor Pasteur Vallery-Radot (who had been appointed Secretary General of Health), he was suspended from all duties. Despite the fact that it had kept its distance from all political activity, the Foundation was simply dissolved, superseded by the INED (The National Institute of Demographic Studies).

A few months later, Alexis Carrel is struck down by a heart attack, the second in a matter of months. He passes away on 4th November, 1944; not a single official representative attends his funeral.

The Unity of All Living Beings

Although the entire modern vascular surgery contained in Carrel’s works was still in an embryonic state, we are indebted to him for all recent organ transplants. As a moralist, however, he garnered less attention.

Dean Jean Lépine350

 had this to say about Carrel’s Man, the Unknown: ‘It is simultaneously an homage to science, an affirmation of the unknown, and a demonstration of the very unity of living beings, which cannot be reduced to a specific material principle or spiritual unity’. 

Reverend Father J. T. Durkin notes: ‘Carrel’s passion lay in attaining novel ideas using novel means. How strange it is to realise that it was his deliberate refusal to accept traditional thinking that drove the contemporary intellectual vanguard to nail him to the wall’.

Doctor Soupault concludes that ‘Carrel belonged to the elite, in the sense that he saw what most others did not, attempted to highlight some of our modern society’s greatest 20th-century affinities, perceived the dangers that threatened his endeavours, and specified the various approaches that would allow us to find urgent solutions. It would not be outrageous to classify him as a prophet. His strength, however, turned out to be insufficient, and our merciless destiny is now leading us straight into the dark depths that aroused so much fear in him’. 

***

Alexis Carrel, an essay by Robert Soupault, Les Sept couleurs, (11 Saint-Martin Street, 75004, Paris, France), 300 pages.

***

Carrel’s first English biography was published in 1975 in the United States and entitled Alexis Carrel, Visionary Surgeon (Charles C. Thomas, Springfield). The book was authored by W. S. Edwards, a cardiovascular surgeon who collaborated with Carrel from 1930 to 1941, and his son P. S. Edwards, a specialist in French political issues. The biography owes a great deal to Doctor Soupault’s book, as well as to Carrel’s American friends (particularly Anne and Charles Lindbergh). It also comprises details regarding Carrel’s experience at the Rockefeller Institute.

The two books written by Mr Jean-Jacques Antier entitled Alexis Carrel (Wesmael-Charlier, 1970) and Carrel, the Unknown (SOS, 1974) focus entirely on certain spiritual aspects.

The content of the lecture given by Carrel in 1942, entitled La construction des hommes civilisés351

 has been translated into Italian as Patologia della civiltà moderna (Giovanni Volpe, Rome, 1974).


Debates


The Religious Question

Does God Exist?

‘The Good Lord is a small and entirely blue fellow that smokes his pipe by the fire’: such words can be found in a nursery rhyme born of the imagination of Mr Pierre Gripari352

 and included in his book entitled Diable, Dieu et autres comptes de menterie353

 (Table Ronde, 1965).

It is obviously not on the topic of this Sulpician ancestor, who still retains Jupiter’s and Odin’s beard, that Mr Christian Chabanis set out to converse with twenty supposed atheists (Dieu existe-t-il? Non, répondent…).354

 

In its gruelling effort to reconcile Aristotelian philosophy — which had long been condemned by the Church — with the teachings of the faith that had been specified by the Church Fathers and the councils, Thomism contributed to defining a certain number of ‘proofs of the existence of God’. Unlike Saint Augustin, Saint Thomas deemed these to be essential, convinced that it was necessary ‘to understand in order to believe’, and not ‘to believe in order to understand’. One thus attained proof through primary or efficient cause, and evidence by means of eternal truths, the contingency of creatures, the apparent finality of our state of affairs, etc. It was from this effort to combine faith with reason that scholastics saw the light of day.

Feeling uneasy about the argument of ‘primary causes’, Voltaire355

 made the following confession during the 18th century: ‘The universe is a source of disconcertion to me, for I cannot even consider the notion that this clock could function without the presence of a clockmaker’. 

Nowadays, however, Christians are less sure of themselves. Some theologians, not all of whom are ‘revolutionary’, believe that the desire to ‘prove’ something comprises an element that contradicts the very nature of faith: they say that a ‘provable’ God would no longer be God. And they are not mistaken: since human intelligence can only gain knowledge through sensory experience and abstract and innate conceptions that vary in relation to both time and place, it could never access, solely through the recourses of our human understanding, anything which, by definition, exceeds its capacities. 

On their part, rationalists state that it is up to believers to prove the soundness of their own convictions and that they themselves are not required to ‘demonstrate the contrary to be true’ since, based on proper logic, one could not ‘demonstrate’ what does not actually exist (or what one considers to be non-existent). In most cases, they abide by the refutations presented by Bertrand Russell in Why I Am Not a Christian (Pauvert, 1960).

When questioned by Mr Chabanis,356

 Eugène Ionesco357

 declared: ‘Atheism is often a linguistic misunderstanding’. In La métaphysique et le langage,358

 a work that was originally published in 1960 and then reedited in 1973, philosopher Louis Rougier expresses the same view with regard to metaphysics.

In the West, metaphysics, meaning the ‘science of Being as such’, is based upon Aristotle’s ‘theory of categories’. Linguist Emile Benveniste has established the fact that it is a transposition of categories specific to the Greek language. And yet, as remarked by professor Rougier, the latter substantified the verb ‘be’: it thus ‘bore within it a latent sort of metaphysics’. ‘One might even wonder whether the very structure, syntax and semantics of language do not actually condition the thinking of various ethnic groups that correspond to distinct linguistic families’, he adds.

Wearing a turtleneck jumper and displaying black hair and thick eyebrows, Mr Christian Chabanis, the thirty-nine-year-old author of an essay on Gustave Thibon, proudly declares himself to be a believer.

He has chosen various personalities to act as his interlocutors, personalities that he groups, quite arbitrarily, into series: scientists (Alfred Kastler, Jean Rostand, Pierre Debray-Ritzen, François Jacob, etc.); politicians (Raymond Aron, Jacques Duclos, Alfred Grosser, Daniel Guérin); and writers and moralists (Roger Garaudy, Eugène Ionesco, Jean Vilar, etc.), in addition to a few ‘sociological’ personalities.

When reading the study that he has conducted, it becomes evident that the age of ‘wild anticlericalism’ and the Combes sheets has indeed expired.359

 On each side of the microphone, one desires to be open to both others and dialogues. 

An Ever-Reopening Wound

In the age of Léo Taxil360

 and congregation inventories, being an ‘atheist’ was synonymous with belonging to the ‘Left’ or the ‘extreme Left’. This, too, has now changed. The movement of ideas, the rise of Christian progressivism and Rome’s novel orientations have all left their impacts. One now encounters ‘Right-oriented atheists’, just as one meets ‘Left-oriented Christians’. Georges Elgozy, Raymond Aron, Debray-Ritzen and Ionesco thus find themselves face-to-face with Garaudy, Guérin, Edgar Morin and Duclos. — ‘My anti-Sovietism is an anticlericalism’, Raymond Aron declares. ‘It rises up against a clericalism that is all the more despicable for being founded upon the worship of a social regime’. — ‘I believe that, within the Church, one expects the unavoidable advent of socialism to come to pass and that many people have been preparing themselves for a coexistence with it. Well, we are going to coexist very peacefully indeed’, says Jacques Duclos.

Incidentally, ‘there are communists who believe in God and have their children baptised’. According to an IFOP poll conducted between 16th — 21st December, 1972, the ‘religion-less’ represent a mere 24% of all Communist Party members.361

 

The reading experience, however, fails to quench the reader’s hunger. What accounts for this fact is, first of all, that Mr Chabanis is a little too fond of hearing himself speak. His ‘interviews’ are, in fact, dialogues in which the interviewer never willingly takes a backseat to the interviewee, sometimes going as far as to reserve himself the right to have the last word.

On the other hand, the ‘atheists’ being interviewed are only semi-atheistic: for various reasons, almost all of them insist on tempering their positions. Alfred Kastler admits finding it difficult to imagine the world without any purpose to it. Jean Vilar sympathises with the notion of a ‘revolutionary’ Christ. Alfred Grosser, a professor of political sciences, has arranged for his children to be given a Christian education. Roger Garaudy intends to ‘experience history from a resurrectional perspective’. As for Georges Elgozy, he vacillates between charity and faith.

In Jean Rostand’s case, atheism is ‘raw’: it represents an ‘ever-reopening wound’. And if anarchist Daniel Guérin quotes Blanqui (‘No God, no masters’), he does so in order to correct the latter: ‘What matters today is our struggle against masters’.

Left-oriented sociologist Edgar Morin (author of La Brèche)362

 declares himself to be a ‘neo-atheist’. Above all, however, he reproaches Christianity for not being Christian enough, apparently preaching the notion that all is love — just like the Jesus people who inhabit the California that he is familiar with.

The ranks of serene ‘interviewees’ are dominated by the opinions of psychiatrist Pierre Debray-Ritzen (a man who has penned La scolastique freudienne363

) and those of biologist François Jacob (La logique du vivant).364

 — ‘My mind is constantly burdened by doubt’, declares François Jacob. ‘Not in a religious sense, however. I have experienced some rather unpleasant things throughout my existence, such as being on the receiving end of a spray of fragments during the war, fragments that came close to ending my life there and then; still, at no time did the issue arise. Not for a single instant was I overcome by the idea that I would be returning to nothingness and that God could get me out of this tight spot’.

What professor Debray-Ritzen has retained from his Catholic education is a foolish memory: he has, above all else, absorbed the ritualistic aspect, the celebrations, the lights; a ‘wondrous’ world of strictly pagan origin that combines with that of childhood. Metaphysics, by contrast, ventures beyond such things, for sheer ideas are repulsive to it. A disciple of both Koestler365

 and Claude Bernard, it is the experimental method that he holds dearest. — ‘In this age of ours, anyone who would declare himself to be the Son of God would immediately be taken away by the men in white!’ he states.

In the end, Mr Chabanis only gave the floor to personalities whose opinions, even when taken as a whole, are miles away from mirroring the exact ‘profile’ of contemporary atheism in all of its complexity. For he has failed to interview traditional rationalists (Jacques Monod, Alexandre Dauvilliers, Evry Schatzman, Georges Ory), the contributors and writers at Raison présente and La pensée, the advocates of logical empiricism (Louis Rougier), and those who contest the Christian message in the name of their own philosophy of life (Nietzsche, Spengler) or the values of classical antiquity. Hence the lingering impression of a more or less rigged debate.

Two Theologies

In a book boasting superior documentation and entitled Les problèmes de l’athéisme366

 (Seuil, 1972), theologian Claude Tresmontant displays greater precision. This is what he writes: ‘Christianity has not been attacked solely by those who struggled on behalf of the poor and the oppressed, in the name of justice and against having some men oppress others. It has equally been hated and attacked by those who have blamed it for having introduced into the world a revolutionary element that acts as a leaven in the uprising of oppressed classes against the caste of their masters. Independently of all misunderstandings, misinterpretations, crimes, deceptions, and errors, there is a certain opposition to Christianity whose essence is spiritual, one that advocates an averse spiritual preference’. 

As a result of this, Tresmontant set out to define atheism not as hostility to faith, but indeed as a belief that consists in professing the idea that the universe represents a self-sufficient whole, just as Empedocles once did in Greece.

He then goes on to say that the antagonism between atheism and monotheism is but ‘a violent opposition, an inexpiable war between two theologies: the Hebraic theology, which declares that the Absolute Being is separate from the world, and the theology of nature, which is embodied by the most ancient Hellenic theology and bestows upon nature a divine character’.

Prior to their colonisation at the hands of Christendom, Indo-European peoples were not atheistic. They were, in fact, profoundly religious peoples for whom participation in communal acts of worship was closely tied to civic life (one was thus born into a religion in the same manner that one is born into a community, and it is for this very reason that the ancient Romans considered Christian universalism to be profane). In their eyes, divinity was present throughout the world. It was indistinguishable from the latter and personal gods and goddesses were but different manifestations of it.

The inability to conceive of God outside the framework of Christianity is thus synonymous with remaining very Christian indeed. ‘I cannot help feeling a certain indignation at the sight of the word irreligious being used as a synonym of non-Christian. When will the pious and iniquitous Christians at long last understand that there are wise men who remain too religious to ever desire to deify a man?’ exclaims August-Wilhelm von Schlegel.367

 

First of all, Christianity is not the only possible religion, and on the other hand, the notions of God, the sacred and transcendence are highly different conceptions whose merger with one religion or another is only partial (or secondary). Most Christians, incidentally, are reluctant to arrogate to themselves the monopoly of the sacred. Nowadays, few people are willing to believe that the other religions of our world, and particularly the ancient religion of Europe, are but a collection of uncultured superstitions; nor are they ready to affirm that there is neither religion nor faith outside Christianity.

Hence the opinion espoused by Mr Maurice Clavel,368

 according to whom ‘every culture may well embody an option towards the absolute…, an absolute that cannot, in its ultimate essence, be limited to Christianity itself’ (in Le Nouvel Observateur, 13th September, 1976).

There are, therefore, as many kinds of ‘unbelief’ as there are forms of theism. One may be anti-Christian as a result of considering Christianity to be false, or because one perceives it as a harmful sort of ideology, an ideology that is responsible for the introduction (and acclimatisation) of the egalitarian mythos into European thought. As for the notion of God, it may be as indispensable to our understanding as both zero and infinity are to the mathematician. When reduced to a mere absence of faith, atheism is ‘as unthinkable as it is thoughtless’: for believing in something is in the very nature of the evolved animal that man is.

Those who do not believe in God believe in something, or someone, else that acts as God’s surrogate. The real question is thus not that of wondering whether one believes, but that of asking: How does one believe? And why? And in what?

Mr Chabanis concludes his book with an interview with God. It turns out to be a monologue, of course. God does indeed exist, but solely for those who believe and no one else.

***

Dieu existe-t-il? Non, répondent…, an inquiry conducted by Christian Chabanis. Fayard, 409 pages.

La métaphysique et le langage, an essay by Louis Rougier. Denoël, 244 pages.

Les problèmes de l’athéisme, an essay by Claude Tresmontant. Seuil, 441 pages.

***

The Philosophical Faculty at the Salesian Pontifical University of Rome has published a series of massive volumes under the general heading When Christians Question Atheism. It is Abbe Jean-François Six, a professor of theology at the seminary of the Mission of France at Pontigny, who has taken charge of the French edition. Two series have thus far been published: L’athéisme dans la vie et la culture contemporaines369

 (two volumes, Desclée, 1967–68) and L’athéisme dans la philosophie contemporaine370

 (two volumes, Desclée, 1970–71). Despite having obviously been written with an apologetical intention, these works still manage to attract a certain interest thanks to the very size of the investigations that they reflect.

***

The Problematic of the Soul

If one were to take an individual and strip him of all his quantitative and qualitative characteristics, of both his form and structure, what would be left of him? Nothing at all, the rationalists state. Everything, according to believers: his essence, his being, his soul.

Catechism states that ‘man is a reasonable creature made out of a soul and a body’. This view is advocated by all major dualist religions, which contrast the world of the senses with the kingdom of God: the soul’s reality differs from the body’s; and it is the soul that accounts for the activity of man’s consciousness and thought, having the ability to subsist independently of the body itself, thus outliving the latter beyond death.

Mr Claude Tresmontant questions this definition from the perspective of faith, considering it to be both simplistic and deceptive.

Mr Tresmontant has, for a few years now, been exerting an effort of remarkable clarity in reviving some of the major theological problematics. He has published several works through Seuil editions: La doctrine morale des prophètes d’Israël371

 (1958), Les idées maîtresses de la métaphysique chrétienne372

 (1962), Comment se pose aujourd’hui le problème de l’existence de Dieu373

 (1966), L’enseignement de Ieschoua de Nazareth374

 (1970), and others.

The doctrine of the soul is found in the Upanishad and in most salvational religions that stem from the Old Testament. And yet, during the Mosaic period, up until the era of the Maccabee kings, no mention of it is made in any biblical text.

Ecclesiastes states: ‘For that which befalleth the sons of men befalleth beasts; even one thing befalleth them: as the one dieth, so dieth the other; yea, they have all one breath; so that a man hath no preeminence over a beast: for all is vanity’ (9:5).375

 Mr Tresmontant adds: ‘The Hebrews have no notion of any substantial duality between the soul and the body’. The Hebrew language even lacks a proper term to refer to the body as understood by Plato and Descartes,376

 both of whom describe it as a substance that remains distinct from the soul’.

Among the Greeks, the conception of the immortality of an uncreated soul, a soul that is entirely separate from the body which incarnates it on a temporary basis, is present in Plato’s teachings, the Orphic cults and the astral religion of the Pythagoreans. 

What Aristotle opposes to this conception, which is characterised by a radical opposition between the soul and the body, is a more functional notion that renders this opposition relative: the soul is but the formal and organising principle of each individual body. This is what he states in his treatise entitled On the Soul: ‘The soul is to the body what sight is to the eye’. He also states: ‘The soul does not exist independently of the body’. Such was the opinion of most Ancients: The Roman anima and the Greek psyche were not something that outlived the body, but, on the contrary, the breath of life that animated it on earth.

Plato’s radicalism is encountered in Gnostic beliefs. In the eyes of the Manicheans, the human soul, whose essence is divine, ‘turned and looked below, towards matter’ (El Khatibi). It fell into the detestable world of physical appearances, a world from which the initiate must liberate himself.

‘This metaphor is found in the writings of Jean-Paul Sartre,377

 when, in his Existentialism is a Humanism, he states that “man did not create himself”, but was “cast into the world”’, remarks Mr Tresmontant.

In his Treatise on Man and Discourse on Method, Descartes is equally categorical. Making no distinction between the organic and the mechanic, nor between living substance and physical substance, he affirms that the soul ‘is of a nature that bears no connection to the extension,378

 dimensions or properties that define the matter of which the body is composed’, defining the soul-deprived body as a machine, an ‘organism devoid of organisation’.

There are, in fact, no common aspects between man-made machines and living organisms. Therein lies the entire difference between all that relates to macrophysical systems and everything that falls under the category of biological ones.

From a scholastic perspective, theologians espouse a more nuanced position. Thomas Aquinas adopts Aristotle’s doctrine, but adds to it the notion of the soul’s immortality: ‘The human soul is a form that does not depend on the body with regard to its existence’ (Summa Contra Gentiles). The Council of Vienne379

 (1311–12) formulated the idea that ‘the soul’s attachment to the body is of an immediate nature, and it is the principle of life and of all movement within the body’. This definition would thereafter be readopted in 1512 by the Lateran Council, and then by Pope Pius IX in 1860. 

In accordance with Aristotelian thinking and in contrast with the views of Descartes and Plato, biologists and physiologists have both established the existence of a link between consciousness and cerebral activity.

Professor Grassé, author of Toi, ce petit dieu!,380

 writes: ‘The mind is intimately and indissociably tied to living matter’.

As for Mr Tresmontant, he is of the opinion that Christians must acknowledge scientific conclusions. He does, however, think that the debate between spiritualists and materialists has now become obsolete, for the soul and the spirit, known as anima and animus in ancient Rome, have long ceased to be subject to confusion. Almost half a century ago, Alfred Binet381

 had already made this remark when targeting Bergson382

 (in L’âme et le corps,383

 Flammarion, 1928). The theologians themselves are well aware of the fact that ‘the blood is spirit’ (Nietzsche), and that ‘every living being, every single organism has a mental dimension’. One must thus ‘distinguish, within every living being, both matter and a formal principle, with the two wholes constituting a single organised body’.

A Perceptional Fact

What about the soul in its strictest definition, then? Mr Tresmontant proposes an audacious hypothesis in this regard. ‘When one states that man is made of a “soul” and a “body”, one unknowingly resorts to the term “soul” twice when mentioning the “body”: once explicitly and consciously, and then again implicitly and without being aware of it. For every living body is either an animate one or nothing at all. Once the soul has departed, it is not a body that is left, but a cadaver, meaning a stack and mere multitude of chemical elements that vanish and disperse. The famous issue of the relation between the “soul” and the “body” has no meaning whatsoever under the conditions in which it is raised. Indeed, a living and specific body is nothing but a soul informing matter and organising it’. 

In other words, not only does the brain ‘produce’ thoughts, but it also attempts to ‘comprehend’ them. And owing to their very existence, living beings thus act as the reflection of ‘a creative intelligence that governs all biochemical and biological processes from the very moment the egg is fertilised’. As a result, the sole significant problematic is ‘that of the relations between the soul and the subsisting form, meaning the matter that it informs so as to turn it into an organised and living body’.

The conclusion is that ‘one must not say “I have” a soul, for such a stance would be synonymous with differentiating between the subject that possesses the soul and the soul that is thus possessed. One must, instead, say: “I am a living soul”. Furthermore, the words “I am a living soul” and “I am a living body” amount to the same thing, for the living body that I am is nothing but my own living soul informing matter’.

Such a definition enjoys the obvious advantage of resolving the issue of the soul’s ‘substantiality’: it is no longer necessary to demonstrate the latter, since it has now become a perceptional datum. Mankind as a whole is thus, in a manner of speaking, put into the Golem’s position. It is difficult to venture further into the negation of a person’s autonomy.

Is this ‘perceptible soul’, however, one that has been reduced to ‘the reality embodied by structure’, truly the soul that theologians speak of? Scientists, in whose eyes man is also a ‘psychosomatic unit’, refer to the organising principle capable of renewing the elements of which we are composed as a ‘subsisting structure’. By taking their observations into account, does Mr Tresmontant not risk having the domain of transcendence yield to that of biology?

If the soul is nothing but the principle of life, what is it then that sets man apart from animals? Since the atoms that make up their bodies are all renewed in the course of their existence, do they not have a ‘subsisting substance’ of their own? Last but not least, if the soul is a constituent element of the body and of the matter that it informs, how can one state that it outlives matter once the latter is no longer being informed?

Mr Tresmontant remains rather evasive with regard to these issues, contenting himself with the observation that resurrection is only mentioned once in the teachings of ‘Yeshua, the Nazarene Rabbi’ (Jesus). 

‘At the current stage of our analyses, we cannot, based on the nature of the soul itself, guarantee that the latter will be granted the gift of existence after death’, he adds. 

Such an affirmation may well shock people or perhaps even come across as encouragement of disbelief. In response to all those for whom this might be a source of concern, Mr Tresmontant refers to both the mystery of the world and the Judeo-Christian logos.

***

Le problème de l’âme,384

 an essay by Claude Tresmontant. Seuil, 220 pages.

***

History, Utopia and Religion

‘One should perhaps hope that our future will stem from the Saint-Simonian system or the convictions of Fourierists,385

 Owenists,386

 socialists, communists, unionists, egalitarianists, and so on, whose views all derive from the Babouvists387

 or, further back, from Christian heresies’.

Few are familiar with these words, spoken by Chateaubriand388

 and included as an epigraph in the essay that Mr Thomas Molnar has dedicated to the topic of utopia.

A professor of French at the City University of New York, fifty-six-year-old Thomas Molnar moved to the United States in 1949, having left Hungary three years earlier. He is one of the frontrunners of American traditionalism. In his book, he analyses a thought current that has always existed but whose influence has particularly been felt during periods of transformation, concern or decline; it is, in fact, a current that is now resurfacing.

He remarks: ‘Every now and then, the notion that it is indeed possible to construct an ideal society spreads among men’. This is when the most fearsome category of dreamers manifests itself: those who long to realise their dreams. They are men who feel ill at ease in their own skin, those who, in some way, suffer from being who they are. They hunger for the absolute and regard the world’s imperfections as ‘injustices’: for success always seems scandalous to all those who fail. History’s consubstantial tensions seem ‘crushing’ to them. They long to return to the Golden Age, to the Lost Paradise. They dream of a model city where all men would be brothers, universal love would reign supreme, everyone would enjoy everything they need in utter abundancy, and the administration of things would replace the government of men. What they dream of is, in short, a city where all streets would actually be sloped. These dreamers are utopians.

Plato, Bacon, Campanella, and Thomas More are among their ‘great ancestors’: their models range from the ‘City of the Sun’ to Fourier’s phalansteries; from medieval monasteries to the Paraguayan Jesuit Republic; from Icarian fantasies to a classless society. They only accept society as a setting for their own ‘experiences’. They detest reality whenever it negates their theories.

Among the Gnostics, hatred of the world was taken to the extreme. ‘They expressed this hatred by means of a complicated mythology in which Buddhist, Indian, Egyptian and Semitic elements mingled with Greek and Judeo-Christian speculation. They taught that the True God was infinitely distant and had not participated in the creation of the world of matter; the latter was the work of the demiurge, meaning that of evil’, Mr Molnar writes.

Utopianism is often egalitarian in its inspirations. It demands that mankind be reduced to a single model, meaning that differences be eliminated, differences that are then declared ‘superficial’ and ‘harmful’.

The ultimate objective is the ‘omega point’, where man will have lost all individuality, having been reduced to an anonymous cell in the vast ‘human tissue’. Teilhard de Chardin declares: ‘The noosphere389

 tends to represent a closed system in which each element senses, sees, desires and endures the same things as the others, at the very same time’ (in Le phénomème humain).390

 

The Hope for a Perfect Society

In utopian visions, everything is always identical; equally ‘good’. Each day resembles the others. Events and oppositions no longer exist, and boredom reigns supreme. ‘The utopian only embraces the means of liberty so as to put liberty to death. He would rather have freedom vanish in order to ensure the triumph of equality. His penchant towards perfect cities thus leads to an appetite for desertification. It is therefore the case that these transparent societies sometimes beget benighted and miserable communities’, Mr Gilles Lapouge writes in Utopie et civilisations.391

 

Not a single detail is forgotten. In Cyrano de Bergerac’s utopia, there is even a law that governs spousal sexual relations. ‘Every night, the neighbourhood doctor sets out to examine local couples and determines, in accordance with their state of health, the number of intimate embraces that they are allowed to indulge in’!

For one does not establish a perfect society through the presence of imperfect men. And Thomas Molnar has no difficulty in demonstrating that the only construction that could ultimately result from the disharmonious rubble-stones embodied by individuals is a most wretched one. 

Indeed, utopian endeavours always come up against a variety of inevitable facts: ‘natural’ laws, instincts, one’s will to power, individual differences, etc. Due to these, the establishment of an ideal city is always delayed. It is with great difficulty that the collective ‘super-consciousness’ emerges. Instead of withering away, the ruling state ends up growing and prospering. Ever indifferent to the facts, the utopians themselves then proceed to declare the necessity of a purificatory phase, a phase that is dubbed ‘transitional’ and whose purpose is to bring about the quelling of this ‘rebellious’ reality. During this time period, the new masters of society grant themselves the right to resort to any and all totalitarian means.

All means are acceptable in the efforts to shatter the natural obstacles that impede the march towards ‘absolute progress’: all this in order to make everyone equal from below. Well-behaved socialism then vanishes and makes way for delirious logic. One moves on from the ‘right to happiness’ to the duty of being happy (in harmony with the imposed norms). The dream thus turns into a nightmare.

This entire messianic eschatology ends up leading to a sort of theocracy (whether religious or secular) ‘in which divine punishment — divine and therefore sheltered from any and all discussion — authorises the most brutal reintroduction of the political principle, a reintroduction that is implemented by leaders who interpret the divine commandment in question’. Labour camps emerge, as does the Inquisition.

This is where hypocrisy comes to the rescue. As noticed in the case of Cabet,392

 ‘the utopian might adopt a double-standard system. Once his guide has explained to him that in the kingdom of Icaria, the population is utterly press-ganged from dawn to curfew, a visitor asks whether such a law is not, in fact, somewhat tyrannical. The guide then proceeds to explain, in a most hypocritical fashion, that although such a law would indeed be intolerable when promulgated by a tyrant, it surpasses all others in its reasonability and usefulness as soon as it is adopted by the entire people in accordance with its own interest’.

This constitutes a clear allusion to the Marxist doctrine. Admittedly, Marx was reluctant to ‘formulate recipes… for the future’s cooking pots’. Utopia, he said, is ‘foolish, bland and essentially reactionary’ (in a letter to Sorge dated 19th October, 1877). Nonetheless, he did acknowledge his indebtment to utopian thinkers and affirmed that it was no longer necessary for one to understand the world, but to undertake to transform it.

A Vivid Imagination

In their Critique of the Gotha Programme, Marx and Engels393

 do not hesitate to anticipate two whole centuries of socialism. They declare ‘ineluctable’ the perishing of the state, the end of class-related antagonisms and the vanishing of the familial institution.

Nicolai Bukharin writes: ‘Within the communist regime, there are no permanent managers that run factories where people spend their entire lives doing the same work… In it, all men shall enjoy a vast knowledge and be familiar with all production branches: one day, you are involved in administrational tasks and calculate the number of slippers and bread rolls required during the coming month; the next, you are employed in the soap-making sphere; a week later, perhaps, you will be find yourself working in the field of urban agriculture, and three days later, at an electric plant. […] All products shall thus be abundantly available, all wounds healed, and everyone able to take as much as required. […] In the communist regime, there are no proletarians, no capitalists and no wage-earning workers: there are only simple people; comrades. There are no classes, and class struggle and class organisation are both absent. As a result, there is no state, either: the latter is useless in the absence of class struggle, now that there is no one to keep a rein on and no one to take charge of such a task…’ (in ABC du communisme,394

 Librairie de l’Humanité, 1925).

Lenin, a practitioner like no other, highlights the ‘necessity of dreaming’: ‘It may sustain and reinforce the worker’s energy’, he writes in What Is to Be Done. 

Endowed with a more vivid imagination, Trotsky believed that tomorrow’s communist would find himself free of the sad contingencies of ‘necessity’ and the ‘obscure laws of heredity’. ‘Society shall be rid of the hurtful and humiliating preoccupation with one’s daily bread; community restaurants shall prepare good, healthy and delicious food for everyone; community laundries shall launder everyone’s clothes; all children, to the very last one, shall be well-fed, strong and cheerful’. Man shall ‘take on the task of achieving beauty by granting his gestures the highest possible precision, introducing technique and economy into his work, his progress, and his games. He shall first strive to master his organism’s semi-conscious processes, then its unconscious ones. […] The average man shall rise to the level of Aristotle, Goethe, Marx’. (in Literature and Revolution, 1924).

Mr Thomas Molnar believes (not without reason, I might add) that, instead of refuting Marxism solely on the economic and political level, it is preferable to expose its ‘utopian roots’ and ‘thus demonstrate that it is no more than an enclave in the immense empire of utopianism’.

Mircea Eliade395

 makes the following observation: ‘The most accurate precedent to Marx’s classless society and the resulting disappearance of historical tensions can be found in the Golden Age myth which, in accordance with multiple traditions, characterises the beginning and end of history’ (in Aspects du mythe,396

 Gallimard, 1963).

The Tridimensionality of Historical Time

What we are witnessing, in fact, is a clash between two conceptions of history. The first is a cyclical or rather spherical one: it was previously that of European Antiquity, before being embraced by the superhumanist movement inaugurated by Wagner and Nietzsche. The second conception is a linear one that is particularly espoused by egalitarian doctrines.

Within the first system, time has neither a beginning nor an end: it is an infinite succession and, more often than not, repetition of certain events and periods (nihil sub sole novi);397

 there is no internal necessity to historical becoming, and neither is there any compulsory or predictable outcome. In the perspective established by Nietzsche, time is a genuine ‘sphere’, whose centre is located everywhere. In no way does the past correspond to something that has been determined once and for all, and neither could the present be reduced to its sole current essence. On the contrary, the past, present and future coexist at every moment and are given simultaneously as different dimensions of this perspective, in every ‘present’ of human consciousness.

As explained by Mr Giorgio Locchi398

 (L’idée de la musique et le temps de l’histoire,399

 published in Nouvelle école, issue number 30, winter 1976–77), such a vision restores the tridimensionality of time: to be more specific, every (historical) event is characterised by temporal tridimensionality and spatial unidimensionality, just as every (macro-physical) element is defined by temporal unidimensionality and spatial tridimensionality. With regard to historical time, the past, present and future correspond to what height, width and depth represent in the traditional conception of macro-physical space. We are not located at a specific ‘point’ of a line, of an irreversible succession of moments, one that stretches from the beginning to the end of history, but, indeed, at the intersection of three perspectives that converge without actually being on the same plane. Hence the reason for which every man and every era ‘views’ the past and future in their own way and, by doing so, establishes a novel perspective on historical becoming (whilst acknowledging the fact that each person and each epoch also represent a possible perspective, among an infinity of others). This is also the reason why a regeneration of history remains possible: nothing is ever final; the best and worst outcomes may still come about.

Within the second system, by contrast, the world does have both a beginning and an end, and (human) history represents a mere segment of it. The past has been determined once and for all. The future necessarily leads to an outcome, one that corresponds to a definitive end. History thus becomes a kind of ‘bracket’, moving about in an immobile world-Dasein. Generally speaking, this ‘bracket’ is devalued to the benefit of a ‘back-world’400

 and it is specifically the end of history that is meant to deliver us from it.

This worldview goes hand in hand with a novel sort of anthropology (of the egalitarian kind — since there is but one God and all men have been created in His image, they must thus all be essentially equal), as well as with an economy of Redemption and Salvation. Initially (in prehistory), everything complied with ‘nature’ or the will of God: such was the Garden of Eden (inhabited by a ‘good-natured savage’ named Adam) and the primitive version of communism. However, man gave in to sinful ways: he committed the original sin that condemned him to a life of labour and then proceeded to divide work, which resulted in alienation and the exploitation of men at the hands of their fellows. Man thus entered the ‘valley of tears’, embodied by history and characterised by tensions, events, and acts of ‘injustice’. This fall is not, however, final. Mankind (or, at least, those who deserve it) may yet be saved. An agent of redemption (the Israel of the messianic prophecies, Jesus and his church, the proletariat and its party, and so on) intervenes. The struggle of the ‘just’, the ‘good’ and the ‘exploited’ shall be a long and difficult one. Following the ultimate Armageddon or ‘final struggle’, however, the ‘wicked’ shall be defeated, cast into hell or sent to Siberia; we shall witness the Revolution, the Final Judgement, the establishment of the kingdom of God or a class-free society. As for history, meaning the timespan that resulted from man’s original sin, it shall be erased: the ensuing post-historical conditions shall restore, in a most sublimated fashion, a prehistoric state of affairs, as the just regain the Garden of Eden and communism reclaims its governance of the world. 

Secularised Theodicy and ‘Primitive Religion’

It is at this stage that the structural kinship of the Marxist and Jude0-Christian doctrines becomes obvious. The two thus revert to the common denominator of egalitarian and messianic thought, regardless of whether the latter is considered from a spiritual and superior angle (equality in the eyes of God) or on a materialistic and inferior level, through a simple substitution of a below or future for a beyond.

This analogy has been noticed by numerous authors. Although I could mention others, it was Mr René Sédillot401

 who, in L’histoire n’a pas de sens402

 (Fayard, 1965), remarked that ‘in the Marxist scheme of things, the proletariat plays the part of the chosen people and the bourgeoisie that of the Malicious ones. Likewise, capitalistic society corresponds to the kingdom of darkness, class struggle to a clash of Empires, social revolution to messianic birth, and the coming communist society to the kingdom of God’.

Mr Pierre Fougeyrollas403

 has labelled this doctrine a ‘secularised theodicy’ (in Le marxisme en question,404

 Seuil, 1959). Mr Jules Monnerot also perceives it as a ‘primitive religion’ (in Sociologie du communisme,405

 Gallimard, 1963).

Mr Gilles Lapouge is thus not mistaken at all when considering utopia to be the most extreme form of ‘historical nausea’. Indeed, the notion of time vanishes at this level. By rejecting the tensions that give rise to events, utopianism rejects life itself, or, at the very least, the (historical) human conception of life. It leads to the ‘cold society’ which Mr Lévi-Strauss speaks of,406

 this non-historical society where every generation contents itself with repeating what the previous one has done and where tradition acts as a straightjacket and is no longer the mere basic structure upon which all innovations are founded.

Mr Molnar concludes that ‘utopia is the refuge of anonymous individuals, that of an anxious and lawless herd’. 

Luckily enough, whatever does not bear within it any realistic possibilities does not, by definition, ever come to pass and thus remains unrealised. By contrast, as written by Montherlant,407

 it does sometimes happen that, in a fitting reversal, ‘the lions end up devouring anyone who has proceeded to set them free; which can also be phrased in the following manner: anyone who unleashes the sewers shall die by the sewers’.

***

L’utopie, éternelle hérésie,408

 an essay by Thomas Molnar, Beauchesne, 268 pages.

Utopie et civilisations, an essay by Gilles Lapouge, Weber, 252 pages.

***

On the topic of the contrast between the linear and spherical conceptions of history, see the articles written by Mr Giorgio Locchi (‘L’histoire’,409

 published in Nouvelle école issues number 27–28, autumn–winter 1975), Mr Armin Mohler (‘Devant l’histoire. Quelques remarques non-systématiques’,410

 ibid.), and Alain de Benoist (‘Contre la fin de l’histoire, ou comment ne pas en sortir’,411

 published in Question de, issue number 16, January–February 1977).

***

Teilhard de Chardin

‘Once I have been surpassed, I will have been understood’, Teilhard de Chardin used to say.

After a few years of silence, people are once again beginning to talk about him. At Seuil, Robert Speaight has published a biographical book entitled Vie de Pierre Teilhard de Chardin.412

 Francisco Bravo has released La vision historique chez Teilhard de Chardin;413

 René d’Oince — who was a friend of Teilhard’s, as well as his superior and confidant — has brought out a work entitled Un prophète en procès.414

 It is Bravo’s work that is the most scholarly and d’Oince’s the most enlightening.

In 1902, Pierre Teilhard de Chardin was twenty-two-years-old. Born of a Picardian mother in Auvergne, he had light-coloured eyes and the long, narrow figure of a Swedish pastor. He had just taken his vows to be ordained into priesthood in the order of Jesuits and held a professorship in geology at the Catholic Institute of Paris. A few months later, a pedagogical imprudence on his part and several slips of the tongue had already managed to have him included in the ‘list of suspects’. ‘The accusation that he was targeted with was nothing less than the actual denial of the dogma of original sin’.

With his scientific education, father Teilhard attempted to reconcile palaeontology with theology. He insisted on the impossibility of taking the creation dogma literally. How can one claim that evil initially surfaced in the very first man when ‘the cosmos itself, no matter how far back we go, has always been as callously dominated by physical evil as it is today’? He then added: ‘An earthly paradise can only be comprehended as a cosmically different way of being. And yet, no matter how far back into the past we look, we are unable to catch as little as a glimpse of anything that would resemble this marvellous state’.

Instead, Teilhard proposes that we view original sin as ‘the moral crisis that has, in all likelihood, accompanied the very first appearance of human intelligence’. However, all such an explanation does is shift the problem, without managing to truly resolve it. In 1945, at the end of a conference held at the Richelieu centre, he would be asked: 

‘And what do you make of original sin?’

To which he responded:

‘I have not ventured that far in my synthesis’.415

 

Soon afterwards, a ‘file’ on Teilhard is compiled in Rome. In 1924, he is reprimanded for the first time. He is then sent to China in April 1926. He spends some time in Tianjin and at an excavation site in Chou Kou Tien. He makes the most of this distancing and indulges in largescale geological and paleontological works. It is during this time that Johan Gunnar Anderson discovers the Peking man, the famous sinanthropus. Interested yet sceptical, Teilhard ends up authenticating the discovery.

He returns to Paris in 1935. Father d’Oince, who had just been appointed manager of Etudes, the Jesuit magazine, manages to make the necessary arrangements for the ‘suspect’ to join his editorial group.

Although Teilhard does not publish anything during this whole period, he never ceases to write, focusing on philosophy, palaeontology, theology, and even politics. He finds himself seduced by the Mussolinian experience. In 1936, he affirms: ‘Fascism may represent a rather successful model of tomorrow’s world’. 

In 1948, however, he writes the following: ‘Is a good basking in the waters of Marxism, in the Marxist faith, not all the human soul requires in order to be ultra-christified’?

The criticisms abound. Theologians reproach him for exiting the scientific domain, and some scientists, including Jean Rostand,416

 for attempting to enter it. In March 1941, the Phénomène humain manuscript reaches Rome inside a diplomatic suitcase. It is sent back three years later for being an inappropriate publication. In August 1947, Teilhard is simply banned from publishing anything at all in matters of philosophy and theology. It is hierarchy that prevents him from joining the Collège de France thereafter, and particularly him that the neo-Thomists would persecute. In reference to his work, Etienne Gilson417

 would say: ‘A feeling; not even a thought’.

Aged seventy-four and in exile, Father Teilhard de Chardin passes away in New York on 10th April, 1955, without ever having desisted in his scruples or been broken.

Prior to the war, one could read the following proclamation on the walls of Paris: ‘Michelin tyres absorb the obstacle’; to which Teilhard would add, smiling: ‘It is through obedience that one must absorb the obstacle’. He quoted Saint-Exupéry418

 when responding to those who urged him to break with Rome: ‘In order to act upon the house, one must actually be in it’. In Le Monde, Henri Fesquet419

 remarked: ‘In these times of contestation and acrimony against authority, such an attitude comes across as being especially exemplary’. 

In 1950, the encyclical Humani Generis granted Catholic scientists the authorisation to acknowledge ‘the creation of the very first man using pre-existing matter’. Those who continued to teach that speciation (the passing from one species to another) was ‘metaphysically impossible’ submitted to it. In February 1962, Father Daniélou wrote in Etudes: ‘I have previously ascertained the fertility of Teilhard’s work and am doing so once again; which is why it is indispensable to provide an exegesis that would extract its best attainments’. Two months later, Teilhard’s rehabilitation campaign was initiated by Father de Lubac in his book entitled La pensée religieuse de Teilhard de Chardin.420

 

Nevertheless, the Osservatore romano published a further warning on June 30th of the same year: ‘The works of Father Teilhard de Chardin comprise such ambiguities, such grave mistakes, even, that they offend the Catholic doctrine’.

Evolution Has Not Yet Drawn to an End

Time has passed all too quickly. It seems ages ago when Abbé Godin released his famous book entitled La France, pays de mission?421

 and, commenting on the failure of priest-workers, Teilhard thus remarked: ‘We have ceased to be contagious’. One can now wonder: was Teilhard a great scientist? Were the conclusions he drew in contradiction with the Roman Magisterium?

Teilhard always rejected the idea according to which the modern world is of an irreligious essence. Quite to the contrary, he believed in progress. ‘Without any exaggeration, are we not witnessing the opening of a new cycle for the Church, one that is wonderfully appropriate to mankind’s current age and where Christ is adored through the universe’?

His reasoning was the following: evolution did not draw to an end with the appearance of man. ‘Something’ is bound to come next, something that is still in a state of gestation. Yet the more evolved species are, the more cerebralized they become: the meaning of evolution lies in the increase of mental aptitude (Noogenesis). As a result, the branch that will replace the human one shall be characterised by an almighty mind. Evolution ‘shall construct the body of Christ in a literal sense’. Such shall be the reign of the Logos. The incarnation of the Word has brought an end to the first age of our world; as for the second, it shall bear witness to the triumph of the Noosphere.

Hence the vision of a ‘cosmic Christ’ that would embody ‘the universe’s alpha and omega’: ‘Ever since Jesus was born, grew up and died, everything has remained in motion because Christ has not yet taken full shape. Christ represents the end of the evolution of beings’. Anthropogenesis leads to Christogenesis, with the Christian community becoming ‘the chosen phylum’ (in Introduction au christianisme,422

 1944).

To Reconcile the Incompatible

Teilhard’s doctrine is, in fact, a web of contradictions in which scientific observations become constantly entangled with uncontrollable mystical extrapolations, thus sometimes bordering on the heresy of a ‘progressive religion’. Teilhard remarks that evolution will not reach its end with man. Nevertheless, he does affirm that it will conclude during the next phase. He acknowledges the fact that this evolution is characterised by differentiation, by the growing divergence of all living branches (‘Once born, the phyla grow further apart and follow, more or less, their own specific destiny’). Simultaneously, however, he maintains that ‘human branches are beginning to merge’ towards planetary unity, ‘to enable the accomplishment of a common consciousness’.

There is a secret temptation that lies behind these contradictory affirmations. Teilhard himself defined it as ‘a completely oriental preoccupation and preference that is clad in scientific attire and leads towards a common base of the Tangible, one that is directly seizable beyond all determination and form, allowing one to become All, to merge with the All’ (in Le coeur de la matière).423

 

Faced with the Teilhardian speculations regarding ‘the ongoing unification of the universe with God’; concerning the fact that the Cross has become ‘both the symbol and expression of evolution’; with regard to ‘the attainment of Ecstasy through Concord’; concerning the disappearance of hatred and internecine struggle ‘under the ever hotter rays of the Omega’; regarding the notion of the Earth ‘acquiring its own soul’ by ‘shrouding itself in a single thinking shell until it constitutes, functionally speaking, a single, vast Seed of Thought on an astronomical scale; and so on, one understands perfectly well why this cosmic-theological fresco triggered some mockery. In La cabale des dévots424

 (Julliard, 1962), Mr Jean-François Revel425

 compares Teilhard to Bergson, denouncing his taste for ‘oratory presupposition, historical inaccuracy and metaphorical affirmation’. He writes: ‘Nowadays, one of the shapes taken on by Christian apologetics consists in smearing this dogma with the language of scientific currentness, and vice versa. In Teilhard de Chardin’s hands, however, this re-plastering becomes remarkable coarse’. He then adds: ‘The theological extrapolations of the Reverend Father have as much to do with an accurate knowledge of palaeontology as the ocean does with a glass of water; and even less so, for an ocean essentially consists of the same elements as426

 a glass of water’. 

In one of the annexes included in his book entitled Lettre sur les chimpazées,427

 Mr Clément Rosset428

 has not failed to mock a work whose entire content can be summarised in these sole words: ‘The world is in motion’.

The fact remains that even in his most extravagant bouts of enthusiasm, Teilhard was still a perfectly honest fellow. Having reached the very limit of inner rupture, he always prohibited himself from taking the final step. As Loyola’s faithful disciple,429

 he attempted to reconcile the incompatible. His colleague and friend, the Reverend Father d’Oince, makes the following bitter remark: ‘The Church still suffers from the absence of an explicit theology that focuses on the positive contributions which natural and human sciences can make towards the exposition of revealed Truth’.

***

Un prophète en procès, an essay by René d’Oince (two volumes). Aubier, 259 and 267 pages respectively.

Dans le sillage des sinanthopes,430

 containing the previously unreleased letters of Pierre Teilhard de Chardin and J. Gunnar Anderson A collection published by Pierre Leroy, Fayard, 98 pages.

La vision historique chez Teilhard de Chardin, an essay by Francisco Bravo. Cerf, 448 pages.

La vie de Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, an essay by Robert Speaight. Seuil, 368 pages.

***

A certain number of Teilhard’s books, whose publication had been banned by the hierarchy, were only made public posthumously. Indeed, the order of superiors could not have strangers linked to the Company. ‘Predicting the fact that a number of friends would regain their freedom after his death, Teilhard entrusted his secretary, Ms. Jeanne Mortier, with ensuring the publication of his literary work’, Father d’Oince writes. The complete edition now includes as many as eleven volumes, all of which were published by Seuil between 1955 and 1973. Le phénomène humain, whose sales had already reached 200,000 copies by 1969, corresponds to the first volume; with a total of 150,000 sold copies, Le milieu divin431

 represents the fourth.

***

A Challenged Catholic Church

In the course of four television broadcasts, Pierre Dumayet432

 and Igor Barrère433

 wondered about the Church of tomorrow. They directed their attention towards Spain and the Netherlands. Two ORTF reporters, Philippe Alfonsi and Patrick Pesnot, have decided to share their findings without having to submit to the servitudes of the small screen.

In 1970, a Dutch ‘council’ was held in Amsterdam. The topic of the day? The Church crisis. Fearing the uttering of irreparable words, the Apostolic Nuncio had asked to be excused from attending. As written by Mr Alfonsi and Pesnot, ‘this absence was symbolic: when faced with the seeds of heresy, Rome no longer hurled anathemas but, instead, kept its eyes to the ground’.

The Netherlands have enjoyed a long tradition of tolerance and liberty. Amsterdam, where Descartes sought and found refuge for as long as twenty years, has become the hippie capital. And it is also there, in this ‘Dutch bowl’, that the ‘Chinese of Europe’ have been stirring: they are priests who have been wondering ‘whether it is all worth it or not’.

‘According to the data that was made public two years ago, 77% of the faithful attend Mass every Sunday’. Back then, there were 1,800 churches and 14,000 priests in the Netherlands. The number of practicing followers has already plummeted by a rate of 50% in cities such as Maastricht. And yet, the clergy is not troubled by this. Smiling behind his large spectacles, Father Van Kilsdonk gleefully declares: ‘It would perhaps be best to allow the Church to perish’.

The work of Mr Alfonsi and Pesnot seems rather anthological. Sex shops for Catholics only; nuns clad in mini-skirts, on full display at the convent of the Sisters of Providence; seminarians that parade their Lenin-like goatees; marital quarrels among the ranks of married priests; theological pilpuls on socialistic topics; blissful angelic figures alongside frenetic ones, with crucifixes dangling on their chains.

The Leidsplein church, located in the heart of Amsterdam, is known as the Paradiso. ‘It represents an important global crossroads on the hippie map. Every evening, youngsters flock there in the hundreds to indulge in pop music and the smoking of hashish’.

Drums ‘swing’ at the Saint-Nicholas Church in Odijk. A ghostly Christ sprawls between two aquariums and a seven-branch candelabrum. ‘Attending Mass is like being at Woodstock these days’, whispers Father Barry, the local priest, his eyes ablaze with elation. 

As for Father Coppès, he hosts the ‘Shalom community’. Having read Che Guevara, he rediscovered ‘the revolutionary elements of the Christian Church’. He has been married for five years; the bishop turns a blind eye. Father Coppès affirms: ‘Today, God has descended into the street. It is quite impossible, by the way, to be both a Christian and a Rightist, is it not?’

The theology students that the authors have encountered reject any and all organisation, beginning with the hierarchy. ‘We are frustrated by the image of the priests of yesteryear’, says one of them. It is ‘love’ that represents the key word. Christian charity and utopian socialism mingle in an insane vortex. All men are brothers, with each entitled to their own life, happiness, love and paid leave. It is all, in some way, a pastoral sort of Love Story, in which one is ever willing to lend the world an ear and listen to its indistinct and confused murmur. And Rome is far, so far away!

There are 650,000 homosexuals in the Netherlands today, totalling 5% of the population. And it is Father Gottschalk that has taken charge of the matter.

‘I receive 4 or 5 homophiles every single day. Two of them have asked for permission to get married in our church. We have granted their friendship our solemn benediction, for it is our duty as believers to struggle for a world in which they can live as they choose’, he specifies.

Next on the list is Ton Van der Stap, a homosexual priest. Wearing a pick vest, he displays a thin protruding nose and fine, backcombed hair. He is the chaplain at the local university parish. In a soft voice, he declares: 

‘The faithful see me as a man above all else’.

Mr Alfonsi and Pesnot have interviewed these peculiar pastors. As for sin, it has virtually disappeared since the advent of sexual emancipation. All that is left is the ‘sin of the human species’ (alienation in the Marxist sense of the word), and it is revolution that must resolve the issue. What about paradise, then? ‘We must first establish a paradise on earth. Is there a heaven awaiting us after death? I myself do not know’. And what about hell? ‘It is quite possible; but just as one may say that it exists, one can also claim that it doesn’t’. And the rest is in keeping with it.

A Plural Religion

The chapters on the Spanish Church are more conventional. Its atmosphere is a heavy one, with its sweating penitents, black-veiled women, and festival of Passion,434

 in which the sun and death play a prominent role. Although the lower clergy objects to this, ‘mitred bishops mingle with generals’.

In Barcelona, one encounters Left-oriented Jesuits, including Father Marçal, for instance. ‘I do not specifically care to know whether I actually believe in hell or not. This is not where the problem lies. What is urgent is for us to change the structure of Spanish society. It’s a revolution!’ he declares.

On the wall, a large portrait of Ho Chi Minh can be seen.

The Church has initiated its updating process, meaning a process of rejection; but what is it exactly that it rejects? ‘The essential’, traditional Catholics declare. In the eyes of the progressivists, however, the aggiornamento is a return to the sources, to the Syriac Christendom of the catacombs. Everyone converges in acknowledging the fact that the structures being questioned are those that once tied Christendom to the fate of the West.

There is a Dutch proverb that says: ‘One Dutchman is a theologian, two Dutchmen a church, and three a heresy’.

The theologians that have been revolting long to forget all about priests and councils. They justify their stance through God’s Word. It was Boileau435

 who had already stated that ‘when holding a Bible, every Protestant has been Pope’. 

It has once again been proven that one can extract the most contradictory interpretations from the Scriptures; for it is not yesterday that schisms and heresies date back to. In former days, it was Rome that settled and decided all matters. What is new these days is that the magistrate no longer sanctions anyone; he has implied that he no longer passes any sentences and, most of all, that the Pope, the cardinals and the bishops are all ‘accomplices’ in the Church’s scuttling in the eyes of the ‘fundamentalists’ (who, while denouncing the ‘protestantisation’ of the faith, paradoxically find themselves in Luther’s position).

Amsterdam may not represent all of Christendom, but it does indeed exist. It is an example among many others. The Church’s doctrine is henceforth a plural one. Religions are being established within religion itself, just as states once did within the state.

The Church is adapting, and shall undoubtedly do so completely; but in what regard shall an ‘adapted’ Church be distinguishable from its surrounding environment?

It all seems as if, as a result of its concern for what the future holds for it, Rome were seeking to catalyse religious forces that were once in rivalry: the various Christian faiths on the one hand, the great Abrahamic religions on the other, and last but not least, all the religions of the world.

The ultimate objective is the following one: the creation of a vast conglomerate dedicated to the ‘spiritual animation’ of the ideologies that dominate our current world. 

We would thus be left with only two camps: the first is that of a ‘universalised’ Christianity, more or less centred upon the Third-World, having been reinvigorated through a return to the subversive spirit of its own origins; the other is characterised by the rejection of any and all forms of subversion, meaning one which would, necessarily and unequivocally, embody the rejection of the Christian world.

***

L’Eglise contestée,436

 a report by Philippe Alfonsi and Patrick Pesnot, Calmann-Lévy, 312 pages.

***

The Communist Party of the Hereinafter

Christian progressivism has now reached its ‘theory of revolution’ stage: it has overtaken the Communist Party on its left. And it is in an effort to temper the ardour of Christian Leftists — and in the hope of taking advantage of the Church’s evolution and impacting the masses more effectively — that the Communist Party is reaching out to the faithful.

On an annual basis, Mr Guy Besse and Jean Suret-Canale, who act as facilitators at the Centre for Marxist Studies and Research, organise a Week of Marxist Thought, during which carefully selected interlocutors are invited to engage in ‘dialogue’. In 1972, from 27th January to 1st February, the chosen theme was the following: ‘Communists and Christians’. In L’Humanité,437

 Mr Roland Leroy wrote: ‘A genuine dialogue shall ensue’; in actual fact, he should have used the words ‘a two-voice monologue’.

We are, indeed, far from the ‘inherently perverse Communism’ condemned by Pope Pius XI (Divini Redemptoris, 19th March, 1937). The evolution that has taken place has been one of confounding speed. Somewhere between Stalin and Brezhnev, Pius XII and Paul VI, the 20th Congress of the Soviet Communist Party was held; as was the 2nd Vatican Council.

Enthusiasm

The issue no longer lies in determining if the collaboration between communists and Christians is justified from the perspective of orthodoxy (whether biblical or Marxist). At the end of the day, principles are always worth as much as their respective implementations. The fact remains that there is currently no fundamental difference left between the political behaviour of those who adhere to the Party and that of the ever-increasing number of ‘committed’ Christians. This fact must be acknowledged, and that is precisely what the communists are doing.

‘What they are doing is taking note of a fact and rejoicing at this evolution’, says Mr Roland Leroy. 

The first session of the above-mentioned Week was dedicated to atheism. Its tone was one of elementary pedagogy. Although the Communist Party does speak of materialism, it is only in whispers. It is careful to highlight the notion that all remaining divergences only subsist in ‘the philosophical domain’, a domain that leaves the public cold. Class belonging takes priority over one’s philosophical or religious choices.

Now that this prerequisite had been respected, the speakers were able to move on to more important topics, namely under-development, class struggle and socialism. 

On 4th April, 1952, Monsignor Benedetto Falcucci had already written the following in Osservatore romano: ‘There are many communist aspirations that are righteous and deserve to be welcomed with enthusiasm’.

Nowadays, those who utter such words belong to the other camp. In L’Humanité, Mr Jacques Milhau published an article entitled ‘Chrétiens et membres du parti communiste?’438

 It was judged to be overly timid by some readers, one of whom wrote: ‘For a period of 20 centuries, Christians have been imparting certain values. Does Marxism turn a blind eye to them? In my personal view, a Christian communist must, practically speaking, be a Marxist Christian. There are some who are indeed like that. Christians are capable of venturing very far in historical and dialectical materialism; to the very borders where the philosophical affirmation of atheism begins’.

In response to this, Mr Jacques Milhau439

 reminded everyone that the Communist Party had ‘broken with both anticlericalism and the simplistic explanations of religion, the latter having been equated with a mystifying endeavour’. In a reference to Engels’ analyses of ancient Christianity, he even specified that ‘the contributions made by Christianity must be acknowledged’.

It is on this very necessity of ‘returning to one’s sources’ that the doctrinaires of the Communist Party insist when appealing to the ‘intrinsic socialism’ of primitive Christianity, a Christianity which, 2000 years ago, contributed to the destruction of the family, the negation of one’s fatherland, and the ruining of both society and the Roman Empire. 

What the Communist Party has, in some way, revealed to the faithful is that ‘original sin consisted in the destruction of primitive equality through the individual appropriation of wealth and the exploitation of man at the hands of his fellows’, to use the words of professor Louis Rougier.

In the eyes of the new Christians, Christ is ‘consubstantial with the human species’. God shall, therefore, never relinquish the matter into which he once incarnated. In other words, the Church must ‘incorporate humanity’ into Jesus’ salvational deed, a task that consists in acting upon this world so as to pave the way for the advent of a ‘new and final’ man, rather than offering mankind the prospect of its own spiritual survival after death.

On the Church in the Contemporary World

For Mr José-Maria Gonzalez-Ruiz, a theologian of the ‘dialoguing’ type, the Church’s mission does not lie in becoming the centre of the world, but indeed in ‘strengthening itself in order to bestow salvation upon all and lead the world towards the end-point of its fulfilment’ (in Croire après Marx,440

 Cerf, 1971). He specifies that the instrument of the world’s slow maturation ‘is embodied by the enlivening breath of Love, that of fraternally universal Love’.

With socialism understood as one of the shapes which the love of one’s neighbour may indeed assume, the message of the Gospels would thus allow us to attenuate the ‘dialectic of violence’ and to illuminate in advance the fulfilled world of universalistic and coagulating ideologies. And it is in praxis, meaning the communist method, that this message would find its own means of realisation.

From Mr Gonzalez-Ruiz’s point of view, Marxism must not ‘sacralise logic’ through the denial of the divine principle, while Christianity must, on its part, avoid ‘profaning the transcendence of God’ by rationalising it. Hence the following conclusion: ‘If Christians strip Marxism of all that is ideological, meaning optional and unverifiable, they will be able to accept the entire scientific truth of Marxism’. 

Such a procedure is obviously bizarre, for one may wonder what ‘non-ideological’ Marxism would look like or what would be left of Faith if one removed all that is ‘unverifiable’ from it. 

The Holy See’s calculating reticence, however, comes across as disguised encouragement.

On 14th May, 1972, Pope Paul VI sent cardinal Maurice Roy, the president of the Secular Council and the acting archbishop of Montreal, an apostolic letter of the highest importance. In an utterly innovative stance compared to the Church’s social teachings (Quadregesimo Anno, Rerum Novarum, Mater et Magistra), he appealed most pressingly to everyone, urging them ‘to take action’ within the mindset of the ‘Pastoral Constitution on the Church of the Modern World’ (Gaudium et Spes), decreed on 7th December, 1965, during the Vatican Council. 

Expressing no preference for any of the different systems in his presence, the Pope declared himself in favour of a pluralism of options (‘One single Christian faith can lead to different commitments’), relying on the ‘discernment’ of the faithful for the rest.

The door had thus been opened, and the Communist Party took immediate advantage of this.

***

Chrétiens et communistes. Semaine de la pensée marxiste,441

 27th January — 1st February 1972, a collection published by the Centre for Marxist Studies and Research. Ed. Sociales, 268 pages.

Philosophie et religion,442

 a compendium published by the Centre for Marxist Studies and Research. Ed. Sociales, 286 pages.

Croire après Marx, an essay by José-Maria Gonzalez-Ruiz. Cerf, 72 pages.

Les marxistes et l’évolution du monde catholique,443

 an essay by Roland Leroy, André Moine and Antoine Casanova. Ed. Sociales, 254 pages.

***

On 10th June, 1976, Mr Georges Marchais, the Secretary General of the French Communist Party, gave a speech in Lyons in which he praised ‘the necessary collaboration’ between the communists and the Christians. A few months earlier, during its 23rd Congress (4th — 8th February, 1976), the Communist Party declared that it renounced the notion of ‘proletarian dictatorship’. 

The publishing of a book entitled Communistes et chrétiens, communistes ou chrétiens444

 and authored by both Mr Marchais and Mr Georges Hourdin, the founder of ‘Témoignage chrétien’,445

 echoed this appeal.

In an essay in which he draws a parallel between Marxist and Christian anthropology, Mr René Coste, a professor at the Faculty of Theology of the Catholic Institute in Toulouse, expresses his ‘profound admiration’ for ‘the power, originality and fertility of the Marxist doctrine’. Hailing Lenin’s ‘ingeniousness’ along the way, he reminds readers that ‘Christianity’s revolutionary character is determined eschatologically and finds itself necessarily oriented towards an ultimate catastrophe’ (Analyse marxiste et foi chrétienne,446

 Ed. Ouvrières, 1976). He adds: ‘It is all too true that dominant classes tend to elaborate ideologies to their own advantage, that they are assisted in the process by the intellectuals who have pledged themselves to them and that they themselves are often blinded by their own “prejudices”. […] Furthermore, it is all too true that due to their lack of awareness, the members of popular classes have the tendency to adhere to ideologies which rob them of the ability to realise that what they are actually fostering is their own exploitation. It is certain that with regard to these issues, Marx has displayed a high level of clear-sightedness’. The author concludes: ‘For all the reasons stated above, we identify with the socialist “utopia” that lies at the very core of Marxism’ (ibid.).

Since late 1974, ‘Marxist Christians’ (who have rallied around the Cité nouvelle monthly)447

 have been expressing their intention to ‘spread subversion into the very heart of institutions’. Basing their attitudes primarily on the works of F. Belo (Lecture matérialiste de l’évangile de Marc,448

 Cerf, 1975) and those of Michel Clévenot (Approches matérialistes de la Bible,449

 Cerf, 1976), they have undertaken a reflection effort ‘on the practice implemented by Jesus in the Scriptures, the role of symbols and liturgy in class struggle, as well as the — non-official — history of subversive Christianity’. They specify that the legitimacy of such an approach is founded ‘upon the declaration made by Catholic bishops in Lourdes back in 1972’ (Cité nouvelle, December 1976).

Established in April 1972, in the Chilean Capital of Santiago, the ‘Christians for Socialism’ movement brings together the Christian militants of the extreme Left, who have come from various countries in Latin America, North America and Europe. Advocating direct involvement in the ‘global revolutionary struggle’, it declares: ‘Religious ideology represents a specific field of struggle that spreads beyond the narrow framework of institutions, sprawling, in fact, across all revolutionary battlefields’.

On their part, Guy Lardreau and Christian Jambet, two young philosophers who once espoused Maoism and have authored a book entitled L’ange450

 (Grasset, 1976), recount how, ‘after spending many a night weeping’, they relinquished the Chinese Cultural Revolution (embodied, according to them, by Lin Piao) and adopted the most abstract form of metaphysics. Advocating the dualistic currents that surfaced during the first centuries of Christianity in a most explicit manner, they attempt to define the common aspects that connect the ‘Christian cultural revolution’ to their former convictions: a hatred for the flesh, the rejection of both sexual differentiation and labour, etc. In conclusion, they state that ‘angelism’ is the sole, logical revolutionary attitude. This viewpoint contradicts the theory according to which ‘desire’ embodies the greatest revolutionary strength, as expounded by Jean-François Lyotard (L’économie libidinale,451

 Minuit, 1974), Gilles Deleuze452

 and Wilhelm Reich.453

 Mr Lardreau had previously published an essay of neo-Rousseauian inspiration entitled Le singe d’or454

 (Mercure de France, 1973).

***

A Church in the Wrong

One day, while in Paris, Maurice Druon455

 heard a minister exclaim: ‘God is not almighty. How could He be?’ He then made the following remark: ‘Profanation fails to scandalise ministers, while the clergy’s indifference scandalises non-believers’; to which he now adds: ‘If the ministers themselves cast doubt upon God’s almightiness, where does that leave us? And where does it leave the churches?’

Maurice Druon, a fifty-nine-year-old member of the Académie française, is a bright-eyed man with fine hair: a classical man from every perspective. His work has fed upon ancient history and antique culture, as seen in Les rois maudits,456

 Les grandes familles,457

 Les mémoires de Zeus,458

 and Alexandre le Grand.459

 His is a passion for European civilisation, combined with a pronounced admiration for the Stoics.

His book on the Church tells the story of an article and its repercussions.

On 7th August, 1971, Mr Druon published an article in the opinion column of Le Monde entitled ‘Une église qui se trompe de siècle’.460

 ‘Natural order dictates that species remain true to themselves. Likewise, social equilibrium demands that institutions remain true to their vocations’. The Church, however, has set out to spread doubt instead of dispensing assurances. It thus finds itself at risk of self-destruction as a result of ‘merging’ with the world. ‘The priest has stripped himself of all distinctive aspects, as if in a desire to convince us that he is a man like any other; but therein lies the rub, for if he is no different from the rest of us, he is completely meaningless’.

The wind of contention that is now blowing through the halls of priesthood is all the more surprising when considering its inappropriateness. For there is nothing left that now threatens the Church, as anticlericalism has been ‘relegated to the shelves of the museum of memories’ and secularism ‘no longer acts as an incentive for conflict’. 

Setting himself apart from the usual critics, Mr Druon gives the example of France. It is a country ‘reluctant to be at war with anyone else, where colonialism has been abolished; racism is condemned by the law; human rights are guaranteed by the Constitution; working conditions are regulated and constantly redrafted; families are subsidised; education is dispensed free of charge; and the expenses that result from accidents, illness and old age are partly covered by the community itself. Socially speaking, has anyone ever encountered, over the course of the past two millennia, a society whose essence is more Christian than ours’?

In short, after struggling for twenty centuries in an effort to ensure its own survival, the Church seems intent on targeting itself with the very power it once used against its enemies. It is as if it had ended up missing the very attacks to which it was once subjected.

In conclusion, ‘due to the clergy’s current propensity to mistake this century for another, the air reeks of the Middle Ages’. 

Marcus Aurelius and Tertullian

Published during the most tranquil month of the summer holidays, the article had unexpected repercussions. One witnessed the espousal of the most contradictory stances. Mr Druon was accused of exaggeration by La Croix,461

 of heresy by France Catholique;462

 of fundamentalism by Témoignage chrétien;463

 and of positivism by Aspects de la France!464

 Some reproached him for having reduced the Church’s mission to the sole accomplishment of its ‘profane aims’, for having confused the verb ‘to evangelise’ with the verb ‘to civilise’ and for being unable to distinguish law from faith. Cardinal Daniélou intervened in the debate, upon which the Reverend Father Cardonnel made the most of things and targeted the cardinalate, proclaiming: ‘God is merely historical in essence. God is solely found in one’s love of their neighbour’. He would then declare: ‘Mankind’s historical fulfilment is also found in Jesus Christ’. 

‘What is it that I had written to deserve such abundant mail on the very next day and in the weeks to come, and to merit the reprinting, quoting, and international translation of this text? What is it about it that led private individuals to circulate copies without my knowledge and religious associations to long to spread its contents? And what had I written that, in the end, called for the establishment of such bitter controversy among men who, under various and often the highest headings, hold authority over the paths upon which I had once ventured?’

It is thus this debate that the book strives to echo by reproducing the text published in Le Monde and, most notably, following it up with the opinions and responses of Louis-Henri Parias (France Catholique), Luigi Gedda (Il Tempo), Georges Daix (Valeurs actuelles), Joseph Majault (La Croix), Bruno Carra de Vaux (Témoignage chrétien), Louis Salleron (Carrefour), Michel Fromentoux (Aspects de la France), André Dumas (Réforme), Raymond Veillet (La Nouvelle République), André Piettre (La Revue des deux-mondes), Jacques Villeminot (La pensée catholique), Jean Cardonnel, André Mandouze, Jean Daniélou and Luc Baresta.

Does the author’s personality account for the intensity of the reactions? Compared to Roman Catholics, Maurice Druon defines himself as an ‘external witness’. He had already hinted the following in Le Monde: ‘My catechism lessons lie in the distant past and I admit that I have, since then, been drawn to the views of Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius rather than those of Saint Paul and Tertullian’.

He highlights the fact that the Catholic Church still gathers the majority of believers in France, as it has been doing for a long time now. It bears the ‘fundamental responsibility in the transmission of our culture and is, on the other hand, inevitably involved in the life of the state’. The crises that it undergoes also impact the ‘worldly’ domains. ‘Sociological’ witnesses have henceforth both the right and the duty to speak out: ‘God is also a notion of civilisation’.

Among those who ‘contest’, the first ones identified by Mr Druon are the ‘sectarians’, meaning those that claim to be the ‘elite of the Truth’. Despite their proclamations, they are not so much the heralds of a new and ‘purer’ Church as the revivers of an ancient heresy.

‘It all seems so Cathar-like:465

 the rejection of both the state and hierarchy; the denunciation of Rome’s power as being no different from any other; the dreams of establishing mystical communities governed by laws that they themselves have passed; their own repartition of property; their own sexual morals; a liturgy of their own, founded upon their own interpretation of the Scriptures — all that these global protesters are doing is taking over from a current that began with the Bogomils466

 and, with the inclusion of movements that span from the Waldensians467

 to the ‘spirituals’, re-emerges to the European surface in order to add to the Church’s troubles whenever the latter finds itself in difficulty’, he remarks. 

Next in line are the ‘originals’, meaning those who advocate a ‘return to the sources’. They target the current consumer society just as the Judeo-Christians once hurled anathemas at the Roman world.

Mr Druon rectifies their idyllic depiction of the age of catacombs: ‘I would truly like to find out how these new-fangled doctors would undertake to reconcile the message of love, in whose name they bestow upon themselves all kinds of self-indulgence, with the Gospel according to Thomas, for instance, which is ranked among the 50 Gospels that were declared apocryphal when Rome decided to restrict the Scriptures to the 4 Synoptic ones and where the Christ child is depicted as a terrifying and vindictive conjurer’.

Incidentally, ‘is it really a return to the sources, or rather the cutting of roots? Taking into account the intensity of the crisis that is raging within the University and the Church itself, one cannot help wondering whether it is all not a major undertaking that has been devised by some, unconsciously fuelled by the blindness of others and fostered by the dissatisfaction of many; an undertaking whose very purpose is to sever the new generations from their ancestral legacy. Thus will it be possible to mold a new, utopian man for an equally utopian new world’.

Last but not least, we have the ‘demagogue’ category. Being more naïve than evil-minded, they deem it clever to involve themselves in their adversaries’ game, believing that they could somehow manage to win them over. ‘In their hands, the Church would, if worst came to worst, end up becoming a sort of political party that honours its own founder’. They are the ones who ‘reform’ the liturgy, the churches and the structures, targeting ‘superstitions’ and ‘outdated’ forms of worship, and those who denounce monumental excess, artistic luxury and Roman ‘triumphalism’. 

Maurice Druon responds to this by saying: ‘Art is, above all else, a language that allows one to speak of God. It does not seem appropriate to deprive men of a place that would belong to all (whether a temple or a sanctuary), where, thanks to all that one can behold and enrich one’s own soul with, even the poorest amongst us would feel wealthy, infinitely wealthy, during the entire time that they spend there. I gladly acknowledge that there is a pagan aspect to it all. Not only that: it is, I dare say, our greatest pagan inheritance; for it is art that makes life more honourable, and therefore more bearable’.

A Factor of Social Cohesion

At a time when he proceeded to pen Le chant des partisans468

 in cooperation with his uncle (Joseph Kessel), Maurice Druon took quite a few steps alongside the communists. The experience left him with some memories, in addition to a few friendships. Since then, however, he has broken with this past. The greatest reproach with which he targets Marxism is that it failed to acknowledge spiritual reality. ‘The irreligious man is ever a lost one’, he says.

Nevertheless, he does draw a distinction between spirituality, mystique, faith and sacredness. The sense of the sacred reaches far back, into the most distant origins of European civilisation. In the Greek city, religion served to forge ties between all citizens, including ‘unbelievers’. This is why the society of gods reflected that of men. The diversity and inequality of the gods mirrored the diversity and inequality found among people. Due to its communitarian nature, religion was a factor of social cohesion: the notion of a ‘single’ belief, of a ‘universal’ form of worship, would have been considered, and not without reason, both absurd and impious. 

Nowadays, religion seems to have, once again, become a dissolving factor, just as it was at the time when Christianity first saw the light of day. And yet, our sense of the sacred has subsisted. Spiritually, man needs to be part of a greater scheme, one that transcends his person, motivates him and impacts his imagination, regardless of whether it is of a religious nature or not. Marxism, by contrast, strived to cast it all into oblivion, an endeavour which resulted in failure. According to the official statistics of the USSR, the rate of believers totals 23% among all citizens.

Mr Druon was well aware of the fact that he would be accused of ‘conservatism’. He does not, however, allow this fact to trouble him. ‘Well, then, it seems that there are some things that are to be conserved’, he exclaims; beginning with the ‘attribute of the soul’ and the personal, irreplaceable relationship that it establishes between man and the universe.

‘Even if I were to suffer further vices in this liberal society of ours, I did not rise from the amoeba to humanhood to end up plummeting into a society of insects. I refuse to become a full-fledged welfare recipient, and thus a complete slave to an egalitarian society which, incidentally, is not guaranteed to be any less depraved or vitiated than mine currently is, since it would still be governed by men — by a handful of them, in fact’.

Druon was as much of a polemist as he was a stoic.

***

Une église qui se trompe,469

 an essay by Maurice Druon. Plon, 270 pages.



The Modern World

The Consumerist Society

A financial inspector and a former socialist militant, fifty-two-year-old Jean Saint-Geours is a black-eyed and classily-dressed Bordeaux man who was once appointed head of mission in Pierre Mendès-France’s presidential Cabinet (1954–55), before taking charge of the Forecasting Directorate at the Ministry of Finance (1966–67). From there, he went on to become the general manager of Crédit Lyonnais, a professor of political science and a novelist. He is credited with writing a book whose title is ‘scandalous’: Vive la société de consommation.470

 

Drafting an analysis of the views advocated by Marcuse471

 and Henri Lefebvre,472

 he makes the following remark: ‘How strange: the more some of Marx’s major objectives are fulfilled, the more they are denied by their own disciples’. 

These words merit an explanation.

Exploiting the ‘Added Value of Leisure’

In the eyes of orthodox Marxists, ‘the fundamental relations in every society are those of production’ (Henri Lefebvre, Le marxisme,473

 PUF, 1948). The (relative) quenching of material needs, however, has not resolved everything. The new generation is beginning to realise, albeit with a slight delay, that man cannot live solely on bread.

Mr Saint-Geours writes: ‘What Marx seems to have failed to grasp is that the more man outsteps his producer status, the greater the freedom he enjoys’. 

If Marcuse is to be believed, the alienation of work tends to be replaced by the alienation of freedom. Exploitation now affects the ‘added value of leisure’. However, the mere fact that one can reflect upon people’s lifestyles proves that primary needs and basic material requirements are, in most cases, beginning to be appeased. 

The conclusion that Mr Saint-Geours draws from this is that the ‘consumption’ phenomenon is neutral and lacks any and all ‘political essence’. A doubtful claim by any means. Admittedly, the comparison between capitalism and Marxism is still distorted. Marxism is a complete system. It includes a general philosophy, a moral dimension, a conception of both politics and the state, etc. On the other hand, capitalism remains an economic doctrine, leaving the eternal questions unanswered. It bestows upon people certain means of existence but does not offer them any reason to live. Nevertheless, economy is not of a neutral nature; for economic existence has a body and soul of its own. And the latter only acquire meaning in connection to values that remain separate from the production means and the repartition of goods.

One must also be able to reach a consensus with regard to the objectives that society is to strive for. Those set by the author are moderately pleasant: jubilant consumption and ‘practical fraternity’.

Mr Saint-Geours has ‘embraced his era most passionately’. In a display of juvenile lyricism, he describes the aesthetical pleasure one feels when faced with supersonic planes, complex road interchanges, smooth sofas, and portable televisions. He indulges in a long celebration of the various ways in which modernity can be put to good use, which tells us nothing of the reasons why its misuse is so widespread.

In the eyes of the former head of the Forecasting Directorate, the consumerist society is but a line of passage towards ‘mass civilisation’ (This is where one quickly recognises the views advocated by Mr Bloch-Laîné and the entire Jean-Moulin club). Our current world’s major imperfection is considered to be the fact that one ‘allows inequalities to subsist among men’ and still attaches some importance to the theory of elites. The integration of the Third World (by what means, I wonder) into the consumer society would thus lead to general happiness and spontaneous flourishing.

This vision, a hazy one at the very least, resurfaces with insistence. Mr Saint-Geours wonders whether the primary obstacle to the advent of ‘new fraternal horizons’ does not relate to ‘economic forces with a monopolistic propensity that openly or secretly control power’.

He adds that one can hope ‘that in time, an authentic, personal and active sensibility will emerge within a larger number of people — or their children — thanks to an initial “humus” that is both artificial and acquired’.

This theory regarding the ‘sociological inheritance’ of acquired characteristics is rather perplexing. The democratisation of culture has been in motion for quite a while already but has not affected the inequality of merits and talents in any way. Not only that: by removing the inequalities that stem from the environment, it has brought natural inequalities to light even more than before. Has there not been enough talk of the Mozarts474

 and Breughels475

 whose socio-familial surroundings are said to have ‘murdered’ their abilities? Up until now, we have not witnessed any proliferation of Goethes and Shakespeares.476

 Except for a handful of rare and pleasant exceptions, all that one has reaped from the sowing of ‘potential genius’ is, above all, some Arrabal477

 and a major amount of cacophony.

Mediatic Totalitarianism

Does the consumerist society lead to an ‘active friendship with things’, or can it rather be summarised using the words ‘commute-work-sleep’? The fact that such contradictory interpretations can actually exist side by side is an answer in and of itself.

In actual fact, it is the very same society that ‘frees’ some while ‘imprisoning’ others. While abolishing certain forms of servitude, it overwhelms those whose inner void it reveals. It fosters the growth of those that have something to develop and drives towards despair and revolt those that it forces to exist on their own level of incompetence. If everyone is indeed ‘alienated’, there are still some that are predisposed to being so.

Having said this, one cannot afford to ignore the presence of a certain dissatisfaction that remains, for the most part, blind to its real causes, just as one cannot neglect the most blatantly negative aspects of mercantile societies: the total and simultaneous consumption of the future (the credit phenomenon) and the past (one ‘consumes’ all that has been bequeathed by the previous generations, without ever bothering to pass things on further); the creation of excessive artificial needs and the system of incorporated deterioration (planned obsolescence); and the actual totalitarianism characterising the media.

The deterioration that is now afflicting the use value of a large number of products is systematically caused by the reduction of resistance, meaning by their shorter durability. While fostering a certain diversity in available supplies, this accelerated merchandise renewal generates the illusion of having a greater spending power, thus favouring neophilia. From an economic perspective, it contrasts with the TRPF478

 in particular. 

The ‘totalitarianism’ of the media stems, among other causes, from the fact that informational excess (information whose meaning and relative importance can no longer be known) leads to the very same result as a complete absence of information.

Having left the USSR, Solzhenitsyn drew a bitter comparison between the communist system, where one was banned from saying anything at all, and the capitalistic one, where one is allowed to say anything they please, but all that is uttered is ultimately useless.

In La décolonisation de l’Europe,479

 published by Plon in 1964, the former host of ‘Patrie et Progrès’,480

 Mr Jacques Gagliardi, writes: ‘When economic, administrative and military techniques become more and more intricate, all political choices rooted in one’s mastery of these techniques become simultaneously global and simple. Any man looking at the small screen will never contradict the simplification presented by those who have taken the necessary steps for him to entrust them with power’.

In the end, ‘consumption’ only seems despicable to many because it has been erected into a dominant value, and because the sphere of economic activity has imposed itself upon all others, taking full advantage of the weakening of the sovereign function (i.e of political power), a weakening that it actually helped to bring about.

In terms of social tripartition, one can say that, within our current society, the third function has invaded everything, which represents the most certain symptom of both a decadent situation and an inversion of values.

It is all an issue of authority. Since the strength of a nation depends on the existence of an autonomous authority in relation to the factions that are created through human diversity (and the resulting diverse aspirations), it inevitably weakens and disintegrates whenever the state is held in check by powers that have grown alongside it and then, in a most fatal development, turned against it. The state thus finds itself unable to play its traditional role of mediating any disputes between these different factions. It no longer has the power (and, soon enough, the desire and intention) to counter both the predominance of activities that had previously been kept within certain limits or spheres and the values that the latter convey.

The Economic Caste Has Enslaved the State

Historically speaking, as observed by Mr Thierry Maulnier481

 forty years ago, ‘liberalism is nothing but the fact of demanding that the new forms of power surfacing around the state and the men that control them are granted freedom’ (La société nationale et la lutte des classes,482

 Les Cahiers de combat,483

 1937).

For the past 200 years, the evolution of societies has, on the one hand, primarily consisted in the bourgeoisie’s rise to power and the collapse of aristocratic values, and, correlatively, in the gradual weakening of the state’s autonomous power, all to the advantage of the social power enjoyed by those who control the economy and the media.

What follows is an important point: it is not a mere class substitution that one has witnessed at the head of the state. Thierry Maulnier writes that the economic caste ‘has enslaved the state through its ability to maintain the centres of power out of the statal sphere. Instead of being absorbed by the state, it has taken in the latter’s very substance. And although, historically speaking, dominant castes have always been the ones to be gradually absorbed by the national state, we have been treated to the sight of the national state being absorbed into the economic caste, bit by bit’.

What all those who contest the situation confusedly perceive but are unable to provide a clear explanation for is the fact that one constraint has replaced another and that the consumerist society has bestowed freedom upon people in domains where it has not always been necessary, only to abolish liberties elsewhere, where the latter have always been indispensable. 

‘In the eyes of the majority, the liberal and democratic forms of government that have established themselves in contemporary Europe seem to have replaced the oppression and inequality that once prevailed with freedom and equality. No one understood that they had, in actual fact, restricted their actions to allowing economic oppression and inequality to supersede the various non-economic constraints and hierarchies that had just vanished. […] In the name of political freedom, liberal democracy thus offered the individual so-called guarantees against oppression, only to immediately rob him of them in the name of economic freedom’, specifies Mr Maulnier.

It is this new sort of domination that seems unbearable, even more so than the previous, because the sphere where potential compensations for the submission of the governed to their rulers are offered is not, or perhaps no longer, the one that reflects the essence of human aspirations once basic needs have been met.

In parallel to this, the reduction of the political to the economic leads to the transformation of the rentability criterion into that of all activity, or rather to the limiting of rentability to its economic aspects, especially the immediate ones; which, in turn, results in the underestimation of the marginal costs of non-market goods.

The very notion of ‘rentability’ is, incidentally, a highly specious one. As noted by Julius Evola (in Men Among the Ruins, Sept couleurs, 1972), ‘when defined according to the precepts of utilitarian sociology, the useful is considered to be the positive foundation of all politico-social organisation. However, no concept is as relative as that of usefulness. Useful in relation to what, exactly? And for what purpose?’

One does not sufficiently ponder the conception of the world involved in the construction of the great monuments of the past, and especially the fact that all these constructions were only possible (during historical periods that were infinitely poorer than ours) because of the relative predominance of a set of aesthetical values back then. Had immediate economic or social rentability been given more consideration than anything else, the Coliseum, Versailles and Schoenbrunn would never have been built.

It is not the intrinsic value of a given economic system that is primarily at stake in this ‘consumption’ phenomenon, but, indeed, the position occupied by the economy within society itself.

In La guerre en question484

 (Gallimard, 1951), Mr Jules Monnerot485

 remarks that ‘Marxism is the ideology of a period of mercantile hegemony. Marx’s Capital was drafted at the time of the great rise of capitalism, in a country where the latter prospered more than anywhere else and had the greatest impact upon the state’s policy (except for the USA). A Marxism that denounces capitalism is as if the latter’s shadow, striving for its destruction but unable to exist without it’. 

Currently, the major issue (supposing that it could ever be resolved) is, on the one hand, that of achieving a synthesis of positive aspirations and, on the other, that of overcoming this period of ‘mercantile hegemony’ in which capitalism and Marxism act as diastole and systole and ‘economy acts as the embodiment of destiny’, whatever side one is on.

In his Arcadie486

 (SEDEIS, 1969), Mr Bertrand de Jouvenel487

 criticised the ‘domination enjoyed by the notion of quantity over any other value’. And therein lies the real divide. Massification in opulence is not preferable to massification in austerity. On the contrary. 

***

Vive la société de consommation, an essay by Jean Saint-Geours, Hachette, 254 pages.

***

Technology and Society

Specialists do not have all the answers. Mr Brzezinski expresses his dissatisfaction: ‘I could never be satisfied with a fragmentary and rather microscopic sort of comprehension. I am driven by the need to attain a broader vision of things’, he writes.

Mr Zbigniew Brzezinski, a forty-eight-year-old native of Warsaw, runs the American Research Institute on Communist Affairs and teaches political science at the University of Columbia (New York). Having previously collaborated with Newsweek magazine, he acted as the political advisor to Mr Hubert H. Humphrey, who campaigned for Presidency in the presidential elections of 1968. He is nowadays part of Mr ‘Jimmy’ Carter’s entourage.

His ‘view’ of our contemporary world is founded upon an analysis of cutting-edge sectors and what he has termed ‘technetronic’: a combination of electronics and technology.

A technetronic society is one whose mentality, habits, social relations, economic structures, ideologies, and intellectual reactions, even, are influenced by the advent of the ‘domestic machine’. He points out that ‘in the industrial society, technological knowledge was essentially utilised to achieve a specific purpose: the acceleration and improvement of production technologies. In a technetronic society, not only does scientific and technological knowledge serve to reinforce production possibilities, but also impacts all aspects of life’.

Following in the footsteps of countless others and falling, at times, into certain platitudes, Mr Brzezinski proceeds to outline this mutation.

America, a society that is ‘both pioneering and guinea pig-like’, is the leading propagator of the technetronic revolution: ‘The United Sates exports its technetronic knowledge just as Rome once exported law, England exported parliamentary democracy and France exported republican nationalism’. 

The omnipresence of technology comes up against the opposition of the ‘new Left’, a Left which, likewise, saw the light of day in the US. According to Mr Brzezinski, the latter is characterised by its totalitarian methods, its cult of violence and its ‘infantile ideology’: ‘Despite its increasingly Marxist-Leninist rhetoric, it is far more reminiscent of Fourier in its content and of Dadaism488

 in style. And it is highly symptomatic that both Fourier and Dadaism embodied, each in their own way, a reaction against a new era’.

A Father Threatened by His Own Son

Philosophically speaking, Leftists behave as if the world represented a constant reality. As a result, they cannot bear the repeated redefining of technology.

Nowadays, there is an entire mythology surrounding ‘oppressive technology’ and necessarily alienating machines. Both the silver screen (as seen in Kubrick’s 2001: A Space Odyssey) and science fiction literature focus on it extensively. The topic of machines rebelling against their masters is nothing new. It is no different from that of creatures longing to become equal to their creator. This theme is found in the Bible and resurfaces with Karl Marx. It is the myth of the Golem. The idea is that, by attempting to ‘play God’ (i.e. wanting to become God’s equal), man can only set in motion a process that will cause his own demise; and that technology is ‘bad’ because it allows man to dominate nature. It is a dramatic enactment of a ‘rebellion’ that takes place both at the level of man as a creature (one that rebels against God) and that of man as a creator (having to face the revolt of his own creation against him). In other words, it is an inversion of the Faustian myth.

Also connected to this theme is the myth of the father who finds himself threatened by his own son, by what has come from him, by the very son that he has brought into this world and that may well end up supplanting him. This myth is repeatedly expressed in the Old Testament (where it is often connected to a ritualised menace of castration): the tale of Esau and Jacob; the transfer of birthrights (paternal authority threatened by the sons, with the support or complicity of the mother, as seen in Genesis 27); and Abraham’s attempted sacrifice of Isaac, which Yahweh prevented at the very last moment (see also the episode where Absalom, son of David, openly beds his father’s concubines so as to assert his right to David’s crown). It is also encountered in Freud’s489

 ‘scenario’ of the birth of civilisation — the ‘conspiracy of the sons’ to kill their own father and divide his power amongst themselves on the basis of their mutual renouncement of the individual exercise of authority. 

The mistake made by Mr Brzezinski lies in his belief that technology leads to the death of ideologies and that it establishes the reign of objective reason; for what is labelled ‘reason’ is but a small part of the process of human understanding, which, by contrast, remains irrational overall. As is the case with all scientific or experimental activities, technology allows profoundly irrational lines of thoughts and inspiration to subsist at its very top, lines whose substance could never be reduced.

In Die Rückseite des Spiegels. Versuch einer Naturgeschichte menschlichen Erkennens490

 (Flammarion, 1975), Konrad Lorenz491

 demonstrates that the reason behind the existence of various technologies is far more difficult to identify than one may be inclined to believe. In this respect, the evolution of technologies is, on the whole, as impossible to account for by means of a causal explanation as biological evolution, whose extension it embodies.

‘When one considers the historical future of machines as a Homo Sapiens organ, every attempt to explain their composition in one way or another will have us come up against the very same residue that is encountered in the analysis of the functioning of living systems’, Lorenz writes.

As a result, the issue of excessive specialisation, which many deplore (and with good reason), does not relate solely to the ever-growing separation of research or activity sectors, but also (and above all) to the implicit belief that the supreme determination of the great finalities of technology is exclusively tied to some ‘knowledge’ of, or ‘competence’ in, these sectors; when, in actual fact, any such determination must necessarily remain external to the latter.

The most commonly made mistakes with regard to technology actually stem from a poor assessment of both its exact nature and its role within society.

As indicated by Arnold Gehlen492

 (in Anthropologische Forschung, Rowohlt, Hamburg, 1961), technology is a response to a twofold organic ‘lack’ within man: the deprogramming of his instincts and the relative inadequacy of his organs in relation to his environment. The reason why technology exists and has become, culturally speaking, a new kind of organic function is that man is essentially multi-specialised and his instincts are manifested solely through impulses that can be channelled in accordance with his own choices.

Thanks to technology, man is able to create various areas of stability in his environment. Gehlen expands on this, stating that there is a sort of resonance, meaning a physiological and spiritual connection, between man and some of his environment’s ‘rhythmic’ properties: natural automatisms, cycles, seasons, lunations, tides, etc. It is technology that enables us to reproduce such ‘automatisms’ on a practical level, which seems to account for the ‘fascination’ that it holds. And this fascination is all the more intense since technology represents the most ‘archetypal automatism’ and thus provides automatisms with a regularity that surpasses the one we can witness in the physiological or organic domains. 

With technology, ‘natural’ automatisms thus find themselves extended by a mechanical automatism, one which gives rise, through automation, to perfectly identical repetitions. Human action undergoes a change of nature and, above all, significance: instead of being experienced by the organism itself, it is perceived and controlled by the intellect, an intellect that is thus somehow robbed of its physiological ‘monopoly’. Man no longer performs actions, but has things done for him. And it is this offset between the experienced action and its ‘double’, induced by the gradual encroaching of regulation gestures into our daily lives as the latter progressively replace our actual experiences, which, according to Gehlen, embodies the underlying cause behind our contemporary world’s ‘technological malaise’.

In conclusion, what Arnold Gehlen proposes is that we have a closer look at the consequences that the replacement of physiological actions with their technological surrogates will have upon our species, so as to envision the manner in which one could compensate for the inconveniences.

As far as research is concerned, such an effort may well entail a ‘synthesis’ of organic sciences and technology, one that would act as the reflection of the already existing ‘informative’ interaction between technological machines and the organic characteristics of the living. 

Cybernetics and ‘Social-Fascism’

In the very near future, technological development is bound to accelerate. If one is to believe James Albus493

 (Scientific American, February 1976), whose views have been popularised in France by Mr Louis Pauwels,494

 robotics is actually in the process of taking over from (the already obsolete) automation. Mankind’s ‘liberation’ would thus be achieved through social-robocracy. Mr Albus writes: ‘We stand on the brink of an age of robots and automatic factories. If we could lead people to acknowledge the fact that machines can, in fact, enable the industry to develop much more efficiently and much more quickly than men ever could, we would be able to invent a distribution system in which work appreciation is based on something other than employment’.

The Eastern Bloc should also be impacted by this evolution. Stalin once celebrated the union of nationalism and Marxism-Leninism; and his successors are now appealing for the use of modern technology. There are some who believe that a ‘liberalisation’ is thus bound to follow, but such is not the view taken by Mr Zbigniew Brzezinski, according to whom the persistence of the current oligarchy and the endurance of a certain ideological rigidity are hardly incompatible with technological adaptation. 

Ever since 1965, East Germany has been making systematic use of cybernetics — the operational pursuit and electronic treatment of information. Hence the reason why, ‘despite having belonged to the societies that suffered the most extensive destruction during the war, it managed to become, towards the end of the 1960s, the most advanced communist country (whether economically or ideologically) and the one that had the most pronounced scientific mindset. Following a decline that lasted for half a century, the combination of Prussian discipline, German scientific efficacy and a Leninist-Stalinian ideology has thus, once again, turned German communism into a model for its eastern neighbours to follow’.

Making no attempt to conceal his sympathies for the ‘humanistic objectives’ of Marxism, Mr Brzezinski goes as far as to predict the establishment of ‘Social-Fascism’ not only in the USSR itself, but also in Poland and Bulgaria.

In Man and Technology (Gallimard, 1970), Oswald Spengler connected the advent of the machine to the decline of creative man. On the one hand, he characterised the phenomenon as one of ‘weariness’, involving the ‘flight of the natural leader in the face of a machine that paralyses his creative inspiration’, and, on the other, one of ‘mass mutiny’ against a way of life that is becoming more and more mechanised and standardised.

Spengler was probably mistaken on this level. The European civilisation does not find itself threatened as a result of its technological progress, but because the egalitarian utopia that seems to hold sway nowadays has proven to be in direct conflict with the demands of modern societies that were born, among others, of this very same technological progress. It is this egalitarian utopia that inhibits man’s will to assert his sovereignty over his own creation. The end to ‘the domination of machines’ is not to be found in the latter’s destruction, but in man’s willingness to undergo self-transformation in a manner that would enable him to retain mastery over his own ‘productions’.

***

Between Two Ages, an essay by Zbigniew Brzezinski, Calmann-Lévy, 388 pages.

***

Mr Alvin Toffler, author of Future Shock (Denoël, 1971), recently reconsidered some of his positions. He remarks that the tendency towards ‘massification’ and social homogeneity seems to be shifting now. He declares: ‘My contention is that we are witnessing a gigantic centrifugal process, the falling apart and “demassification” of ancient mass societies. It is one of the traits that characterise the new era which we are entering. I would argue that we are heading towards a diversified society, a heterogenous society that shall replace the once homogeneous one; this phenomenon is mirrored most faithfully not only at the level of products, which are now becoming ever more diversified, but also that of the technologies which we use and which are even more varied, and that of schooling, where we are heading towards an increasingly diversified education’. He goes on to add: ‘It is my conviction that diversity is a survival mechanism capable of breathing new life into our society. And the very same view is held by geneticists, who stress the necessity to safeguard our racial and cultural qualities’ (in Futuribles, Summer 1976).

Mr Toffler highlights the fact that, from a political perspective, this evolution poses significant problems, insofar as most developed countries still lack a ‘political system capable of controlling the high degree of diversity required by such civilisation’.

The notion that the transformation of our current societies requires the ‘invention’ of a new governance model reflects a rather widespread opinion. In the United States, this concern has given birth to the topic of ‘anticipatory democracy’. Elsewhere, one is now calling for the establishment of ‘planning cells’. Whatever the case, it is crucial to discover a means of participating in public life that would be suited to what is, at times, referred to as the ‘post-industrial era’ (Rostow), and, at others, as the ‘super-industrial revolution’ (Toffler).

It is unfortunately just as widely accepted that the technologies aiming to expand political participation (parliamentary recourse, parties, plebiscites, extended advisory bodies, ‘open planning’, ‘grassroots democracy’, etc.) have, thus far, turned out to be ineffective. Furthermore, the very concept of a ‘post-industrial era’ has been criticised, insofar as it seems to correspond to a mere extension of the current system. In many respects, the ‘post-industrial’ model comes across as an intricate sub-product of the ‘American dream’ of the 1950s. Just like the latter, it belongs to a conception of history without discontinuity. Founded upon a naïve belief in the inherently ‘objectivising’ power of technological progress, it defines ‘science’ not as a tool to be used for the potential solving of social issues, but as the solution itself. From this perspective, technological development paves the way for humanity’s ‘continuous progress’; in addition to not triggering any crucial sort of disruption, it also generates, in a virtually automatic fashion, the curbing of the conflicts and antagonisms between nations and social groups — perhaps even the latter’s transformation into dynamic ‘inputs’, a transformation that would be synonymous with their ‘digestion’.

Those interested in examples of such fine optimism should read Daniel Bell’s The End of Ideology (Free Press, Glencoe, 1967) and Things to Come by Herman Kahn and B. Bruce-Briggs (Laffont, 1972). Zbigniew Brzezinski is no exception to this and has, likewise, surrendered to the lure of such liberal interpretations of the end of history.

***

The City

The notion of urbanism is not restricted to a question of accommodation and circulation. The city is a micro-society governing our entire lives. In his Grundrisse, Karl Marx remarks that the city brings together ‘all that bestows upon society its societal character’. Henri Laborit495

 describes the city as one of the means utilised by social groups to perpetuate their own structure. As for Oswald Spengler, he writes the following: ‘All major cultures are of an urban nature. The superior man of the second cosmic era is a city-building animal’.

Wherever there are no cities, mankind has not yet freed itself of ‘nature’. As soon as man becomes aware of his own humanity, it is the city that represents the sociological expression of this awareness. The city is thus born of all that is specifically human: our history, our domination of nature, and our appropriation of the world. Urban existence is indistinguishable from political and, strictly speaking, human existence. There is no such thing as nomadic civilisation, for civilisation can only stem from the exploitation of sedentariness.



Every Builder Is a Son of Cain

Mr Jacques Ellul, a sixty-six-year-old professor of political studies in Bordeaux, wrote a profound essay in which he lays the groundwork for a genuine urban theology, having managed to detect a true condemnation of the city in Biblical texts.

Significantly, it is Cain who is mentioned as the very first city builder. Following Abel’s murder, he built a city which he named ‘Enoch’496

 (Genesis IV, 9–17). Abel, God’s own protégé, was, in fact, a shepherd, meaning a nomad. Cain, by contrast, was a farmer, and therefore sedentary. Each of them represented a different way of life, and Yahweh settled their dispute by cursing Cain and his descendants. Mr Giorgio Locchi explains: ‘Yahweh had rejected the gifts offered by Cain, accepting solely Abel’s pious offerings. For Abel was not a stock breeder, but simply a nomad that had relinquished hunting to indulge in raids; he was a nomad that prolonged the Mesolithic tradition within the new civilisation, which had stemmed from the Neolithic revolution and whose way of life he rejected’ (Le mythe cosmogonique indo-européen: reconstruction et réalité,497

 in Nouvelle école number 19, July–August 1972). Abel’s murder at the hands of Cain also acts as a ‘duplicate’ of the episode of original sin. Adam’s sin condemned mankind to history, while Cain’s sentenced mankind to living this history in the city, i.e. the location in which it actually unfolds. Mr Ellul notes: ‘The establishment of the city is the direct consequence of both Cain’s murderous act and his refusal to be granted God’s protection’. 

Since the very beginning, the city has come across as the project of a human Eden that has replaced God’s Paradise. The symbolic name of Enoch (meaning ‘initiation’) comprises the notion of (re)commencement. To Cain, the construction of the city marks the beginning of humanity. ‘God’s creation is taken to be meaningless, for He has neither done nor completed anything. This now is a new start, and it is man, and no longer God, that initiates things. […] And just as history commences with the murder of Abel, civilisation finds its beginning in the city and all that the latter represents’.

And it represents a lot of things indeed. It is the symbol of political power — that of man. It is the sign of the world. Yahweh cries out: ‘I shall punish the world for its malice’. The Bible establishes an equivalence between urban civilisation, warring civilisation, politics and the state. All wars involve sedentary people, in whose eyes territories are not all equal. ‘War is an urban phenomenon, just as the city is a military one. And the perfecting of one always entails the perfecting of the other’.

The city’s earthly power, founded upon domination (i.e. upon a power balance), comes up against the spiritual power of Elections. The city interferes in the relationship between man and Yahweh. This interference is embodied by the will to power, the engine that drives the universal struggle from which history stems. Every historical being is necessarily God’s rival, for the former is ever an objectivised being. ‘History is objectivisation’, says Berdyaev.498

 The Bible presents the metaphysical meaning of history as a transcending one in relation to the objectivised phenomenal universe. It rejects the notion that human purposes depend on the political, meaning upon man himself.

The city-entity is cursed. ‘The malediction was uttered at the very beginning. It is part of the very being of the city, having been inscribed into the very fabric of its history. Due to its origin, structure, separation from the rest, and quest for godhood, the city is a cursed place. Through its development, every city inherits this malediction and fosters it; it is one of the fundamental building blocks of any city’.

All builders are sons of Cain, beginning with Nimrod, the ‘mighty hunter before the Lord’ (Gen. 10:8),499

 i.e. the great conqueror. The Scriptures credit him symbolically with the construction of Babylon, Nineveh, Akkad, Calneh, Rehoboth-Ir, Calah, and Resen.

The city is the embodiment of man’s pride. Nineveh declared: ‘I am unique, and there is none other beside me’ (Zeph. 2:15). On their part, the inhabitants of Babel exclaimed: ‘Come, let us build ourselves a city, so that we may make a name for ourselves’.500

 That is when Yahweh expresses his hatred for ‘brick burners’ and responds: ‘Behold, they are one people, and they have all one language, and this is only the beginning of what they will do. And nothing that they propose to do will now be impossible for them. Come, let us go down and there confuse their language, so that they may not understand one another’s speech’ (Gen. 11:6–7). 

The Jews were held in captivity in Babylon. In Egypt, the Pharaoh took advantage of them for the construction of the cities of Pithom and Raamses (Exodus 1:11). Later on, Yahweh would condemn Nineveh, Damascus, Tyre, and Gaza (Amos I). The city of Jericho would be destroyed by means of a miracle, with Babylon becoming the focus of abhorrence. The cities of Sodom and Gomorrah would simply be razed to the ground. As for the Apocalypse, it announces the fall of Rome. Each and every time, the cities’ defeat represents the humiliation of the great and the belittlement of the powerful.

It is considered to be a good and holy deed to condemn cities to ‘the ban’ (Numbers 21:2).501

 In Hebrew, the masculine noun used when referring to the ‘city’ also means ‘enemy’ in the spiritual sense of the word.

‘The prophets target all cities with doom, in a display of incredible constancy and persistence. There is an abundance of texts on the topic, and the final judgement remains unaltered, regardless of whether the cities are friendly or hostile. If there has ever been any formal unity in the prophecies, this is indeed it! Yet this is a judgement that comes from God, meaning a matter that concerns the relationship between God and the city. […] In order to comprehend the history of cities, one must take into account the malediction that weighs heavily upon them; a malediction which, throughout the Scriptures, is expressed with the following words: “‘I shall destroy’, said the Lord”’.

Babylon symbolises all cities. ‘All cities are comprised and synthesised in it (Daniel 3 and 4; Apocalypse 14 and 18). It is truly the prime example of a city and the scale by which all other cities are measured. When God’s wrath is unleashed, it is the very first city to be stricken. And when this occurs, all other cities are stricken through it. Everything that is said of Babylon actually concerns cities as a whole. Just like all other cities, Babylon lies at the centre of civilisation. It is to the city’s benefit that commerce is practiced; it is within it that industry is developed; it is to serve its interests that fleets sail the seas; it is within it that both luxury and beauty thrive; and it is there that power arises’.

The establishment of Yahweh’s reign thus implies the ruin of all proud cities, each of which acts as a challenge defying a jealous god. ‘The city shall no longer be inhabited, and no longer shall it accommodate any men. This sentence is the true leitmotiv of every word uttered in connection to the city. […] It is for all cities to hear that the echo of this severance resounds, a severance that strips the city of all raison d’être and through which man himself is freed of the city (see Jeremiah 50:13 and Isaiah 13:9)’. In the Apocalypse, the fall of Babylon triggers that of ‘the cities of all nations’.

Our being condemned to city dwelling is part of our being condemned to history. Just as man must live ‘in sin’, he must also inhabit the city. It shall be so until the Day of Judgement, when Yahweh once again says: ‘Come out of Babylon, my people!’

It is then that shall be established the sole city desired by Yahweh, the ‘Jerusalem of the heavens’, which acts as the antithesis to all other cities and shall witness the return of mankind (or part of it, at least) to pre-Cain Eden. ‘For what God wants is to separate man from the city’, says Mr Jacques Ellul. This separation would involve a return to the nomadic state that preceded the Neolithic revolution.

‘Subsequently, it is Abraham — the nomad who abandoned the city (of Ur) — and his descendants that would be entrusted with the mission of denying and rejecting from within every possible form of post-Neolithic civilisation, a civilisation whose very existence perpetuates the memory of a revolt against Yahweh’ (as stated in the previously mentioned article).

In the ancient Hebraic society, this nomadic vocation would primarily be embodied by the gerim (a term which, incidentally, is used in the Bible to refer to the nomadism of the patriarchs), whose life is a long peregrination (magur).502

 It is amongst them that the very first Rechabite sectarians would be recruited during the 9th century BC, at a time when nomadism would no longer be considered a simple way of life, but rather an effective means of safeguarding the principles of the Covenant. 

Among the gerim, one finds the Levites, a caste which, upon returning to Canaan, defined itself as a ‘landless tribe’ and continued to pursue the ideal of detachment and the rejection of a history that seemed to have triumphed once the second Temple had been destroyed.

As specified by Mr André Neher,503

 ‘by refusing to have a land of their own, the Levites simultaneously rejected the Canaanite civilisation, which was essentially sedentary. The economic life of Canaan was founded upon agriculture and commerce. […] However, the Levites did not ‘Canaanise’ themselves. They were the only ones among the Hebrews not to indulge in peasantry, as the other Hebrews had done upon their arrival to Canaan, and the only ones who never indulged in commerce, as the Hebrews would at a later point, once the wealthiest parts of the country had submitted to them as well’ (L’essence du prophétisme,504

 Calmann-Lévy, 1972).

It was Ernest Renan505

 who had previously written: ‘The Yahwist feels a kind of hatred for civilisation. In his eyes, every step forward upon the path of what we would term progress constitutes a crime; a crime that is followed by immediate punishment. Our civilisation’s punishment is embodied by labour and the dividedness of mankind. The efforts of the mundane, profane, monumental and artistic culture of Babel is the archetypal crime’ (Histoire du people d’Israël, vol. 1).506

 

The Transformation and ‘Production’ of Space

Thirty-five centuries later, it was Marx’s turn to affirm that ‘the punishment of civilisation is embodied by the labour and dividedness of mankind’; Marxist thought was developed in accordance with a traditional urban model. For the author of the Capital, urban space is that of the archetypal ‘social crime’. He, too, considered the great city to be the setting for man’s essential antagonisms.

In 1845, Engels wrote: ‘The great cities are the hearths of the workers’ movement. The city is where the workers began pondering their situation and struggle and where the opposition between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie first manifested itself’. He then added in his Anti-Dühring (1878): ‘With the great cities, our civilisation has bequeathed to us a legacy that will require a large amount of time and effort to be eliminated. And yet, they must indeed be eliminated, even if this proves to be a long-term endeavour’. 

The projections of the Marxist theory into a rural environment were only made possible through perilous intellectual gymnastics. And the latter cannot be said to have been crowned with success.

In La pensée marxiste et la ville,507

 Mr Henri Lefebvre, a neo-Marxist theoretician himself, examines the ‘urban problematic in the framework of historical materialism’. It is a subject that he is highly familiar with, having published numerous works on the topic, including, in particular, Le droit à la ville508

 (Anthropos, 1968), Du rural à l’urbain509

 (Anthropos, 1970), and Révolution urbaine510

 (Gallimard, 1970). He, likewise, regards the city not only as a historical category in and of itself, but as the very setting of class division and struggle. He writes that the history of the city is, in fact, that of dialectical materialism and the embodiment of history plain and simple.

What Marx had analysed was, above all, the emerging ‘global cities’; which is why he believed that the revolution would take place in the most industrialised countries, whose urban concentrations were the highest. These hopes of his were belied by the facts. The city has become ‘the headquarters and instrument of neo-capitalism’ (Lefebvre). There is nothing that heralds the ‘withering away of the state’ (not in the sense understood by Marx, at least). The ‘Marxist project’ was not followed, therefore, by any of the desired ‘excesses’, and Mr Lefebvre finds himself wondering why.

He avoids having to deal with the issue by introducing a new piece of data into the analysis. Productive forces, he says, have reached a point where they ‘produce’ space by transforming it: ‘Space is not just discovered and occupied, but transformed to such an extent that its “source material”, meaning nature, is threatened by this very domination, which is not an appropriation of any kind’, he writes. He claims that unexpected contradictions result from this development, such as the one between globally ‘produced’ space and the latter’s ‘fragmentation as a result of the capitalistic production relations’. Mr Lefebvre considers these discrepancies to be extremely positive and pins all his hopes on them, going as far as to declare that, should he be mistaken, he would be compelled to ‘desist from both Marx and Marxism’.

Moving on to a different context, the same pattern is encountered with psychoanalyst Alexander Mitscherlich, according to whom ‘the history of the city is that of its inhabitants’ egotism’. In his eyes, the modern city is a predominant expression of the ‘instinct of death’.

Global Cities

In The Decline of the West (Gallimard, 1948), Oswald Spengler outlined with infinitely greater accuracy the evolution of the city from the smallest of towns to the ‘global city’.

The difference between small towns and cities is not limited to their sole respective size. A small town is not essentially different from the countryside. Established around the market, it represents the point of intersection between a certain number of rural interests. It has ties to the soil and is dependent on ‘nature’, whose habits and rhythms it adopts.

As far as the ‘city of culture’ — meaning the traditional type of city — is concerned, nature is, on the contrary, blatantly dominated, both from an economic perspective and from a political one. The city thus transforms into a small, autonomous society, one that is in a state of constant evolution in relation to the prevailing milieu. It turns into the collective subject of its inhabitants’ history. The relationship between the city and the countryside thus becomes analogous to the one between society and ‘nature’. It is in this regard that urban societies are entirely historical, contrasting with rural societies, which are rooted in repetition (with the countryside playing the indispensable role of a potential human reserve destined to modernise itself progressively in cities — while being simultaneously replaced).

Soon enough, however, the ‘city of culture’ spreads. It blooms in the suburbs, which, little by little, absorb the countryside. People’s relation with nature ceases to be dialectical and becomes, instead, sterilising. The rural world is emptied, not having had enough time to renew itself. In parallel, city governance becomes ever more burdensome and bureaucratic, as organic forms are replaced by geometric and rigid ones. Anonymity becomes the rule, and the individual finds himself stripped of all the means that would allow him to durably define himself in relation to his own environment. 

Thus emerges the ‘global city’, a city which is either subject to the power of the technocrats or that of imperial officials, depending on the era. According to Spengler, its emergence corresponds to the stage of cultural ‘petrification’.

He writes: ‘Through the concept of the province, these gigantic few cities dispel and smother, in all civilisations, the entire landscape that once gave birth to their culture. […] They become the petrified history of an organism’.

‘The global cities of the Han era and those of the Maurya dynasty in ancient India were once endowed with identical geometric shapes. The global cities of the Euro-American civilisation are far from having reached the peak of their evolution. I can already visualise the time when urban cities housing 10 to 20 million inhabitants will be built’, he adds.

It is this phase that we have now come to.

All modern states are currently facing the same problem: that of channelling the growth of major cities without generating any harmful effects upon the requirements of social life or their own development. In this field, it is pragmatism and short-sightedness that have thus far prevailed. It is no longer possible for cities to thrive of their own accord these days; and there is no shortage of highly futuristic proposals. The solutions, however, are not merely a matter of technology, planning and ‘balanced metropoles’. On this level, New York’s example is food for thought: the city’s failure is that of a certain method of urban organisation and populisation.

The Second Industrial Revolution

Contrary to a widely accepted notion, urbanisation is not solely due to demographic growth, but, above all, to economic mechanisms that are initially implemented within the industry and then as part of increasing tertiary employment and the quest for superior living standards. It is also the result of historical traditions.

This has been proven true in France, where the Parisian agglomeration enjoys the highest density in all of Europe, while our country’s population is barely more than a third of the combined populations of Germany, Great Britain, the Netherlands and Belgium (ninety-two inhabitants per square kilometre compared to 241).

The first industrial revolution required a high workforce concentration. As for the second one, it should enable habitat redeployment. In the US, the ‘city centre’ exodus has been ongoing for several decades. The population is experiencing more rapid growth in non-urban zones compared to urban ones. In the latter, the city population is on the decrease, while that of the suburbs is actually rising; and the larger the population of city centres is, the greater this decrease.

Architect Xavier Arsène-Henry (Notre ville,511

 Mame, 1969) acknowledges the fact that ‘the dream of most Frenchmen is to own their own individual house’. In all developed countries, access to individual property has greatly contributed to the ‘de-proletarianisation’ of popular classes. And yet, this does not prevent Mr Bernard Oudin, author of Plaidoyer pour la ville,512

 from waging war upon the ‘myth of the single-family home’ and that of a ‘green space at all costs’. He contrasts this ideal with that of the ‘individual cell, which preserves, more efficiently than a flat ever could, each person’s isolation and intimacy, with the understanding that, owing to the narrow space that they share, these cells remain closely interdependent within a collective whole’. 

As an example of this, he mentions the work of Israeli architect Moshe Sadfie and the ‘holiday villages’ of Club Med. This is what some experts refer to as the ‘neo-Kasbah’ style, he says. A style that is rather easy to resist, I must say.

In Cities on the Move (Payot, 1972), historian Arnold Toynbee announced the advent of the ‘Oecumenopolis’, which, in his view, will require no more than half a century to spread across most of the inhabited world.

In the preface to Michel Ragon’s Cités de l’avenir513

 (Planète, 1967), Mr Jean Fourastié proclaimed, on the contrary, that ‘Paris must never become a combination of Los Angeles and Notre-Dame, nor Athens a union of Toronto and the Acropolis’. And he was right.

***

Sans feu ni lieu. Signification biblique de la grande ville,514

 an essay by Jacques Ellul. Gallimard, 312 pages.

La pensée marxiste et la ville, an essay by Henri Lefebvre. Casterman, 155 pages.

Plaidoyer pour la ville, an essay by Bernard Oudin. Laffont, 252 pages.
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 an essay by Henri Laborit. Flammarion, 215 pages.

Psychanalyse et urbanisme,516

 an essay by Alexander Mitscherlich. Gallimard, 208 pages. 
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***

The Ambiguities of Ecology

‘The earth has become an enormous waste bin.’

Following Jean Dorst (La nature dénaturée),517

 Günther Schwab (Der Tanz mit dem Teufel),518

 Barry Commoner (Making Peace with the Planet), and Gordon Rattray Taylor (The Doomsday Book: Can the World Survive?), it is Mr Edouard Bonnefous, the seventy-year-old former minister and member of the Institute, that now sounds the alarm. ‘A humanity severed from nature and deprived of the Earth’s resources could never survive. By systematically defiling his own environment and planet and threatening, through various kinds of aggression, his own natural surroundings, the man of the 20th century acts in a most reckless manner’, he writes.

This wakeup call has triggered an unprecedented wave of catastrophism. Some have laid the blame on man’s ‘pride’, ‘arrogance’ and ‘spirit of conquest’, reproaching humans for wanting to be the subject, and not the object, of their own history.

Mr Gordon Rattray Taylor has made the following declaration: ‘It is certain that we must abandon our militaristically aggressive attitude towards nature, with its triumphs and breakthroughs, and learn to be humbler’.

Mr Claude-Marie Vadrot519

 exclaims: ‘To change everything: is it not in this very folly that wisdom, lucidity and triumphant reason are to be found, a folly that would lead us towards a more human world, namely one where human values, whose sole custodians are none other but our various nations, would reign supreme?’

For a long time, the religion of ‘progress’ drew its main argument from the profound transformation experienced by our ecological environment, particularly over the past century. One thus only perceived a series of exhilarating details, remaining blind to the phenomenon’s global meaning. Nowadays, however, we seem to have surrendered to the opposite excess. Our ecosystem’s transformation is a source of fear. The devastation and pollution suffered by ‘nature’ are being denounced everywhere, with various apocalyptic tones. The ‘ecological problem’ thus finds itself at the very top of the concerns voiced by political parties, popularity-seeking governments, international institutions and scientific clubs. Dissenters express their concern for the survival of a world that is said to have become ‘inviable’. In the most extreme cases, some even preach the cessation of progress, as the end of history (equated with progress itself) is felt to be inevitable; a necessity, so to speak.

Despite pointing to a certain schizophrenia that has afflicted our societies, this state of mind also relates to an obvious sense of self-blame, an underlying mental trait that has always plagued the Western mind: it is the objective repercussion and logical conclusion that stem from a bimillennial discourse whose latest developments are embodied by Marcuse, Lévy-Strauss, Horkheimer and the like.

Ideological Criss-Crossing

The principial rejection of modernity in all its forms is, of course, as questionable as its principial endorsement (regardless of what shape it may take). On the political level, however, these two attitudes surface alternately on both the Right and the Left, and in a very significant manner. 

In the time leading up to the last war, the glorification of both ‘natural life’ and ‘peasant values’ was one of the favourite topics among the sociological Right. According to Lenin, Communism was represented by ‘the Soviets and electricity’. In major cities, the working class-proletariat was naturally oriented towards the Left, and the syndicates demonstrated exclusively in support of the quantitative improvement of our means of existence.

The second industrial revolution, that of ‘popular capitalism’, computers and white-collar workers, seemed to drastically change everything. A certain part of the Right consolidated its hold on the economy and technology. At the same time, a part of the Left breathed new life into the myth of the ‘good-natured savage’, over-interpreting Marx’s thoughts whenever necessary, with decolonisation implemented at the most convenient time to allow some hope for a change in the intelligentsia. Mao Zedong spoke of ‘using the countryside to encircle the cities’, and some Leftists proceeded to create rural ‘communities’ in an attempt to establish a new lifestyle there. 

This has led to a highly remarkable ideological criss-crossing. The latter has been duly highlighted by Mr Thierry Maulnier in Le Figaro and Mr Georges Liébert, Raymond Ruyer, Louis de Villefosse and Jean Plumyène in Contrepoint.520

 

Mr Maulnier writes: ‘We have witnessed the relocation of reaction (AN: A term used rather inappropriately) from the Right to the Left. At a time when a progressive Right has emerged in the countries that stand at the very head of the industrial society, a Right that is readily criticised for leaning towards technocracy, the Left, once fascinated by limitless and virtually problem-free progress, is now looking back to the past in an increasingly nostalgic fashion. […] This entire ideology and anti-modernistic emotionality, along with neo-naturism and perhaps even the communitarian dream of a new medieval period, were all typical of reactionary Rightist youths back in the 1930s, a trend that had both its good and bad sides. Nowadays, however, they have been adopted by the pseudo-Maoist and Marcusian dissenter camp’ (in Le Figaro, 1st July, 1974).

This novel reaction is essentially based on an utterly erroneous understanding of both ‘nature’ and man’s relation to his own environment. 

Man and Culture

What follows is an observation made by sociologist Helmut Schelsky: ‘In this rationalistic era of ours, characterised by the glorification of “nature”, one is all too often oblivious to the fact that the latter is not always, and in its most fundamental shapes, what mankind has made of it or has been compelled to make of it’ (in Soziologie der Sexualität,521

 Gallimard, 1966).

On his part, Oswald Spengler demonstrated that man’s history was entirely founded upon his opposition to ‘nature’, an opposition from which the affirmation of his own being stems. Spengler wrote that since the very beginning, man’s soul has ‘been confined to an attitude of intransigent opposition to the whole world, from which it has been excluded as a result of its own creative power. […] And this soul is constantly moving forward, as part of an ever more pronounced separation from all of nature. The weapons of all beasts of prey are natural, but man’s weapon-wielding fist, gripping his artificially produced weapon, is not’ (in Man and Technology, Gallimard, 1970).

Although the advocates of environmentalism never cease to speak of the ecosystem and the interdependence of living systems, they behave, in fact, as if ‘nature’ existed in an immutable state for all eternity and we had reached a point where it could no longer bear mankind’s ‘aggressions’. Such a nature, however, does not exist. The world that surrounds us is none other than the one that man has granted himself by constantly leaving his own mark upon it. 

All specifically human behaviour is of a cultural essence (man is, of course, characterised by certain natural traits, but it is those very traits that do not genuinely belong to him). Mankind’s emergence is a ‘cultural’ event in itself, for culture is intrinsically involved in defining man as human. When understood as the source of various possible choices, consciousness is a cultural fact. Hominisation itself is synonymous with our breaking with ‘nature’: the notion of a ‘natural man’ is as delusional as that of a ‘good-natured savage’. The moment man’s hand touches nature, and his eyes perceive it and simultaneously conceive of it, nature turns into culture.

Not only has man always defined himself as nature’s subject, transforming it and taking advantage of its resources, but it is by this very means that he has established his own humanity. One could state that culture is the nature which man has granted himself (among other possible ones) and through which he has formed himself. 

Culture can thus be defined as anything added to nature. ‘Nature’, however, is a necessity: it acts upon all those who stem from it. Culture, by contrast, is coincidental: it depends on choices that are only potentially predetermined. To define culture is to define man and to establish the coincidental existence of reality as the sole actuality.

Unlike animals, whose actions are determined by their belonging to a specific species, man enjoys a freedom of choice (within the predispositions of his own constitution). He is not a being subject to repetition. He innovates constantly within the bounds of his own traditions, and the resulting innovations are, likewise, perpetually called into question. Man cannot endow himself with capacities that he does not possess. What he can do, however, is use these abilities as he sees fit, so as to forge himself — or, alternatively, not to do so — in accordance with his own choices.

To be more specific, man is only creative because he is free of the constraints that apply to living species. And it is due to this fact that he enjoys further freedom. To manifest one’s ‘liberty’ is to manifest self-autonomy: only those men that express themselves through creation can be free. And yet, there is no such thing as ‘pure’ creation. One always creates at the expense of an object (be it ‘nature’ or ‘a fellow man perceived as nature’); as a result, the alienation which Marxists and Freudians constantly speak of turns out to be nothing but the necessary quid pro quo that stems from the action performed by free and creative man when organising and thus appropriating the (material or human) objects upon which his action is exerted, objects which do not solely act as his tools and instruments, but also as ‘extensions’ and ‘parts’ of his own body. 

It is therefore important to ‘denature’ the notion of nature. What we nowadays term ‘nature’ is something that has never ceased to be culturalised and humanised for millennia on end. Whether man wants to cut down a tree or chooses to let it grow in a forest, it is always a matter of will, for it is he who imposes his own perspective upon the tree, regardless of whether the latter is cut or not. In this regard, the Versailles park is no more ‘natural’ than the chateau itself, just as the flint and the spear are as ‘natural’ as the computer or the power hammer.

Among dissenting ecologists, one notices a twofold process whose ambition is, on the one hand, to overestimate ‘the goodness of nature’ in relation to the humans that corrupt it, and, on the other, to drain man of all his more-than-natural aspects, meaning of all that is specifically human.

The most urgent task would thus be to simultaneously recapture an ideal ‘nature’ and a human nature inclined to merge with the former. The subsequent ‘revolution’ would then have to be taken literally: a return to a nature that is defined as the essence of things. 

This is, for instance, what Herbert Marcuse wrote in his Philosophy and Revolution: ‘It is an intransigent conception of the human essence that establishes the radical revolution and becomes the latter’s engine’. In One-Dimensional Man (Minuit, 1968), he demands ‘the radical abolition of affectation’ (meaning culture), adding that ‘the sole valid objective is to replace false needs with true ones’; as if all human needs were not connected to our breaking with a nature that would, on its own, be completely incapable of fulfilling them. 

Political Dissent

This theory has been adopted by ‘ecological’ publications (including Le Sauvage,522

 La Gueule ouverte,523

 and Mieux vivre),524

 whose number has grown over the past years, simultaneously increasing the negative impact of tree-cutting and pulp mills.

Launched in November 1972, La Gueule ouverte claims to be ‘the magazine that heralds the end of days’. While the Church Fathers targeted the libido sciendi, what it denounces is ‘electronuclear fascism’ and the ‘insanely steep hill of frenzied research’, declaring that ‘just like the German Jews, ecologists represent a threat to the cohesion of the nuclear society’ (9th April, 1975). Its founder, Pierre Fournier, chose to retire to the countryside in order to lead ‘a healthier life’. Unfortunately, he died of heart failure on 15th February, 1973, at the age of thirty-five.

Further abusive comparisons were made by François Mitterrand’s advisor, economist Jacques Attali. In La parole et l’outil525

 (PUF, 1975), he writes that ‘one must not forget that both fascism and Nazism owed their fleeting and terrible victory to science. Nowadays, it is the nuclear threat and pollution that are caused by science’.

Some extremists go as far as to state that hunters are akin to the ‘S.S.’ They kiss tree leaves and proclaim the ‘rights’ of potatoes. In their eyes, man embodies nature’s ‘doom’.

On their part, psychoanalysts are not to be outdone. Commenting on the work of Georg Groddeck526

 (The Book of the It, Gallimard, 1974), Mr Roland Jaccard527

 perceives it as ‘a hymn to the mother-matrix, understood as the embodiment of the lost paradise’. He adds (in Le Monde, 6th December, 1974): ‘If you do not revert to a child-like state, you shall not enter the kingdom of God — it is an evangelical message that can also be understood psychoanalytically’.

The same nostalgias are encountered with Mr Alvin Toffler, author of Future Shock (Denoël, 1971); Mr René Dumont, the former presidential candidate who was granted the title of ‘honorary shepherd’ on the Larzac plateau (September 1974); and Mr Edgar Morin (author of Le paradigme perdu: la nature humaine,528

 Seuil, 1973).

In some people’s eyes, however, this changeover has come too late. A few years ago, for instance, Mr Roger Garaudy529

 wrote: ‘Thanks to atomic power, it was in the USA that one produced the very first atomic bomb. And thanks to the power of the atom, it was in the USSR that the first nuclear power plant was built. Two worlds, two moralities!’ (in Qu’est-ce que la morale marxiste?,530

 Ed. Sociales, 1963).

Ecological dissent thus appears to have a direct connection to its political counterpart. Whereas, globally speaking, one calls into question the relation established in various societies between man and groups (or ‘classes’) of men, as well as between societies themselves, the other targets the set relations between man and his environment. This twofold questioning follows the very same angle: it is always a matter of eliminating the dominant-dominated relationship, since governed men are necessarily the ‘object’ of their rulers.

Under the pseudonym ‘Professor Mollo-Mollo’, Mr Lebreton, an ornithologist from the city of Lyons, has authored a book entitled ‘L’énergie, c’est vous’531

 (Stock, 1975), in which he declares: ‘We must, above all, put an end to this technocratic, plan-based, “colonialist” and, in short, masculine attitude that characterises the Occident’s relations with others, including our environment’.

All these theories are based on a dream-like sort of anthropology, which derives, to a great extent, from the philosophy of the 18th century, a philosophy that strived to come across as being ‘enlightened’, but which was, on numerous levels, purely reactionary as a result of its desire to ‘return to nature’, its criticism of institutions, etc. (During the Revolution, it was claimed that the Republic had no need of scientists. Nowadays, one proceeds to denounce all ‘white-clad fascists’.)

In the 10th note included in his Discourse on the Origin and Basis of Inequality Among Men, Rousseau states that he would rather consider the great apes to be men of a yet unknown race than run the risk of questioning the ‘human nature’ of beings that may be endowed with it’.

He writes: ‘The more one ponders things, the more one discovers that this state (that of nature) was least subject to revolutions and the most beneficial to man, and that the latter must have departed it through some disastrously unfortunate coincidence, one which, for the sake of our common interest, should never have come to pass. The example of the savages that we have almost always managed to locate thus far seems to confirm that mankind was meant to remain in such a state forever, that the latter represents our world’s genuine youthfulness and that all subsequent progress has apparently been as much of a march towards individual perfection as, indeed, towards our species’ decrepitude’. 

In a display of humour, Mr Georges Liébert532

 writes that we live in an era when ‘the Incas, the Huron people or the Hottentot, and Mr Savage remind the corrupt citizens of our troubled cities about the joyous days when man was still a child in the bosom of an intact nature, a nature that was both transparent and generous. All that man had to satisfy back then were his sole physical needs, beyond which everything is a source of evil. He had not yet been afflicted by the contagion of vain knowledge. There was no such thing as family, no property ownership, and therefore no power. Neither was there any language (and thus no linguistic reflection) that would have betrayed the truth of our unambiguous feelings and simple and direct impulses. All that existed were inarticulate cries, numerous gestures, and some simulating noises expressing, without any adjustments whatsoever, the immediacy of desire’ (Dialogue sur la pensée sauvage,533

 published in Contrepoint number 12, November 1973). 

Exoticism has taken over from the ‘good-natured savage’, fuelling, through Third-World interposition, a new nostalgia for primitivism that hints at some people’s eschatological and reductionist hopes for a return to the species, a return to the ancient paradise where there was no risk of anything ever happening because everything was provided for. 

With Mr Claude Lévi-Strauss, the ecologists proceed to contrast the virtues of ‘cold societies’, which so-called primitive peoples (more appropriately termed Naturvölker by the German school, as opposed to Kulturvölker) fall under and which we would stand to learn so much from, with the ‘pride’ and the ‘immoderation’ of Western man. Such contrasting is akin to the comparisons one heard in 18th-century lounges, opposing the pure habits of the ‘savages’ to the refined vices of the ‘civilised’. This is because none are as guilty of ‘violating’ nature as Europeans are. The European man is the archetypal man of ‘hot societies’, i.e historical and specifically human societies that undergo perpetual transformation and renewal.

Speaking on television on 15th December, 1976, Mr Philippe Diolé (author of L’Okapi,534

 Gallimard, 1963) first denounced the construction of roads in Brazil as a ‘traumatic experience for the forest’ before proposing that Western culture regenerate itself through the ‘humanism of savagery’.

As for architect Yona Friedmann, he calls for ‘necessary poverty’ and recommends that we revert to an ‘animal economy’ defined by the following principle: ‘To eat whatever your stomach can handle’. He then adds: ‘Such a transformation may well be difficult for the white man to bear: in a world founded upon an animal economy, his hopes of survival would be inferior to those enjoyed by most people inhabiting non-industrialised countries. There is something, however, that we must ultimately acknowledge: should this ever happen, the white man would have deserved it in some respects’ (as stated in Gulliver, during the summer of 1974).

The ones who express their (sometimes justified) concern for the protection of primitive cultures thus do not seem particularly troubled by the crumbling of European cultures in all that is specific to their own essence.

Mr Raymond Ruyer535

 writes: ‘Intellectual ecologists long to protect the environment but are oblivious to the fact that man’s surroundings are, above all, composed of other men. They strive to protect nature but forget that the foremost kind of nature is an ethnic one. In Switzerland, they recently joined forces with the industrials to reject a “xenophobic” draft legislation that would have restricted the immigration of foreign workers. They also forget to protest against mental pollution. They stand alongside those who systematically degrade all beliefs and worship and are far less troubled by the ideological colourants that are subject to the whims of both anarchists and fanatics passing themselves off as educators. They are filled with admiration for the rites and superstitions of savage societies yet demolish the rites and myths that still subsist in the traditional liturgies of Western societies’ (Contrepoint, September 1974).

In Ce qu’est et comment se determine la physis536

 (a text that was included in Questions II, Gallimard, 1968), Martin Heidegger537

 demonstrated that although the notion of nature could help create a kind of metaphysics, it is the opposite process that is normally developed.

Man Has Stolen the Key to the Bottomless Pit

Some ecologists have chosen to blame a certain religious tradition, holding it responsible for the ‘massacring of nature’. It is indeed true that the Bible establishes man as the lord of creation (Gen. 1:28–29), since he is seemingly alone to possess a soul. And yet he is a powerless king. The true ruler of the world is actually Yahweh himself, and the human king’s primary sin lies in his desire to reign, to assert himself at nature ‘s expense by means of an absolute act of creation that would render him equal to God.

At this stage, it is necessary to draw a distinction between the world and nature. The differentiation between ‘nature’ and ‘culture’ takes place within the world. On the other hand, the world contrasts with the ‘otherworld’, the Hinterwelt of the metaphysicians. This is why the Bible seems to hold ‘nature’ in high esteem while targeting this world with a process of devaluation. However, ‘nature’ is but the garden into which man was cast to attain salvation. It constitutes the very framework in which man can choose to save or damn himself. Man is not the master of ‘nature’, but merely its tenant. He is banned from creating a super-nature in it (i.e. from giving birth to something other than himself), a super-nature that would allow him to erect a monument to his own glory.

The only ‘good-natured’ savage that one has ever heard of was actually Adam. In the Garden of Eden, before entering the history that resulted from original sin, Adam existed in a natural state. As remarked by Mr David Banon,538

 ‘his sin would prove to be a cultural act, since he ate from the tree of knowledge of good and evil. Adam relinquished natural laws for the sake of a prideful conquest of artificiality. His relationship to nature will henceforth have to mediated: he shall labour to nourish himself both materially and spiritually’ (in Les Nouveaux cahiers, Autumn 1974).

Moses — who is described in the Zohar as being ‘solitary’ (Tiphareth), in contrast with Canaan, which is defined as ‘lunar’ (Mal’ut) — finds himself prohibited from entering the Promised Land because, as stated in the Bible, he is alleged to have struck a rock instead of speaking to it as he had been told to.

Basing his stance on the Keli Yakar rabbinic commentary, Mr Emmanuel Lévyne539

 explains: ‘Why bestow such severe punishment for an apparently minor sin? Where is the crime in striking a rock? When acting upon nature using means that were derived from it, you see, Moses had indulged in the evil of violence and technology. […] By striking the rock, Moses had made it clear that he could not do without violence and technology in order accomplish his mission’ (Le judaïsme contestataire et révolutionnaire,540

 Tsédek, Issy-les-Moulineaux, 1974). 

One thus encounters, throughout the Scriptures, the very same warning addressed to mankind, the same reproach for having discovered and used the ‘key of the bottomless pit’ (Apocalypse 9:1), the same denunciation of the ‘pride’ that sometimes drives man to become like Faust and Prometheus.

Metaphysics and ‘Naturalism’

In Anti-Nature (PUF, 1973), Mr Clément Rosset541

 has most rightfully criticised the manner in which ‘naturalistic’ philosophers (Plato, Aristotle, Cicero and Rousseau) set out to create sense in places where, prior to the advent of man, there was none to be found. He contrasts this ‘naturalistic ideology’, whose presence he denounces even in doctrines that claim to avoid it altogether, with the ‘artificialist’ philosophies embraced by Empedocles, the Sophists, the Atomists, Machiavelli, Hobbes and Balthasar Gracián.

He writes: ‘The notion of nature turns out to be one of the major veils that separate man from reality by replacing the chaotic simplicity of existence with the orderly complication of a world’. 

In the final part of his book, he criticises modern ‘naturalists’ and their attacks against culture, a culture that they accuse of being alternately ‘factitious’ and ‘alienating’. 

He makes the following remark: ‘The term “factitious”, used for depreciating things as artificial, does not relate to the notion of falseness (falsum), but that of facts (factum): what is rejected is not, above all, the falseness of existence, but its factual aspect’. He then goes on to add: ‘What is highly remarkable is how the Latin word ‘factum’ managed to express the twofold meaning of what exists (real fact, contrasting with both illusion and dreaming) and what is fabricated (artificiality, which contrasts with nature); it is an etymological duality from which one can reasonably infer that reality has always been indistinguishable from artifice, and that nature has never represented anything more than a dream’. 

Mr Rosset goes on to write: ‘The criticism of the “consumerist society”, as undertaken by the Frankfurt school, is essentially based on two implicit requirements — that of purpose and that of nature. Within the former, one criticises the consumption of industrial goods for lacking ‘sense’ and depriving those who indulge in it of an ‘authentic’ purpose or a ‘meaningful’ destiny. […] Within the requirement of nature, which current societal structures are accused of deteriorating and attempting to dissolve, the needs awakened by society in the individual are considered artificial and in contradiction with his natural needs’.

‘In other words, culture smothers nature, in harmony with a scheme whose direct inspiration stems from the naturalism of both Antiquity and the 18th century; the freedom enjoyed by the individual in his aim to satisfy desires whose apparent requirement only becomes urgent through the artifice generated by society (and its leaders) is synonymous with alienation, signifying the loss of both his own essence and genuine nature, which have been robbed of their ability to express themselves in a direct manner through the pressure exerted upon them artificially by the interests of certain social groups’.

The ‘naturalistic’ ideology thus comes across as a simple ‘sub-Aristotelian lamentation’, one that conveys an inability — or reluctance — to establish meaning where some is to be found (i.e. in man and by man) and, correlatively, betrays an almost obsessional frenzy to create some significance in places (‘nature’) where, prior to the rise of man or outside the latter, none could ever be found.

These observations do not, of course, imply that ‘nature’ is to be pillaged, nor that we should remain indifferent to existing misuse. The fact that man feels the need to preserve the capital embodied by his environment and to avoid ‘spending’ it in the space of a single generation (through immediate consumption) is evidence of this. 

All Domination Must Be Compensated For

Our need for landscapes is a proven fact. Doctor René Held, a neuropsychiatrist, is absolutely right when stating that ‘in order to preserve his mental sanity, man must not feel severed from his own biological origins. It is a need that dates back to his ontogenesis and is lost within the nightly expanses of the most ancient phylogenetical times. Just like any other animal, the Homo Sapiens, a mammal belonging to the line of primates, cannot live in the absence of exchanges with the other elements of the ecosystem. […] The privation and alteration of landscapes can be a source of concern for man and perhaps even cause the latter anguish, fostering his decline’ (in Science et vie,542

 April 1971).

It is furthermore remarkable that European peoples, who have outdone all others in their domination of ‘nature’, are also the ones who, within their ancient religions, surpassed everyone else in their profound exaltation of our world. This exaltation of a world essentially designed to mirror diversity gave birth to polytheism and pantheism. ‘Mythology is nature’s poetic costume’, August-Wilhelm von Schlegel used to say. According to Jakob Boehme543

 ‘nature is the body of God’ (Ernest Renan’s letter to Edmond Schérer dated 7th November, 1859 is also expressive in this regard).

The ecological problematic, just like the social one, is a genuine issue. It is not a matter of knowing whether one is ‘in favour of’ or ‘opposed to pollution’; for there are none who support it. The real question is that of finding out whether man should seek to resolve the problems that stem from the transformation of his ecosystem by transcending it all or by regressing.

Pollution represents one of the negative effects of technological and industrial progress; there have also been others (from our human perspective), some of which have been gradually absorbed. It is now up to this very same technological progress to eliminate the nuisances that it has produced. Throughout history, every novation began by simultaneously generating both advantages and drawbacks; and it is only in a second phase, thanks to a traditional retroaction effect, that the inconveniences were eradicated. Not only does technology allow us to react to pollution nowadays, but it also enables to enjoy the necessary means to ensure that the more developed our societies become, the less pollution is produced.

‘Today, man has the technological means to guarantee both his own well-being and that of his descendants, without wasting his “nature-capital”. It is a question of discipline, regulation, organisation and financing’, writes Mr Edouard Bonnefous.544

 

As for Mr Jean Dorst,545

 he specifies that ‘it is urgent to put a stop to the old antagonism between “the protectors of nature” and those that plan our progress. The former must understand that man’s survival on this planet requires an intensive sort of agriculture and the profound and lasting transformation of certain environments. Technocrats must, on the other hand, acknowledge that man can never free himself from certain biological laws and that the reasonable exploitation of natural resources is in no way synonymous with their dilapidation or the automatic and complete transformation of habitats’.

The purpose is thus not that of putting an end to man’s domination of nature, but to remind people that every domination must have its own compensation, namely protection. Being at the top means being responsible for those that are under you. And one may also wonder whether the questioning of man’s domination of nature does not, in part, stem from our contemporary inability to conceive of authority in a non-caricatural manner, which gives rise to a false choice: either anarchy or dictatorship.

Whether Left-oriented or Right-oriented, radical ‘naturalism’ raises some bizarre and long-lasting paradoxes. It is strange to see Leftists espouse the ‘good nature’ myth while claiming, elsewhere, that one can modify man at will by impacting his environment, thus releasing him from his ‘biological pseudo-fatalism’. It is just as bizarre to see the Rightist supporters of a ‘return to nature’ forget that social order is, above all else, an order that has been established through institutional and customary action, one that is specifically synonymous with our breaking with ‘nature’.

Environmentalism bears within itself some very pronounced ambiguities. As stated previously, the main one relates to the fact that, while evoking the connection that exists between man and nature, what ecologists establish is, in fact, a radical severance between an ‘imaginary’ nature and a human species that is allegedly incapable of evolving. This severance is envisioned in a regressive and reductionistic manner and is highly similar to all dualistic caesuras, including that between matter and spirit (Marx), the creator and the created, the subject and the object, and so on.

This dualism has been denounced by Mrs Sigrid Hunke,546

 especially in Das Ende des Zwiespalts. Zur Diagnose und Therapie einer kranken Gesellschaft (Gustav Lübbe, Bergisch Gladbach, 1971).

The Subject of History

It is an undeniable fact that, as with all living beings, there exists a privileged relationship between man and his specific environment (Umwelt); a relationship that happens to be of the dialectical kind. It is equally a fact that there is an interdependence between man and his surroundings (just as there is one between the creator and the created, matter and spirit, etc.). Compared to the ecologists, however, one could, or indeed must, draw the opposite conclusion from this interdependence; a conclusion according to which man, when confronted with the intense transformation whose object is embodied by his own surroundings, must never seek to regress to a stage that precedes this transformation, but, on the contrary, strive to achieve a symmetrical self-transformation that will allow him to remain in control of the relationship that has emerged in his coupling with the environment. 

Man’s concern for ‘nature’ is resurfacing all the more intensely nowadays because he has reached the end of a certain stage in the development of his own condition. One could say that man, inhabiting a well-defined environment that has now been explored and is entirely known and subservient to him, finds himself in the ‘natural’ conditions of all species at their very beginning, in the ‘Eden’ that precedes every stage of his own condition. By departing this Eden and venturing into the unknown again, by taking up the challenges that, once more, lie ahead of him, man can continue to embrace (and thus reconquer) his own genuinely human dimension (which is now under threat), his originality (in both meanings of the word), and his tragic historicity. He could, however, refuse to resume his march upon a path where every stage involves a clash between the closely related past, present and future (the end, the peak and the [re]commencement), thus falling into the depths of infra- or pre-humanity. 

We have reached a turning point where the word ‘progress’ loses all meaning, because every movement forward only serves to reinstate, once the threshold has been crossed, what already was at the beginning, but within a framework that has been enriched with a new dimension of man’s self-awareness and consciousness of the world in which his actions are conducted. (It is in this respect that every genuine revolution is, in its purest manifestation, also synonymous with conservation or, to be more specific, regeneration.)

The issue faced by man today as a result of the transformation of his own surroundings is highly similar to the one that humanity had to contend with at the time of the Neolithic revolution. In the face of that ‘revolution’, one that was to give birth to a ‘second man’ (compared to the ‘first’ one, as part of the previous phase), Indo-European peoples responded by overcoming their former condition, an undertaking whose numerous manifestations included, among other aspects, the organising of social tripartition and which allowed them to embrace the transformations that they were witnessing while still remaining the subjects of history. Today, we must, likewise, find out whether the ‘third man’ will see the light of day, whether man shall, yet again, bestow upon himself a super-nature or be precipitated below the requirements of his own age by a movement of regression.

The ‘naturalistic’ illusion consists in believing that man must cease his transformation of the world. The ‘super-humanistic’ response lies in stating that man must undergo self-transformation so as to reclaim his mastery of the world he has transformed. 

Human history is not a continuous phenomenon, but a discontinuous one. It is enamelled with ‘sudden qualitative leaps’. And it is such a moment that we now face. The challenge that we must rise up to does not consist in finding ways to preserve an old nature, but in acquiring the means to establish a novel culture. It is not a matter of salvaging a ‘natural environment’ (which, as such, has never actually existed), but of striving, over and over again, to re-establish a balance that would allow mankind to retain the position through which it initially came to be.

***
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The End of the World?

In How to Be a Survivor (Ballantine Books, New York, 1971), Paul R. Ehrlich and Richard L. Harriman suggest ‘reorganising the economic regression of developed countries’ so as to resolve the under-development issue faced by the Third-World. 

The Zero Population Growth (ZPG) ideal, i.e. the ceasing of demographic increase, goes hand in hand with this proposal. The authors, Paul R. Ehrlich and Thomas Eisner, set an example by undergoing sterilisation themselves. In The Population Bomb, Mr Ehrlich, a professor at Stanford University, writes the following: ‘The model mother should henceforth be a sterilised woman, with two adopted children’.

Along the same lines, other noteworthy examples include the manifestos produced by researchers who have demanded ‘the cessation of genetic manipulation’, and especially the views advocated by the Club of Rome in favour of putting an end to industrial growth, as expressed initially in The Limits of Growth and then in A Strategy for Tomorrow.

Hosted by Italian Aurelio Peccei, the president of the Ital-consult company, the Club of Rome was founded in 1968 in cooperation with various researchers from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) and with the financial support of large international foundations. Most of its members are American nationals. They announce ‘the collapse of our global system’ by 2100 approximately, perhaps even earlier.

This prediction relies on the projection of five factors into the future: population, industrial and agricultural production, pollution and the availability of natural resources. The resulting computer-generated graphs prove that the exponential growth of all five factors leads to a catastrophic situation in the relatively near future.

The Exponential Aspect

Unfortunately, or fortunately, rather, in no way do these calculations correspond to reality. Independently from all underlying ideological biases, the figures are actually founded upon two mistakes that are characteristic of a purely analytical and mechanistic procedure: the exponential processing of all data that serves as the basis of such extrapolations, in addition to their heterogenous aspect. In other words, the Club mistakenly considers the development of all factors to be constant. On the other hand, it presents a global (planetary) analysis of a number of issues whose expressions not only vary from one region of the world to another but are sometimes even contradictory. Such initial pre-assumptions are thus wrong. 

The exponential theory is already encountered with Marx and Engels, according to whom capitalistic production is bound to ‘simultaneously deplete the two sources from which all richness stems: the earth and the worker’. Indeed, says Karl Marx, ‘every agricultural progress is not only progress in the art of exploiting workers, but also in the art of despoiling the soil; every progress in the art of increasing the latter’s fertility for a given amount of time is a progress in the ruination of its lasting sources of fertility’ (Capital, Book I, volume two). 

Just like Marx, the members of the Club of Rome fail to grasp that social factors abide by compensating laws of retroaction, as the effects impact the causes: the more pronounced the issues are, the greater the chances of formulating solutions that resolve them. It is no coincidence, for instance, that the control of procreation (through the generalisation of contraceptive methods) went hand in hand with a ‘demographic explosion’. Likewise, history proves that, in every era, the balance between population and environmental resources is re-established by means of autoregulation — with ‘overcoming’ acting as an alarm signal.

One of the most constantly observed laws in living systems is the one that regularly reinstates balance in every exponential growth whose consequences become destructive from the growth subject’s perspective.

In this regard, Mr Pierre Longone550

 gives several examples: ‘In the US, urban proliferation has led to the asphyxiation of city centres, and thus to the cessation of growth and the diminishing of the population in major cities. The car invasion that has taken place in cities has triggered an autoregulation in the use and even acquisition of cars once a certain level of saturation is attained. Interest-bearing loans, which were morally condemned by Saint Thomas and are technically exponential in their effects, are thwarted by inflation and other factors’ (Population et sociétés,551

 December 1972).

None have thus been able to demonstrate that any increase in the amounts mentioned by the Club of Rome is ever genuinely exponential, nor that, if this were indeed the case, it could ever be destined to remain so.

The Club’s evaluation of the ecosystem’s terrestrial resources is equally dubious. The theory centred around the rapid depletion of resources only takes into account currently known reserves. At no moment of history, however, have the ‘known reserves’ ever represented more than a few decades’ worth of ongoing consumption. There is thus nothing that could justify equating all existing reserves with detected ones. During the past forty years, our oil consumption has risen considerably; and yet, the number of ‘known reserves’ has not ceased to increase either.

According to Wilfrid Beckerman,552

 ‘if we base our calculations on random samples of the earth’s metal contents, we can estimate potential reserves to be a million times greater in number than the currently known ones’ (In Defence of Economic Growth, Jonathan Cape, London, 1974). Similar conclusions have been reached by Anton Zischka in Die Welt bleibt Reich (Kümmerly und Frey, Bern, 1974).

Today, it is known that metallic products (whose depletion within the next fifty years or so has been predicted by the Club of Rome, with the exception of chrome and iron) are recyclable to an 80 or 90% rate, which secures mankind’s future in this domain for several millennia to come. 

The service sphere, the one where men create the highest number of new requirements, also happens to be the sector that consumes the lowest amounts of raw materials (Tourism, for instance, hardly leads to any increase in alimentary consumption or that of mineral raw materials).

Due their naive belief in the constancy of phenomena, not only do the members of the Club of Rome consider the events that have been affecting mankind’s history on a regular basis — including epidemics, wars, crises and various catastrophes — to be forever excluded and discarded (except for the disaster that is somehow bound to be triggered by the very absence of catastrophes, of course), but they also neglect the novelty factor in a most radical fashion; indeed, computer speculations cannot reflect human inventiveness.

‘In 1930, any careless futurologist would have taken the opportunity to predict the outbreak of a rubber crisis before the 1960s: rubber tree plantations, which were responsible for the entire production of rubber back then, were not indefinitely extensible. By the 1940s, however, synthetic rubber, a hydrocarbon derivative, had been introduced as a supplement to plant-based rubber, whose production has now been stabilised’ (in Science et vie,553

 February 1974).

Prior to the invention of aeroplanes and the development of airfreight, one could have predicted with equal ease ‘the final congestion’ of road and railway transport. 

Once the current energetic resources (of oil and gas) are depleted, nuclear fission will take over, with breeder reactors being next in line. By then, we will have undoubtedly succeeded in our controlled deuterium-deuterium fission efforts, whose study in laboratories has already reached an advanced stage (there shall be no fission products and virtually no artificial radioactivity).

Mr Longone writes: ‘Who is to say that mankind will not be able to extract almost unlimited energy not only from the power of hydrogen fusion, which is already being studied, but also from terrestrial magnetism or the various kinds of solar radiation, thus allowing us to take advantage of a small amount of universal energy?’ (Population et sociétés).

Neo-Malthusianism

Pollution, presented in the calculations of the Club of Rome as a series of curves with a regular vertical tendency, is neither a recent phenomenon nor, above all, an irreversible one.

The discovery of fire introduced the very first divide between man and ‘nature’. Palaeolithic hunters impoverished the vertebrate fauna that populated our planet’s various regions back then far more so than anyone has ever done in modern times. Later on, the Neolithic revolution resulted in the deforestation and aridification of immense territories. In 1976, researchers at the University of Columbus (Ohio) examined some ice blocks dating back to the last ice age (14,000 years ago) and originating from the Admiral Byrd station in Antarctica, in addition to Camp Century in Greenland. They noted that, in those days, the snow of Antarctica was a hundred times more polluted than it is now.

Mr René Dubois acknowledges the fact that ‘merely 30 years ago, the organic contamination of water was far worse than nowadays, as was urban contamination by certain fumes, or microbial contamination’.

‘The authors of The Limits of Growth espoused the hypothesis of an exponential increase in pollution because, as they themselves stated, the few pollutants that had been measured seemed to be growing exponentially. In fact, however, the pollutants that have actually been measured reveal an absolute diminishment of pollution in Great Britain and a decrease in its growth rate within the United States: these two countries were the very first to enact antipollution laws’, remarks professor Henri Vander Eycken, from the free University of Brussels. 

‘According to The Limits of Growth, the most optimistic hypothesis states that it would take a whole century to reduce the relation between production and pollution to a quarter of its current level. However, Great Britain has succeeded in reducing its own pollution much more than that in a period of 15 years. As for the US, it has set itself the goal of decreasing pollution to 1/10 of its current rate in the next 7 years. The least once can say, therefore, is that the “sweeping generalisations” encountered in The Limits of Growth are contradicted by the actual measurements’ (in La Libre Belgique,554

 22nd–23rd February, 1975).

There is also nothing that could confirm the claim that the increase in pollution is rigorously proportional to demographic and industrial growth. There are actually many facts that tend to demonstrate the very opposite. 

Paul R. Ehrlich purports that ‘all ecological poisoning relates to an excessive number of humans’, to which Mr Longone responds by stating: ‘Ecology suffers greater damage because of the technology being used than because of the rate of humans’. He adds that if we compare the Netherlands to the USA, and the Asian deltas to the lateralised regions of intertropical Africa, it quickly becomes apparent that the Earth has enjoyed greater respect in the areas where the human densities have been considerably higher; it is, in fact, an extraordinarily sparse population that has wrought utter destruction upon the greatest natural herd (buffalos), whereas the Dutch conquered 1/5 of their territory in the course of history’ (Population et sociétés, July 1972).

Basing his viewpoint on the most recent data, Mr Alfred Sauvy555

 has, on his part, demonstrated that there is no correlation whatsoever (and especially no negative one) between demographic growth and an increase in the product per capita rate.

In fact, the demographic variable impacts the sequence of economic phenomena far more through structural modifications than through mere volume-related variations. In the past, the main variable that affected the structure was mortality: in cases of a sudden increase, it struck against all ages and, as a result, the age group pyramid remained more or less unaltered. Nowadays, the most significant demographic variable (at times of peace) is fecundity. The latter’s sudden modification might trigger a complete imbalance in the age pyramid and generate fearsome demographic ageing (in Sweden, the decrease in birth rates has already compelled the government to increase the age of retirement).

The Neo-Malthusian supporters556

 of Zero Population Growth (ZPG) turn a blind eye to these facts. Furthermore, despite generally targeting institutions with ferocious criticism, they seem unable to discern that the logical consequence of a ZPG policy lies in the acknowledgement of the state’s authority over familial reproduction, as well as the right to limit the latter’s increase through forced sterilisation whenever necessary. 

Paul R. Ehrlich, who rambles on about ‘freedom’ and ‘universal brotherhood’, does not hesitate to propose authoritarian and repressive measures that would prevent populations from procreating further.

Suspicious Guilt

In De l’histoire à la prospective557

 (Laffont, 1975), Mr Pierre Chaunu558

 defines the ZPG ideology as the spreading of individual death-obsession into the collective domain. In Essais sur l’histoire de la mort en Occident, du Moyen-Age à nos jours559

 (Seuil, 1975), Mr Philippe Ariès560

 has demonstrated that, in modern times, this obsession with death originates from the USA and expresses both the aspirations and disillusionments of the American Dream, i.e. an apocalypticism in which disappointed over-optimism finds itself inverted.

‘The notion of Zero Population Growth, ever so popular in the US, betrays various and probably very complex forms of psychological panic, much more so than a rational examination of the situation. […] By concealing national situations behind universal data that lack any and all specific value, the anti-growth ideology conveys a suspicious sort of guilt. As the all-round champions of psychological naïveté and exponential calculation, the Americans have claimed the lion’s share in this respect’ (as written by Mr François Furet561

 in Le Nouvel Observateur, 24th March, 1975).

Mr Longone notes: ‘We can only express our puzzlement at the fact that the world’s richest nation, with its mere 22 inhabitants per square kilometre, seems to have given in to such genuine obsession, not to mention panic, in the face of growth, while China, with a population of almost 800,000 inhabitants and a density of 77 people per square kilometre, loudly proclaims its faith in the future’ (Population et sociétés,562

 July 1972).

The conference held in Bucharest in 1974 on the topic of population growth proved (as if it were even necessary) that in demographic matters, extrapolating one’s conclusions from one region of the planet to another is impossible.

In the Third World, due to the decrease in mortality that results from the spreading of European medical technology, the ‘demographic explosion’ that took place in the 1940s is already being absorbed, which is true of Latin America and, since 1972, India as well. A stabilisation of the situation is expected towards the end of the current century.563

 

Mr Pierre Chaunu affirms: ‘The estimations are currently exaggerated. All the censuses that shall be published in the coming years will prove, as they have been doing since 1963–68, that our estimations are tainted with increasing systematic errors. The surprises that surfaced between 1965 and 1974, as well as those that lie ahead (and are infinitely greater still), are embodied by symmetrical figures that represent the opposite of the 1945–63 period. We have proceeded to extrapolate on the basis of past situations, situations that are undergoing complete modification and, very often, a pure and simple reversal’ (op. cit.).

In Western countries, account taken of the current pace, it is not overpopulation that represents a threat, but a regular increase in the death excess compared to the birth rate. In La peste blanche,564

 Mr Pierre Chaunu and Georges Suffert specify that in Europe, the general reproduction rate has dropped from 1 % to 0.8 %; which means that mere generational replacement is no longer guaranteed.

The white race, which represented 25 % of the global population back in 1972, will only total 12.8 % in 2075. The number of Europeans will thus have decreased by 50 % in the space of a single century (proportionately to the world’s overall population).

In 1975, only thirteen out of thirty-three industrialised countries had a fertility rate that exceeded population renewal. During that same period, more coffins were being produced in West and East Germany, Austria and Luxembourg than cradles. In 1976, Belgium and England had to be added to the list, followed by France and Switzerland around 1980. In Germany, the completed fertility rate of 1.5 children per woman has practically been attained by the 1950 generation. At this pace, the West German population will have decreased to fewer than forty million inhabitants by 2030 (see Jean Bourgeois-Pichat’s Baisse de la fécondité et descendance finale,565

 in Population, November–December 1976).

In 1976, the French mortality figure exceeded the national birth rate in as many as thirty-four departments, including Côtes-du-Nord, Pyrénées-Atlantiques and Charente-Maritime, which has not prevented the ‘Friends of the Earth’ from advocating a decrease in the French population using arguments such as: ‘If one longs to escape urban concentrations, our 3100-kilometre coastline cannot provide a single person from our 52-million population with more than 62 millimetres of seashore’.

The Nuclear Power Plant Issue

In its Strategy for Tomorrow, the Club of Rome proposes an ‘organic growth’ model. What is meant here is that we are to decrease the growth experienced by rich countries so as to accelerate that of poor ones, and that the fewer goods are available to all, the fairer their repartition; which is utterly absurd.

What is responsible for leading people to believe that the underdevelopment of the Third World is actually due to the ‘overdevelopment’ of Western countries is deceitful propaganda. Those who wrote the preface to Paul R. Ehrlich’s book, namely Mr Pierre Samuel and Alexandre Grothendieck, claim that, demographically speaking, ‘each Frenchman born today weighs as much as 100 Asians’. Should our demographic presence be halved, the ‘weight’ represented by every Frenchman would thus total 200. One can hardly imagine how that could ever advantage Asia. In fact, the very size of the aid given to the Third World depends, among other factors, on the number of ‘aiders’. Under the current circumstances, a voluntary growth deceleration in rich countries would have the (marginal) effect of reducing development assistance, whose increase is, incidentally, demanded by the Club of Rome.

The same type of absurdities is encountered in the ongoing debate on nuclear energy. 

To Mr Brice Lalonde,566

 the head of ‘Friends of the Earth’ (an association that sponsored Mr René Dumont’s candidature during the presidential elections in 1974), the atom is ‘intrinsically fascistic’.

On 2nd December, 1974, in L’Express, Mrs Jacqueline Giraud567

 declared that the leaking out of a single gram of plutonium into the atmosphere would suffice to cause the deaths of a million people. Since 1945, however, atomic explosions have actually released three to five tonnes of radioactive plutonium into our atmosphere. Here is Mr François Lebrette’s conclusion568

 (Valeurs Actuelles, 10th February, 1975): ‘Either Mrs. Giraud’s calculations are inaccurate, or life actually vanished from our planet’s surface some 20 years ago, without us even realising it’.

There are about 200 active nuclear power plants today. Their number will be in excess of 1000 in 1985. In harmony with the law of large numbers, accidents may well occur. The likelihood of such an event, however, is infinitesimal. According to US calculations, a serious accident could take place every 1000 or even 100,000 years. The nuclear industry is, in fact, the only one to have applied strict security norms prior to industrial implementation. This was not even close to being true in the case of the chemical or charcoal industry.

Mr François Lebrette adds that ‘risk evaluation has allowed us to conclude that, for the same energy output, the nuclear field will claim fewer victims than charcoal’ (Valeurs Actuelles, 10th March, 1975).

As for Mr Maurice Herzog,569

 he reminds us that ‘a stay in high mountain areas leaves human beings far more vulnerable than time spent inside a power plant’. Indeed, the natural terrestrial and atmospheric radiation, totalling an average of 125 millirems per year, is six times higher on Mont Blanc. And yet, no negative repercussions have ever been observed. Both plutonium and radium enjoy a relatively abundant existence in their natural states (with the Rhône itself ferrying around 200 grams of radium a year), but only become a source of danger when a specific concentration rate and chemical configuration have been met. 

Professor Pierre Pellerin, the head of the Central Service for Protection against Ionising Radiation (INSERM),570

 an organism with ties to the World Health Organisation, has issued the following declaration: ‘There are nowadays no known kinds of human cancer caused by plutonium’.

Mr Francis Perrin, a professor at the Collège de France and a former high commissioner in the field of atomic energy, had this to add in Le Nouvel Observateur: ‘The panic campaign that has stricken the public opinion with regard to the frightening risks which the development of nuclear power plants allegedly generates is completely uncalled for’.

Despite their strong sympathies for ‘environmentalism’, Colette Guedeney and Gérard Mendel,571

 who have attempted to ‘psychoanalyse’ the atomic obsession, have also drawn the conclusion that there is a considerable disproportion between the (explicit or latent) delusional anguish surrounding nuclear power plants and the genuine threats that could actually stem from their use. Mr Mendel notes that this anguish ‘corresponds undoubtedly to highly regressive experiences, and not to specific, well-defined and rational fears. It is as if the mental defences that have gradually been erected during the process of maturation were at fault in this regard; as if, experiencing an impossibility of efficient action and robbed of its power to act, the “I” found itself in various pre-action positions in which archaism, delusion, magical thought and the law of all or nothing reign supreme’. 

New ‘Scenarios’

In its second published report (A Strategy for Tomorrow), the Club of Rome endeavoured to present a more nuanced point of view, ranging from an analysis rooted in reports on mass global averages (whose genuine significance is inexistent) to further reports on relatively homogenous regional systems. Instead of considering each of the 154 countries separately, the authors founded their calculations on ten large global communities or regions which, in some cases, relate to five distinct behavioural categories.

This work suffers from the same weaknesses as its predecessor. It interprets the future on the exclusive basis of a given model. Even when including a certain number of ‘scenarios’, however, this model remains necessarily mechanistic. It cannot, by definition, take into consideration any factors that are foreign to its elaboration; neither could it ever take into account energy threshold crossings that it was not designed to analyse, incorporate the subjective and abnormal data that characterise periods of crisis or predict the innovations that will be produced in the coming years.

The authors of A Strategy for Tomorrow make use of figures in a peculiar fashion. So as to demonstrate that the nuclear option will lead to unbearable financial burdens, they claim that in a hundred years’ time, ‘the mere replacing of used reactors will cost 2000 billion dollars per year, meaning 60% of the current world income, which totals 3400 billion’. In other words, they proceed to compare a current income to one that is expected in 100 years’ time, as if it could ever remain constant. Based on the current growth rate, however, the global income will, a century from now, have undergone a sixtyfold increase. Reactor replacement costs will thus total only 1 %, and not 60 %.

Here is professor Vander Eycken’s conclusion: ‘It would be a vain effort to look through this second report in search of a response — however partial — to the numerous criticisms that the first one was targeted with’ (La Libre Belgique, art. cit.).

Other recent works have served to confirm the mistakes made by the members of the Club of Rome, particularly Models of Doom. A Critique of the Limits of Growth, a compendium by H. S. D. Cole, Christopher Freeman, Marie Jahoda et al. (published by Universe Books, New York, 1973), in addition to Adrian Berry’s The Next Ten Thousand Years (Laffont, 1977) and Les terreurs de l’an 2000,572

 a collective book presented by Mr Georges Suffert (Hachette, 1976).

Mr Louis Pauwels makes the following observation: ‘If one adds up the religion of nature inherited from the 18th century and the resurgence of Judaic apocalypticism, the result is none other than our contemporary, advanced thinking’ (in La fin du monde?,573

 a special edition of Question de).574

 

Indeed, the belief in an imminent ‘doomsday’ is nothing new. Since the very beginning, man has lived in fear of ‘soon’ lacking whatever seemed indispensable to his existence in harmony with his own momentary choices. When gunpowder was first used on the battlefield instead of arrows and ballista missiles, it seemed ‘evident’ to some that humanity was bound to vanish soon. The great eschatological systems and universalistic religions have exploited (and, oftentimes, fostered) such concerns and beliefs. A certain ‘environmentalism’ has now reawakened these age-old millenarian fears, these ancient guilt-inducing prohibitions.

The time has come for us to rid ourselves of these 2000-year-old explanatory schemes which, regardless of their religious or secular form, have always stemmed from man’s original sin and Fall and heralded the Apocalypse and Final Judgement. 

Never Shall Atlas Throw Up His Hands

Nuclear energy is akin to all other technologies: it is characterised by both advantages and inconveniences. Just like any other innovation, it can either serve or doom mankind. By resorting to it, man is taking a risk, but it is specifically in this manner that he embraces his own condition. Everything he produces acts as a reminder of his essence: that of a being that never falters in the face of a challenge. And it is by taking up the various challenges that he has established his own humanity, and he shall survive as long as he continues, in a most ‘natural’ fashion, to face the ones that he creates for himself, only perishing at the very moment when, frightened by his own boldness, he attempts to ‘revert to a past state’.

Mr Pauwels also states that he is ‘inclined to believe that human history will never reach its end’. ‘It seems to me that every form of messianism centred around the End of Days, the Final Judgement or the celestial Domains belongs to the sphere of mental disease. It is Atlas that carries the world, and he shall never throw up his hands. In my view, Atlas is the embodiment of the human adventure’.

During the 2nd International Congress for the Defence of Culture (Nice, September 1974), Mr Pauwels quoted the following words uttered by Donald Wolheim:575

 ‘There is a famous poet in our country whose constantly repeated chorus is “thus shall the world end”. As for me, there is one thing that I am certain of. We shall not end with a loud bang, nor shall we end up snivelling. Indeed, we shall simply not end at all’.

***
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***

The implementation of a nuclear programme is bound to contribute considerably to reducing the energetic dependence of national economies. This is what accounts for certain standpoints, both on the part of the friends and the rivals of the world’s superpowers. While most Left or extreme Left parties have expressed their hostility towards the development of the nuclear industry, the pro-Chinese members of ‘Red Humanity’ have proclaimed themselves to be ‘in favour of a nuclear programme’ (2nd May, 1975). Their publication states: ‘The French nuclear programme allows us to eventually ensure greater energetic independence, serving as a direct blow to the world’s superpowers. It is even the only programme to actually reinforce the French national independence. […] It is urgent for us to act, to reduce our energetic dependence and resist the machinations of the 2 superpowers, and particularly that of the more aggressive one, namely Russian social-imperialism’.

***

When the Communists Are Seized with Virtuousness

On 11th November, 1970, an ‘ideological hit parade’ took place in the Mutualité conference centre. The topic? ‘Scientific Humanism and Sexuality Issues’; which, in clearer terms, actually means ‘Communism and Sexual Freedom’. The French Communist Party (PCF) sent a specialist to address the matter: Doctor Bernard Muldworf, a fifty-four-year-old neuropsychiatrist and hospital physician.

For several years now, the PCF’s psychiatrist has been drawing attention to himself. In June of 1970, with the support of the French Movement for Familial Planning (which he belongs to), he published a book entitled L’adultère580

 (Casterman). A few months later, echoing several studies published in La nouvelle critique, the communist teachers’ magazine, he had two articles released by L’Humanité,581

 articles which focused on sexual issues and led some eminent representatives of the intelligentsia to qualify him as ‘reactionary’. He has since published a book on the topic of human sexuality, as well as an extensive essay focused on Freud (Editeurs français réunis, 1976) in which he strives to reconcile Freudianism and Marxism with the principles of a reasonably well-thought out sort of eroticism. 

In L’Humanité, on 30th October, 1970, he made the following declaration: ‘We must not be afraid to say it: the topic of sexual freedom is profoundly mystifying’.

Such ‘socialist prudishness’ is not a complete novelty.

Already in 1915, two years before the October Revolution, Lenin wrote to Clara Zetkin, a pioneer militant who published her memories in Reminiscences of Lenin: ‘I have heard that during a lecture and discussion evening with female workers, you expressed particular interest in issues of sex and marriage. I could not believe my ears! Excesses in one’s sexual life are a sign of bourgeois degeneration. The proletariat is a rising class: it has no need of being aroused!’

During that same period, Lenin wrote to Inessa Armand,582

 who was working on a propaganda pamphlet: ‘I advise you to remove the passage that deals with women demanding free love. Such a requirement is not proletarian, but bourgeois’.

To which he then added: ‘Love necessitates two people and may result in a third life. This leads to social interest, a duty towards society’.

Lenin’s indignation can still be heard today. Communists and socialists are in disagreement with regard to sexuality. In May 1968, one could read the following words on the walls of the Sorbonne: ‘The more I make love, the more I participate in the Revolution’. The demand for sexual liberty is nowadays part of all revolutionary programmes. And yet the purpose is not so much to achieve a mere ‘liberalisation of mores’ as it is to cast doubt upon the notion of couples and families.

‘Group Reproduction’

According to Leftists, sexual prohibition is a product of the capitalist society. It represents an ‘alienation’. In the name of biology, Doctor Muldworf responds to this claim: what is forbidden is ‘inscribed into the very nature of our sexual impulse’. Man must learn to defer the latter’s fulfilment. Desire, which is rooted in sexual instinct, only arouses pleasure to the extent that it anticipates it: it only exists in the interval or ‘hollow’ created by deferred satisfaction. To eliminate this satisfaction is thus to extinguish desire.

Doctor Muldworf quotes Freud, who, at the age of twenty-seven, wrote to his fiancée, saying: ‘The vulgar give free rein to their appetites; as for us, we choose to deprive ourselves. We do so in order to retain our integrity, and take care of our health, our capacity to enjoy life, and our emotions; we save ourselves for a purpose, without ever knowing why. And it is this habit of constantly repressing our natural impulses that defines us as refined beings’. 

In June of 1968, the Leftist action committee known as ‘Nous sommes en marche’583

 published a principial declaration in which it defined the couple as a ‘spontaneous union of two autonomies lasting 5 minutes or longer’.

In its first report, one could read the following words: ‘There is no such thing as a family. The family is unreal and only subsists through the fascination it exerts upon alienated minds. All sexual education bestowed upon children by their own parents inevitably falls into such an alienating scheme. At the moment, reproduction is a fool’s game in which men and women objectively conspire to victimise their child. There are no fathers and no mothers. Since every individual represents a complete unit, he or she has no reason to desire a child of their own. It is the group that actually reproduces’.

Doctor Muldworf disagrees and says: ‘Both psychology and psychoanalysis confirm the personalising aspect of sexual love, as well as the formative character of stable and lasting couples. The same modern psychological data demonstrates the imperious necessity of the respective and specific roles of mothers and fathers in their children’s psycho-affective development’.

‘Tribal communism’ is an illusion. As proven by Westermarck584

 in The History of Human Marriage, Günther585

 in Marriage, Its Shapes and Origin,586

 and Rivers587

 in Kinship and Social Organisation, couples and families surfaced at the very dawn of humanity.

What about eroticism? ‘There is nothing inherently immoral about it, but a mobilisation of sensuality on the sole basis of our imaginative capacity, one that excludes any and all affective dimensions, impoverishes the individual and may, at times, be dangerous for particularly fragile personalities’, says Mr Muldworf.

Le Nouvel observateur protested against this. Its editors caught a whiff of biological fatalism in the words of the communist neuropsychiatrist. They also felt that his statements contradicted the Marxist doctrine. If couples and families do indeed represent an inherent structure of the human phenomenon, could the resulting society still be considered an ‘alienating and artificial superstructure’?

Marx proposed that, instead of explaining the world, we focus on changing it; but can life be changed?

The argument is not a recent one. In October of 1966, Partisans magazine, which is run by editor François Maspéro,588

 published a special issue entitled Sexualité et répression.589

 Wilhelm Reich, the mystical theoretician who coined the notion of ‘Orgone’590

 and founded the Freudian-Marxist movement known as ‘Sexpol’ (‘for a proletarian sexual policy’), is often quoted in it, as is Georges Bataille591

 (on the topic of Eros and Thanatos): eroticism is seen as a means of universal fusion, of living entropy.

Contradicting the Party’s view, Simone de Beauvoir592

 once wrote that ‘a woman’s freedom begins in her belly’.

Jeannette Thorez-Vermeersch593

 responds, stating that ‘although birth control and voluntary maternity are but a ploy for the popular masses, they do serve as a weapon against social laws when in the hands of the bourgeoisie!’

In a letter published in L’Humanité on 18th May, 1956, Maurice Thorez shared the ‘Communist Party’s resolute opposition to neo-Malthusianism’ with Mrs. Lagroua Weill-Hallé, a member of Familial Planning. Without any reservations whatsoever, he denounced birth control and stated that Lenin, ‘despite condemning the hypocritical laws of the ruling classes, never declared himself in favour of contraceptive methods’. 

Registered Marriage Versus ‘De Facto Marriage’

The Party’s positions have hardly changed at all. In a report published by the Women’s Central Labour Commission under the title Les communistes et la condition feminine 594

 (Ed. Sociales, 1970), one could read the following: ‘Women’s liberation begins with the economic, social and political liberation of the working masses’.

Through experience, communist leaders are well aware that in political matters, certain facts must be taken into account.

In the 21st point of his preliminary draft of the Communist Manifesto, Engels wrote: ‘The advent of the communist regime shall transform the relations between the sexes into strictly private ones, which concern no one but those who participate in them and do not require society’s intervention. This transformation will be made possible the moment property is abolished, children are all brought up together, and the two bases of contemporary marriage, namely the dependence of women upon men and that of children upon their own parents, are destroyed’.

The revolution of 1917 was supposed to be an attempt to implement this programme by modifying the legislative compendium (Svod Zakonov) focused on the familial situation.

In 1918, the law code on civil registry established optional civil marriage. Divorce and legal abortion were both recognised. Two years later, eighteen-year-old youths were invited to register at the ‘Free Love Bureau’. Then, on 1st January, 1927, a new Family Code came into effect. It distinguished between two types of matrimony: registered marriage and ‘de facto marriage’ (Article 11). Divorce could be decreed freely, without even informing the spouse, and husbands could no longer force their wives to adopt their surname or place of residence. Polygamy was no longer a crime, and children were placed in state care.

To use the words of Alexandra Kollontai595

 (Communism and the Family, 1920), the family became, at best, ‘a union of comradery, of two equal members of the communist society, both of whom were free, independent and hard-working’.

Furthermore, Alexandra Kollontai reminded pregnant women that they were each ‘creating a new working unit’ and ‘thus acting in support of the community’ (The Labour of Women in the Evolution of Economy, 1923).

In Communism and Marriage (which was published in 1926 and translated into French three years later), David Riazanov, the head of the Marx-Engels Institute of Petrograd, presents the official charter of the new Soviet sexual economy, as well as an overview of the motifs pervading the family code. He mentions Preobrazhensky’s eugenist views in a favourable light, views which advocate ‘society’s imprescriptible right to intervene in people’s sexual life for the purpose of perfecting the race through artificial sexual selection’ (in 1931, Riazanov would be arrested and excluded from the Communist Party before vanishing during the Stalinist purges).

The catastrophic results are immediately visible.

The ebb begins in 1934 with a legislation centred around the protection of mothers and their children. The following year, an editorial published in the Pravda specifies that a bad father cannot be a good citizen and that only ‘simple, pure and proud love’ can and must account for matrimony. On 26th June, 1936, abortion is prohibited. Soon, a natalist policy is implemented. The eradication of the ‘ultra-Left’ and the Moscow trials are simultaneously set into motion.

The fulfilment of the five-year plan takes precedence over the attainment of individual happiness. The state cautions people, reminding them about the decline of a tsarist power that had, during its last years, submitted to Rasputin’s lewd fantasies and whims. As for the topic of sexual freedom, it is labelled ‘Leftist’ and ranked among the ‘bourgeoisie’s ideological arsenal’.

In 1944, the Family Code undergoes definitive reformation. Non-registered marriage is no longer recognised, as cohabitation is discouraged and divorce made more difficult.

As remarked by Mr Julien Cheverny596

 in Sexologie de l’Occident597

 (Hachette, 1976), ‘the fraternal society of comrades developed into a paternal one. Although women, who had temporarily acted as companions and militants, and both sexual partners and workers, would retain the latter role and play a militant part whenever necessary, they reverted to being housewives or matrons. From the Tsar to the Secretary General, or from Father to Father, it seems that one only tore themselves free from the moral universe of brothels and bourgeois disorder so as to better sink into the dismal comfort and cheap conveniences of barracks and moralism’.

As a result, Freudo-Marxists proceeded to revive the ‘right to pleasure’. Wilhelm Reich, a man according to whom our sexual life represents ‘the cardinal issue of our entire social existence’, embraced exile in order to participate in ‘man’s sexual reconstruction’. In the end, he would be driven mad. 

In 1959, as part of a book on The Issues of Sexual Education, Soviet physician T. S. Atariv asserted that chastity was most useful in ‘counteracting the erosion of revolutionary energy’; by contrast, sexual promiscuity often leads to ‘premature ageing’.

The Kremlin’s position has never varied since. In the pamphlet entitled What Is Communism? (Novosti Press Agency, Moscow, 1974), one finds the following response to the question of whether the family can subsist under Communism or not: ‘Could men ever renounce the incomparable happiness bestowed upon them by their relationship with their own children and shun their role of primary mentors? It is our firm conviction that the answer is no’.

In answer to the question ‘What is the communist attitude to free love?’, one encounters the following statement: ‘Communists categorically reject the opinion according to which the satisfaction of one’s own sexual instincts is as simple and inconsequential an act as swallowing a glassful of water. Genuine love always requires a specific sort of purity and mutual solicitude. The prospect of childbirth imposes enormous responsibility both towards one’s own beloved and offspring and towards society itself. Communists do not preach ascetism, nor simplify the relationship between men and women, but are, generally speaking, impervious to excesses, depravation and a frivolous approach to love and marriage’.

This criticism of ‘sexual liberation’ was developed in East Germany, in Walter Hollitscher’s Der überanstrengte Sexus. Die sogennante sexuelle Emanzipation im heutigen Kapitalismus (Akademie Verlag, East Berlin, 1975).598

 

The ‘Freudian-Marxist’ Mistake

According to Wilhelm Reich, ‘sexual misery’ is caused by an authoritarian society that masks ‘sexual naturality’, curbing it by means of cultural or institutional (meaning strictly human) prohibitions. Any normative morality is thus necessarily repressive, as is any hierarchy or institution. Reich proposes that mankind surrender itself to the universal ‘orgasmic flow’ and thus reinstate its lost paradise. This doctrine is particularly made explicit in Sexpol magazine, which has been published in France since 1975. 

It is among the ‘Reichians’ that we, once again, encounter the myth of man’s ‘good (sexual) nature’, which has either been alienated or repressed by ‘authoritarian’ structures, with ‘sexual normality’ becoming a more or less shapeless supplement to ‘man’s essence’.

In a book entitled L’univers contestationnaire599

 (Payot, 1969), two French psychoanalysts writing under the pseudonym ‘André Stéphane’ express the conviction that Leftist ‘sexual’ demands constitute the ultimate avatar of the messianic utopia espoused by great psychopathic dreamers: the dissenters mistake their wishes for reality because there is no possible reality in which their desires could take shape and because they are unable to assume their own responsibilities in the face of life.

As explained by Doctor Muldworf, the major mistake made by the ‘Reichian’ current consists in confusing the sexual repression whose origin is of a social nature with the one that is an inherent part of one’s emerging desire. As regards the ‘anti-authoritarian’ rebellion, it is based on the erroneous postulate of a radical severance between the subject and the object: ‘The power of the superego (the prohibiting or repressive moral authority) is not the direct reflection of a parental or paternal attitude or severity; it is, instead, the result of a compromise taking place within the subject between the strength of his impulses, his aptitude to bear the resultant anguish, and his parents’ explicit or implicit educational behaviour’.

In conclusion, he makes the following clarification: ‘A major part of our current mental pathology is a pathology of paternal deprivation’.

Doctor Muldworf is both a psychiatrist and a spokesman for the French Communist Party, and the Party is unwilling to have neurotics among its own ranks.

***

Sexualité et féminité,600

 an essay by Bernard Muldworf, Ed. Sociales, 96 pages.

***

The Status of Women

In Sexual Politics (Stock, 1971), Kate Millett, the theoretician of the American Women’s Liberation Movement (WLM), states that ‘sexual stereotypes lack any and all biological basis’.

Mrs Stassinopoulos responds: ‘Experiments conducted on animals have confirmed what has been implied by accident studies among humans: by varying the amounts of androgens that a foetus is exposed to, researchers can, at will, trigger male or female behaviour in the young animal’.

Arianna Stassinopoulos is a woman of Greek origin who completed her studies in the UK. Her book bears a most revelatory subheading: ‘Against feminism, for femininity’. It targets ‘female women’, meaning all those who long for emancipation yet do not believe that the latter should be channelled through social chaos and the rejection of motherhood.

The fundamental idea behind the WLM is that beyond sexual differences, meaning functional ones in the reproduction process, there are no innate (physiological or psychological) differences between men and women. All human beings are thus more or less ‘bisexual’, and the differences that are noticeable at every given moment are said to be solely due to ‘conditioning’: since early childhood, men and women are allegedly conditioned to play the social role assigned to their gender through clothes, games, and vocabulary.

Within an egalitarian society, it would, in other words, suffice to give little girls toy lorries and little boys dolls to witness the inversion of their ‘social roles’.

In a book initially published in 1973 and entitled Little Girls: Social Conditioning and Its Effects on the Stereotyped Role of Women During Infancy, Mrs Elena Gianini Belotti601

 declares: ‘Differentiated instruction according to the sex represents a genuine form of violence’. She then adds the following statement in the UNESCO courier (August–September 1975): ‘It is not evident in any way that there are psychological and intellectual divergences that stem from the biological differences between males and females’. 

On her part, Mrs Evelyne Sullerot602

 writes: ‘The terms “masculine values” and “feminine values” are extremely inaccurate phrases that I only use with caution. They do not seem to relate to any essential reality whatsoever’ (Demain, les femmes,603

 Laffont-Gonthier, 1965). As for Mrs Gisèle Halimi,604

 she coldly states: ‘The acquired is a hundred times more powerful than the innate’ (La cause des femmes,605

 Grasset, 1974). Not to be outdone, Mrs Françoise d’Eaubonne606

 exclaims: ‘The very notion of human behaviour imposed upon us by certain chromosomes is outdated and obsolete!’

There is but a single step that separates such people from asserting that gender is nothing but an illusion; and it is a threshold that the most extreme ne0-feminists are more than willing to cross. They thus refer to Simone to Beauvoir, who declares (in The Second Sex, Gallimard, 1949): ‘One is not born but rather becomes a woman’.

The idea that man ‘invents’ woman (just as the anti-Semite ‘invents’ the Jews) draws inspiration from the Sartrean theory of ‘being-for-others’: we are but what others choose to see or what they believe they distinguish in us. In actual fact, Others do not even exist; it is we who bestow upon them their existence. Mrs Suzanne Lilar607

 remarks: ‘Basically, Simone de Beauvoir had always been inconvenienced by the fact that there could actually be some “others”. She therefore attempted to resolve the matter by denying it: there are no women, and there are no differences’.

The ‘Bisexuality’ Myth

Mrs Stassinopoulos displays a certain amount humour when demonstrating that we have thus reached a paradoxical situation where, as a result of its obsessional desire to minimise the ‘biological’ in comparison with the ‘social’, the WLM sinks into neopuritanism. She writes: ‘When it comes to genital organs, the attitude of WLM members is remarkably Victorian. These organs must be kept rigorously separate from other organs that are both purer and nobler and pertain to thought and sensitivity. The reproductive function thus reverts to being unpleasant, wicked and devoid of any and all importance — this time, however, it is not because sex is pernicious, but because it is a despicable reminder of the fundamental differences between women and men’. 

This ‘neopuritanism’ can be likened to the Christian theory according to which ‘sexual differentiation can never prevail over the universality of our human nature’ (Jean-Marie Aubert, La femme. Antiféminisme et christianisme,608

 Cerf-Desclée, 1975).

The ‘bisexuality’ myth is, likewise, directly connected to the notion that gender is only ‘superficially’ determined at birth and that it is only genuinely molded through familial education and social relations.

The 7th issue of Nouvelle revue de psychanalyse609

 focused on ‘bisexuality and gender differences’. In it, J-B Pontalis’610

 students attempted to revive the Hermaphrodite topic by extrapolating Freud’s theories on alterity. Joyce McDougall611

 writes: ‘The hermaphroditic ideal is rooted in the fusional ideal that unites a child to the maternal bosom’ (see also Groddeck’s speculations on the ‘male pregnancy fantasy’, and its outline by Mrs. Eugénie Lemoine-Luccioni612

 in Partage des femmes,613

 Seuil, 1976).

Doctor Gérard Zwang connects this theory to a denial of reality. He writes: ‘The human condition can only be experienced as a man or a woman. As soon as fertilisation takes place, the die is cast. There are some who delight in musings about the bisexuality of each human being. Such a conception, however, does not exceed the scientific level of living-room conversations. […] Somatic sexual inheritance cannot be denied. The man-like attitudes of certain women and the effeminate behaviour of certain men could never change anything about their reproductive polarity. As for the transsexuals who have their breasts or genitals mutilated, or acquire udders through hormonal means, they are all stricken with grave mental illness’.

It is neither coincidence nor social structures, therefore, that are responsible for the fact that, having been born a boy or a girl, a child retains its gender throughout its life. It is our cells’ chromosomal contents that determine our sex. (It should also be noted that if there were indeed such a thing as biological bisexuality, only men could claim to have it, since they alone bear both sexual chromosomes, X and Y, while women are defined by two allosomic Xs.)

In this regard, researchers specify that the differences that are deemed ‘scandalous’ by the WLM do not solely relate to (primary and secondary) sexual characteristics, but range from endocrinal secretions, reactions to morbid stimuli, pathology, and resilience to both effort and pain all the way to hypothalamic functioning. Even the potency of medicines and toxins vary in accordance with the gender. One could, on the basis of different parenchymas such as enzymes, speak of ‘biochemical sexes’. In the case of certain substances, an activity-related sexual difference and, in parallel, a metabolic one can be brought into evidence (see P. Binet’s L’activité des medicaments et des toxiques en function du sexe,614

 Doin, 1972).

Professor Gilbert-Dreyfus, an endocrinologist, has made the following declaration: ‘Some of the functions of the hypothalamus, an agglomeration of nerve fibres and nuclei that plays an essential role in the brain, vary from one gender to the other. The brains of men and women, and consequently, their respective ways of thinking, are certainly not identical; and I, for one, take issue with the assertion that there is neither a masculine nor a feminine brain, but rather a single one, namely that of the human race’. He then adds: ‘By resorting to dresses and dolls, one risks turning boys into neurotic children, children that will nonetheless still remain boys. Ever embarrassed for being the way they are and maladjusted to the surrounding world, they would thus, at best, be ideal candidates for transvestism and even homosexuality’. 

Due to the organism’s psychophysiological solidarity, the difference between men and women can be found, most logically, in virtually all of our psychological and temperamental predispositions. 

A good example is that of the tendency towards aggressiveness, which is blatantly more pronounced in the masculine gender. As a result of the higher androgen level in men, this difference already manifests itself during the very first months of our lives. ‘Power, resistance, energy, combativeness, a hunter’s instinct, and an impulse to conquer and dominate are all masculine characteristics that contrast with feminine attributes, namely submission, passivity, sensitivity, tenderness, receptiveness, intuition and an eye of subtle details’ (as stated by professor Gilbert-Dreyfus).

With women, all physical and mental constitutional traits that lean towards preservation are greatly accentuated. Since their primary biological role is to give life and foster its preservation, women are inclined to embrace tradition (defined as a repetition of things that have already proven their worth) and education (understood as the learning of certain models and their subsequent replication). Men, by contrast, have a tendency to seek innovation, even when the latter comprises a certain risk. Despite tiring more easily, women can withstand much greater physical strain and generally live longer than men. They are also endowed with superior pain tolerance. Their biological superiority as far as resistance and vitality are concerned is as famous as that of men when it comes to the prompt use of force, maximalisation and localised effort. It is the continuous that serves as basis for women’s superiority; for men, by contrast, it is the discontinuous.

A Complementarity of Temperaments

The same difference is encountered in matters of intelligence: despite the presence of equal averages, the magnitude of I.Q. variations is greater among men than among women. 

Mrs Stassinopoulos explains: ‘Men are less average than women. It is amongst them that one finds both geniuses and idiots; both giants and dwarves. This greater variability among men cannot be accounted for by environmental influence, as could a simple average difference. If the smaller proportion of women at the highest levels of society is due to the fact that as a result of being considered mentally inferior to men, they actually become so, how does the WLM explain the higher percentage of idiots among men? Why is it that remedial classes are filled with boys? And why is there a greater number of mentally disabled men in psychiatric hospitals’?

‘It is because this striking difference between the sexes can only be explained through biology that the WLM passes over it in silence. Indeed, the “Y” male chromosome generates a greater genetic variety at all stages of human growth; the development of males is thus slower, allowing more time for variations to surface’.

In his Psychanalyse de l’Amérique615

 (Stock, 1930), Hermann von Keyserling,616

 for whom ‘a human being’s masculinity or femininity is far deeper a matter than the general quality of being human’, makes use of the same objections: ‘When considering things from the psychological point of view of instincts and elementary impulses, one may label man as mankind’s individualistic and therefore egotistical and egoistic element, whereas women represent its altruistic, disinterested and social component’.

‘Every single initiative, invention and variation presupposes a predominance of the self-affirmation element; on the other hand, every act of preservation and continuity within the dimensions of simultaneity and succession presupposes a predominance of the altruistic impulse. Both impulses are equally necessary for the continuation and progress of life. In the absence of self-affirmation, mankind could never endure on Earth; nor could there ever be any kind of progress. On the other hand, without self-forgetfulness as a dominant force, war would be the only normal relationship between human beings’.

There is, therefore, a certain complementarity between the two temperaments: masculine ‘individualism’ and feminine ‘altruism’ are both equally necessary for mankind to progress. (Incidentally, von Keyserling has no difficulty whatsoever in demonstrating the fact that altruism can sometimes act as a domination tool.)

He goes on to add: ‘There is no doubt, however, that women are essentially imitative; they yield and submit, and should they come to love a man, their greatest happiness lies in merging their personality with their beloved’s. It is nonetheless at this very point that a factor proving that it is actually women who represent the stronger sex comes into play. No matter how submissive and imitative a woman may be, nothing can hinder nor prevent her from achieving her own development, for such an attitude is natural for her. As confirmed by our entire human history, woman have, on the contrary, always attained maximal development and perfection when surrendering to an ideal, regardless of whether the ideal itself is a god or a man. This implies that no matter how much men dominate, they could never rob women of their intrinsic power as long as the latter master their womanly skills’.

Women’s ‘passivity’ and ‘receptiveness’ (mentioned by countless authors yet defined as mere ‘myth’ by the WLM) are both part of a natural structure whose essential aim lies in preservation.

Neo-feminists are wrong to reject this ‘passivity’ for being humiliating. In the long run, such unrelenting receptiveness turns out to be far more advantageous that activity, which, by definition, is an event that is destined to end. ‘Among two essentially equal partners, it is the one who keeps his head down and lies in wait that will not only drive the other to eventually exert his strength, but even exhaust the latter’ (Keyserling). Women’s endurance is a quality that corresponds to men’s intensity, but it is in a desire to idealise duration that man, in his thirst for eternity, created religion.

A State of Dependence

The WLM also denounces the situation of ‘material dependence’ in which a large number of women find themselves in relation to their male partners. However, the very notion that women lose their own liberty when in a state of economic dependence is not only synonymous with implicitly considering material factors to be, in the absolute, more significant than any other ones, but also (and above all) with turning a blind eye to the fact that women have traditionally compensated for their own material dependence through an array of psychological and emotional influences that have often resulted in men’s mental dependence.

It is a fact that most women find it easier to do without any interactions with men than the other way around. It is also a fact that women’s influence upon men is more widespread and more durable than that of men on women. This is specifically due to the fact that among men, inhibitions geared towards preservation are not as clearly marked. For the very same reason, men find it more difficult to reclaim their former identity once released from external influence. By contrast, as indicated by Keyserling, ‘a woman finds it very easy to adopt the psychology of the man she loves or admires, since it is in her very nature to give herself over to others. On the other hand, however, she does revert to her original self from one moment to the other, in harmony with the changes in her emotional disposition’.

Ever an ‘idealist’, man puts woman into a state of material dependence. Being ‘materialists’, women, on the other hand, place men into a state of mental dependence. It is hardly certain that, of the two, it is the former that is decisive. Keyserling also writes that ‘a person’s superior or inferior situation depends on the psychological influence they exert, regardless of whether they are a man or a woman. On its own, material power itself is of no use, unless the decision is rendered through brute force, a rare exception in civilised communities. It only becomes supreme when people believe it to be a decisive element’ (op. cit.).

And yet, as Keyserling adds, ‘Europe has never believed in financial power as a last recourse. The reign of this bizarre conviction belongs to the original aspects of the US. In America, people genuinely believe that the rich are, due to their sole affluence, superior; for in the US, the fact of giving money actually creates moral rights’.

It is highly remarkable that, following the Women’s Lib’ Movement, neo-feminism originated specifically from the other side of the Atlantic, from this North America where the dominant role played by women could easily have led people to think that the latter were already fully ‘emancipated’.

This paradox is merely an apparent one. The predominance of the feminine element in the US, particularly impacted by the feminine traits of the American society (the power of the public opinion, the importance of polls that reveal whether one is ‘loved or not’, the tendency of the state to fulfil demands instead of determining them, the particular focus on the acquisition of goods, etc.), is directly connected to the inhibition of the masculine state of mind, and especially that of the authoritarian principle, whose relinquishment is inherent in the very institution of the American system (in this respect, every democracy is of a feminine essence). This inhibition of masculine values is, among men, partially compensated for through traits such as the hypertrophy of the gaming instinct, an excessive hunger for economic return, and so on. The resulting dismay among women is all the greater, not only due to the absolute priority bestowed upon material and financial criteria, all of which impose a certain economic dependence on women without any countervailing aspect (thus rendering it unbearable), but also because the complementarity of the sexes has been disrupted, a development that is most acutely felt by women, whether consciously or not. 

Other recent scientific works have enabled us to establish a narrow connection between the differences in the aptitude of the sexes and the latter’s brain structures. The fact that girls are, on average, much more successful in verbal ability tests than in non-verbal ones (those where spatial aptitude is tested, for instance), with the very opposite applying in the case of boys, is therefore attributable to a more precocious and more pronounced lateralisation of the cerebral functions.

The Foundations of Sexual Dimorphism

Mrs Stassinopoulos writes that upon reaching adulthood, ‘women continue to excel in verbal activities and men in non-verbal ones. Men prove to be superior in the logical handling of concepts and connections, regardless of whether the focus is on numbers, words, programmes or special relations, whereas women have the upper hand in matters of verbal expression and execution’.

‘There are, on average, no differences in the intelligence of the sexes. They are just differently gifted’.

The fact that the sexes complement each other is fundamental. Men are in need of women just as much as women require men, which is not only true from a sexual point of view, but also from a psychological and mental perspective; they need each other so that they can construct themselves through antagonism by acknowledging the basic differences that act as the most visible sign of universal diversity. Women represent mankind’s ‘earthly’ aspect and men its ‘celestial’ one. Women have a deeper commitment to the biological side of things, to nature and the continuous; men, on the other hand, are more profoundly committed to everything that is symbolic, institutional and discontinuous. It is this very fruitful dialectical complementarity, one which results in the existence of children, that endows the need for mutual difference with emotional foundations and establishes the practice of parental functions in the shape of two mutually interactive poles within the field of education. It is through this complementarity that men and women find themselves in spiritual correlation and take advantage of the latter to overcome their original aspects and, should they be capable of doing so, attain a superior synthetical type. (In this regard, the relation between the people and the state is no different from that between the masculine and feminine elements. They are driven by an equal need for one another so as to produce a ‘child’ that will act as their continuation.)

The symbolic image of gender complementarity is found in the dialectic established by the Greeks between the Logos spermatikos, or fertilising spirit, and the Eros kosmogonos, or love of the world (see also the connection between the creative masculine Yang and the conceptual feminine Yin in Chinese philosophy). 

‘It is as fundamentally ridiculous to speak of the superiority of men or women as it is to refer to the superiority of the positive or negative electrical polarity’ (Keyserling).

Consequently, one could say that each of the sexes is, on a different level, the object upon which the other leaves its mark and through which it simultaneously shapes itself. Each sex thus becomes a function of the other, so much so that any degradation suffered by one inevitably triggers that of the other. 

Since mankind is, on the whole, comprised of two sexes, the absence of creativity in either one results in the same kind of lack in the other. This is what happens particularly when one of the sexes no longer perceives itself as such and seeks to become identical to its counterpart, thus creating an imbalance in the elemental structure: the more a woman progresses by way of the masculine principle, the more she is robbed of the inspirational power that embodies the very prerogative of femininity (and the less creative her man becomes).

Keyserling writes: ‘This brings us back to the specific issue faced by the United States. America is currently the most education-obsessed and least creative country in the world. The two phenomena are closely linked: wherever the feminine principle holds sway in absolute terms, the masculine one is, in the event that it exists at all, doomed to lose its own vitality or possibly remain hidden or otherwise ineffective’ (op. cit.).

Sexual dimorphism, meaning the differentiation between the sexes, thus turns out to be a fundamental fact in living systems, and especially human ones.

Soviet psychiatrist Mr Aron Isaakovich Belkin, head of the endocrinology laboratory at the Psychiatric Institute of Moscow, explains: ‘Biological evolution has led numerous species to divide into two sexes, a division that offers enormous advantages with regard to their ability to adapt to their surroundings and their aptitude for survival. This phenomenon does not merely take place on the genetic level, but also that of attitudes. Since each sex has evolved separately, clear differences in the constitution, behavioural patterns and traits eventually surfaced. Today, it is as impossible to arbitrarily or unrestrictedly modify the characteristics that define the role of each sex as it was in the past; indeed, these roles are based on biological foundations that could never be neglected without incurring truly unfortunate consequences’ (UNESCO courier, August–September 1975).

Indeed, behavioural ‘desexualisation’ can only lead to the ‘I’s’ impoverishment. As specified by Mr Belkin, ‘modern science has gathered a sufficient amount of trustworthy data on the topic to allow us to state with utter certainty that our sense of sexual belonging is an indispensable component of the human personality. Every individual that lacks this sense is thus incapable of leading a normal social existence’ (ibid.).

In the course of the 1920s, the USSR was actually one of the lands in which utopian feminism enjoyed a rather trendy position; and it is a Soviet, Mr Belkin, who has declared: ‘Those who loudly advocate the “identity of men and women”, “sexual revolution” and the right to sever one’s ties to “conventions” are perhaps solely driven by the egoistical and rash desire to exempt themselves from the function which both nature and society have assigned to each one of us’. 

***

The Female Woman, an essay by Arianna Stassinopoulos. Laffont, 225 pages.

Le malentendu du deuxième sexe,617

 an essay by Suzanne Lilar. PUF, 306 pages.

Little Girls: Social Conditioning and Its Effects on the Stereotyped Role of Women During Infancy, an essay by Elena Gianini Belotti. Ed. des Femmes, 196 pages.

La fonction érotique,618

 a two-volume essay by Gérard Zwang. Laffont, 478 and 678 pages respectively.

***

In his Sex and Character (Geschlecht und Charakter, published by Braumüller, Leipzig), Otto Weininger619

 had, at the end of the 19th century, defined one’s superior aptitude to treat the not-self620

 in an objective manner as the foremost characteristic of the masculine temperament in comparison with the feminine one. Weininger claimed that women were trapped in their own subjectivity more than men, and that this accounted for the fact that the public sphere, i.e. the administration of not-selves, had always been a primarily masculine domain.

Weininger went as far as to define men as ‘beings of Ideas’. Women, he said, were merely ‘beings of nature’ — they were individuals, but never managed to become a person. ‘Ideas are foreign to a woman; she neither affirms nor denies them. She is, furthermore, neither moral nor antimoral. She knows no signs that would allow her to speak the language of mathematics and remains purposeless’. Whereas men are endowed with unconditional and timeless intelligence capable of generating autonomous conceptual thoughts, women are forever dominated by nature. Their only essential thought relates to the continuity of the human species. This is the reason why from their perspective, copulation always retains a positive importance (‘The coital instinct is an instinct centred around the indeterminate preservation of life’). In a woman’s eyes, supreme good is to be found in flesh, and she longs to fulfil this ideal wherever she is and at all times. Weininger writes: ‘Just as the sexual organs lie, from a physical point of view, at the very centre of a woman’s body, so does the sexual idea lie at the very centre of her mental nature’.

Weininger draws a connection between women’s lesser aptitude to embrace the unlimited (or unconditional) and their elective affinities. He views their relative inability to establish a fundamental relationship with things themselves (and thus to envision the thing itself simultaneously in terms of distance and self-definition) as the cause of an instinctive rejection of the very notion of order. Women, he declares, are inclined to adhere to all doctrines that perceive society as a mere agglomeration of individuals, and not as a group of people endowed with their own individual autonomy (socialism, pacifism, etc.). Due to this fact, women are ‘condemned to revolve around reality without ever accessing it’.

For Weininger, there is also a direct connection between the advent of liberal democracies and the commencing reign of feminine values. He takes the view that ‘our age is the most feminine one. We live in an age when art is content to remain unadventurous, seeking its inspiration in the games of animals; an age of spiritual anarchy that has lost all sense of justice and statehood; an age of communist morality, of the most insane historical views: an age that bestows upon history a materialistic interpretation; a time of capitalism and Marxism; a time when history, life and science find themselves incapable of rising above political economics and technical education; a time when ingeniousness is perceived as a form of madness; a time devoid of great artists and great philosophers; a time that lacks any and all originality, but is still tormented by the most maddening desire for originality…’

Here is his conclusion: ‘A choice must be made: a choice between the female and the male, between “business” and culture, between the ignorance and acknowledgment of values, between mundane life and the highest possible earthly life, between negation and an affirmation that makes one akin to God’.

The excessive and systematic aspects of this doctrine quickly become apparent; it is a doctrine that leads us towards a virtually complete denial of the complementarity of the sexes. In his desire to oppose feminism, Weininger has rejected one excess only to espouse another. Admittedly, he himself was, at the time, experiencing an identity crisis. Having been born into a Jewish Austrian family, he chose to convert to Christianity, yet failed to attain what he so desperately sought. He committed suicide in 1902, at the age of twenty-three. His book did, however, exert considerable influence upon his readers’ minds.

***

The Western Woman

If it were truly consistent in its convictions, feminism would, on certain levels, be indistinguishable from the defence of European culture and values. For it is in Europe, and nowhere else, that women have always been considered to be persons and not things. A simple comparison between the ancient European civilisation and that of the Near-East clearly demonstrates this fact.

In a thick book in which he displays the same mental independence as in his previous works (Haro sur la démocracie,621

 among others, immediately springs to mind), Mr Julien Cheverny, a forty-eight-year-old member of the French Socialist Party (PS) who, under a different name, acts as advisor to the French Court of Auditors, proceeds to bitterly criticise a ‘Judeo-Christian civilisation whose ability to reconcile the sexual with the eugenic has always been restricted to not mentioning the matter at all’.

‘In the entire history of Israel, women have never enjoyed much freedom’, writes Mr Jean-Marie Aubert. To be more specific, women’s social devaluation has always been part of a certain religious structure there. 

What is significant is that in the Scriptures, Eve was the second to be created: Yahweh ‘built’ her (when taken literally, yiben means ‘construct’) using one of Adam’s ribs or his side (the Hebrew word tsela has both these meanings). ‘Eve is the very first creature to have been made using living matter, without resorting to the breath of God. As a result, the very essence of women happens to be closer to nature’ (Le statut de la femme dans la Bible,622

 in Les Nouveaux cahiers, autumn 1976). Eve thus intervenes as the separation of man and God, shattering the direct relationship that once connected Adam to Yahweh. ‘It is in this regard that the appearance of womankind would allow history to commence. Following this logic, it is hardly surprising that it was consequently Eve who, by picking the apple, flung mankind towards the earth below, far from Gan-Eden’ (ibid.).

The biblical society is both a patriarchal and a polygamous one. The husband is the owner — the Baal — of all his wives. Women are a property listed in an enumeration that comprises slaves and cattle (Exodus 20:17). Should he choose to do so, a man may sell his daughter into slavery (Exodus 20:7 and 21:7). Having arrived to Egypt and fearing that he would be put to death due to his wife Sarah’s beauty, Abraham passes her off as his sister and sells her to the Pharaoh. (Likewise, it was Isaac who, in the next generation, proceeded to pass his wife Rebecca off as his sister once he had settled among the Philistines.)

Legally speaking, women belong to the ‘incapables’, along with slaves, idiots, and the infirm. Their testimony can only be accepted in certain very specific cases. They are not allowed to divorce their spouse, but may themselves be repudiated, upon which they become impure (Leviticus 21:7). According to the House of Hillel,623

 such repudiation may be pronounced by the husband for any reason whatsoever, beginning with his discovery of a woman that is more to his liking.

Among both the Hebrews and the Assyrians, one encounters the practice of Levirate marriage: a childless widow whose husband dies must ‘pass’ to his brother, thus allowing familial ‘goods’ to remain within the clan (Deuteronomy 25:5–6).

The notion of a goddess such the Roman Diana or Minerva, a city protector or a huntress, is unthinkable from the perspective established by the Bible. Only man is in direct contact with God. He alone undergoes circumcision, a mutilation that is conducted as a sign of his alliance with Yahweh. Women are thus marginalised among believers. When married, they are sometimes perceived as an obstacle to prayer, and synagogues implement a rigorous separation of men and women. As pointed out by Mr Aubert, ‘women are of no importance in the synagogue’: The Minyan, a quorum of ten people required for the celebration of any religious service, must remain exclusively masculine.

In Die Frau in der antiken Welt und im Urchristentum (Leipzig, 1954), J. Leipoldt624

 highlights the fact that the Hebrew language lacks a female version for the words ‘just’, ‘pious’ and ‘saint’. In the Akkadian dialect, the feminine inflection is applicable to all that is inferior.

In the Bible, the harlot always plays a significant yet ambivalent role (the topic of the repenting woman-sinner). The importance placed upon virginity turns her into a necessary evil. Punished less severely than the adulterous woman (since she does not disrupt social order as much), she sometimes renders outstanding service. At times, she symbolises the fall of the Israeli people into idolatry. Jephthah the Gileadite, one of the judges over Israel, was the son of a prostitute. On her part, Rahab proceeded to hide the spies sent by Joshua. As for Hosea, he was ordered by Yahweh to marry a prostitute. In the ancient temple of Jerusalem, one encountered, just like in Babylon, sacred prostitutes known as the Qedesha. 

Sexual relations are codified with the most extraordinary care. The punishments are detailed and the prohibitions numerous (and, oftentimes, connected to dietary prescriptions). Women are subject to innumerable rules of ‘purity’ and ‘impurity’ (Niddah), probably in connection with blood symbolism (‘The soul of the flesh is in the blood’, as written in Leviticus 17:10). The Talmud of Babylon dedicates an entire volume to the jurisprudence of ‘impurity’ issues relating to menstruation. 

One can also read in the Leviticus: ‘If a woman has conceived seed, and borne a man child, then she shall be unclean for seven days. But if she bears a maid child, then she shall be unclean for two weeks’ (Leviticus 12:5–12).625

 

In Against Apion, Flavius Josephus626

 writes the following: ‘A woman, states the Law, is inferior in all matters. Thus must she obey, not so as to be humiliated, but so as to be guided, for it is upon man that God has bestowed power’. 

In the Middle-Ages, it was customary for the pious Jew to utter three daily blessings: ‘Praise be upon Thee, oh Lord, for not having made me a pagan! Praise be upon Thee for not having made me a woman! Praise be upon Thee for not having made me ignorant!’ (Menachot 43 b). 

Marriage as a ‘Last Resort’

Despite the fact that, in the beginning, it primarily seduced women and slaves (during the 3rd century, in fact, the numerical significance of Christian women compared to male converts caused such problems that Pope Callixtus allowed patrician women to marry slaves rather than men that were equal to them in rank but had remained true to the faith of their fathers), Christianity was destined to re-adopt the antifeminist tradition that went hand in hand with its own origins. By establishing the principle of a specific Chosen People, however, Judaism turned the latter’s perpetuation into the most holy of duties. It therefore placed emphasis on the importance of the family, perceived marriage as a religious obligation and defined sterility as a curse (it was only during the rabbinic period that sexual desire was considered to be connected to the instinct of evil). A universalistic religion by definition, Christianity is the very opposite: it accentuates the process of devaluing both the body and human sexuality, stressing the gift of chastity to God. (In return, it grants women mysticism, which Judaism prohibits them from practicing.)

Establishing the ‘Christian family’ (while simultaneously considering marriage as a ‘last resort’), it proceeded to adopt the European tradition of monogamy as its own (having become Roman citizens in 212, the Jews were forbidden from practicing polygamy; but in Western communities, it was only in the 10th century that the latter would be prohibited once and for all, thanks to Rabbi Gershom of Mainz).627

 

The Christian hostility to women, which stems from Judaism, is thus combined with a more general hostility towards all matters of the flesh, one that is probably of Gnostic essence. (On many levels, in fact, Christianity comes across as a successively re-Judaised and de-Judaised sort of Gnosticism.)

Paul acknowledged women’s right to both pray publicly and prophesy. He even recognised their right to be involved in religious ministry. He did, however, recommend that husbands separate themselves from their wives during prayer (1 Cor. 7:5) and that women keep silent during assemblies (1 Cor. 34–35). With regard to marriage, he displays unambiguous hostility: ‘He who marries his betrothed does well, and he who refrains from marriage does even better’. (1 Cor. 7:38). In his eyes, ‘to set the mind on the flesh is death’. Believing that the distinction between the sexes must be overcome (Gal. 3:28: ‘There is neither male, nor female’), he advocates virginity as a genuine form of ‘liberation’.

He declares: ‘A woman should learn in quietness and full submission. I do not permit a woman to teach or to assume authority over a man; she must remain quiet. For Adam was formed first, and Eve next. And Adam was not the one deceived; it was woman who, having been seduced, became a sinner’ (1 Tim. 2:11–14).

As written by Mr Cheverny, ‘Christian tradition renders woman inferior to man, making her his mere auxiliary, a subordinate and a traitress. Alternatively, it turns woman into the Virgin Mary who bore the man-God, into the one who, having been visited by the Archangel, willingly submits to the will of the Holy Spirit. Never will it define woman as man’s equal in the framework of the couple formed by both sexes’. 

Diversity Is an Enrichment

Ancient Europe offers us an entirely different picture. In all Indo-European societies, which lie at the source of current European cultures, women enjoyed a privileged position. Although these societies were founded upon a patriarchal type of system (in which the bonds enabled and transmitted identifications following a line of masculine kinship; the family submitted to the father’s authority; and the principal position in the pantheon itself belonged to a father-god), the latter generated a complete sort of society, one where women were not only ‘allowed access’, but also honoured, because the worldview it expressed established the relation between the sexes in accordance with a principle of complementarity. 

It is because an inegalitarian conception of the world is necessarily founded on the acknowledgement of diversity that the other sex has always been considered an enrichment in Europe, and not regarded as a curse that allegedly stems from some ‘original sin’. Polytheism acts as a reflection of this human diversity, just as monotheism mirrors a regressive aspiration for the unique. Whereas Yahweh is a ‘masculine’ and jealous God, the goddesses and heroines whose names have never been forgotten by European history and tradition are beyond count, mentioned in various sources ranging from Vedic texts and Homeric epics to Roman tales and Scandinavian sagas. 

Whether in Sparta, Athens or Rome, or among the Indo-Aryans, Celts or Germanic tribes, women were fully integrated into the socio-economic, cultural and political structures, participating in the public life. Regardless of the circumstances, a woman never left her husband’s side. She exercised her rights through judicial procedures. Each had her own place during stadium games, which exalted bodily health and vigour, as well as in front of the altar, where gods were honoured. In Ireland, women held religious, political and even military functions. Among the Cimbri628

 and the Goths, it was not uncommon for women to take part in combat.

Whereas Assyrian women were compelled to undergo ritualised prostitution at least once in their lifetime, the Greeks honoured the beautiful Helen, the tumultuous Phaedra, and the faithful Penelope, not to mention Sappho the poetess, Aspasia the courtesan and even saturnine Xanthippe. Homeric texts sing the praise of both Iphigenia and Briseis. They depict Helen and Andromache wandering freely in the Trojan streets, accompanied by their escorts; with Queen Arete and Penelope speaking on numerous occasions before the assemblies. A dialogue takes place between heroes and goddesses, as well as between heroines and gods. It is even Andromache herself that offers Hector advice in matters of military strategy (the Iliad VI, 490–93). ‘There is hardly a trace of misogyny in the Greek epic texts’, remarks Sarah B. Pomeroy629

 (in Goddesses, Whores, Wives and Slaves. Women in Classical Antiquity, Robert Hale and Co., London, 1975).

Plato, who describes women as ‘weaker than men’, simultaneously states that they are destined to play the highest philosophical and war-related roles (Republic V, 455–56). The tragedians, and especially Euripides630

 (Medea), offer us a description of feminine psychology that is fraught with both finesse and respect.

In Rome, women were not confined to a gynaecium631

 either and were often seen in temples and shows. They dined in the city at will and were allowed to own both land and goods. They were entitled to inheritance and had, in the process, an equal share compared to that of boys: just like her brothers, a woman was the co-owner of the familial patrimony. Upon the birth of the Republic, women were already entitled to take legal action and testify. There was even a women’s assembly (Conventus Matronarum) responsible for monitoring city matters. 

Historians and chroniclers have bequeathed to us the memory of Cornelia, wife of Pompey, as well as that of Portia (wife of Cato),632

 Calpurnia (Plutarch’s wife), and many other feminine models of intelligence and grace. Cato the Ancient633

 declared: ‘The man who beats his wife raises an impious hand against what is most holy and sacred in this world’. Louis Bridel634

 writes: ‘Already in Roman times, mothers were genuinely well-regarded, but it was among the ancient Germanic peoples that women were honoured; and one might say that it was indeed through them that the very notion of femininity (Weiblichkeit) was born into the world’ (La femme et le droit. Etude historique sur la condition feminine,635

 Paris-Lausanne, 1884).

In his Germania, Tacitus writes: ‘Inesse quin etiam sanctum aliquid et providum putant, nec aut consilia earum aspernantur, aut responsa neglegunt’: ‘They [the Germanic tribes] even believe that there is a certain sanctity and prescience in them [in women], and they do not despise their counsels nor ignore their responses’. 

Among the Germanic tribes, adult daughters also enjoyed the right to dispose freely of their own goods. When married, they could, without the authorisation of their husbands, commit themselves and enter contracts within the limits of the household requirements. And in the event that the union was dissolved, they reclaimed all the goods that were duly theirs. The same was true among the Franks: whenever the marital communion was terminated, the wife regained the full extent of her dowry. Among the Vikings, women were not only entitled to inherit from their husbands, but also from their children, and even from their sons-in-law.

In most cases, boys and girls chose each other willingly, in accordance with local laws and traditions. A widow returned to her initial family and remarried as she pleased. Since the marital union was subject to free consent, mutual faithfulness embodied its very cornerstone. Prior to marriage, a large amount of sexual or moral liberty was tolerated, for matrimony was to be entered most judiciously. Thereafter, however, faithfulness was the rule. At times, adultery bore the punishment of death. It was not the fact of engaging in a sexual act with another that one was reproached for, but rather the fact of having broken one’s promise and not kept one’s word.

The remits were divided. The father was granted civic and military functions, as well as the responsibility to conduct domestic worship; the wife was granted authority over the family and household administration, a considerable responsibility whenever the ‘household’ in question included a large number of domestic staff members, in addition to the presence of distant relatives.

In Greece, the mistress of the house would, on her wedding day, be given a bunch of keys, a sign of both her power and authority. This custom is also found among Irish Celts — as confirmed by The Exile of the Sons of Uisliú636

 — and in Scandinavia. Among Germanic tribes, Tacitus says, ‘the family only exists and subsists through the woman’; she is the mother, the financier, the guardian, and the associate: vitae laborumque socia.

By establishing itself in Europe, Christendom instilled a profound transformation into all ancient structures. Wherever noticeable differences between men were apparent, it affirmed the essential equality of all beings; wherever, on the other hand, a factual equality between people of equal status reigned, it lowered the wife in relation to her husband, turning the ‘mistress’ (domina) into a ‘servant’ (ancilla).

The ‘Key of Sin’ and the ‘Devil’s Door’

In time, this attitude did, of course, undergo a certain evolution — if only, as written by Mr Jean-Marie Aubert, because ‘at a time when it was spreading across the Graeco-Roman world’, Christianity ‘found itself in a cultural environment where the status of women was more favourable than in the Jewish world’. It is from this syncretism of primitive Christian values and European ones that the ‘Christian Occident’ was born, lasting for a few centuries. Nevertheless, a scornful approach to women did remain constant within the Judeo-Christian tradition up until the early post-medieval period, especially among the Church Fathers.

Ever faithful to the Scriptures, the Church basically reproached womankind for having been the source of original sin. Whatever they do, women remain ‘the daughters of Eve’: the descendants of the one that caused man’s fall. Women are described as being, by their very nature, incapable of resisting temptation, as a ‘threat’ to the men they live with; in short, as a creature whose freedom one would be wise to restrict, a creature that should be placed under men’s guardianship and be treated as eternally inferior. 

Considered to be the archetypal source and symbol of sexuality, womankind thus became the focus of a scornful hatred, one that sometimes concealed a certain psychological panic in the face of the second sex (see Wolfgang Lederer’s Gynophobia ou la peur des femmes,637

 Payot, 1970). The old notion of ‘ritual purity’ still survived: certain medieval penitentiaries banned all women who had their period from entering their church or taking communion. In parallel to this, marriage was still depicted as a mere remedy that helped one avoid ‘burning’. For centuries on end, theologians and confessors would only recognise the validity of the sexual act when accompanied by one’s firm intention to procreate, even within a legal marital union. Last by not least, the cult of Mary took at times over from the worship of Isis (see the ‘black virgins’ of the Gallic tradition), idealising an unreal woman and laying the foundations for the virgin-martyr alternative (a watered-down version of the mother-saint principle) or the harlot temptress.

The Church Fathers espouse a watchword: tota mulier in utero.638

 For Augustine, a woman is a ‘cloaca’; in Origen’s639

 eyes, women are the ‘key of sin’; for Saint Jerome,640

 a woman represents ‘the path of iniquity’. As for Clement of Alexandria,641

 he states: ‘All women should die of shame at the very thought of being women’.

In his treatise on The Apparel of Women (De cultu feminarum), which was probably written in 202 CE, Tertullian strives to demonstrate the satanic origin of both jewels and make-up and labels ‘prideful and luxurious’ all that relates to cultus (parure) and ornatus (embellishment). He does not hesitate to blame womankind for having ‘brought about mankind’s downfall’. He writes: ‘And still thou livest the sentence passed by God upon thy sex in this world. Live thou shalt, therefore, as an accused; for so thou must do. Thou art the devil’s door; thou art the one that hath broken the seal of the Tree; thou art the first to have relinquished God’s law; thou art the one that hath circumvented Him that the devil failed to attack; thou art the one that hath so easily mastered man, the Lord’s own image. Death shall thus be thy recompense, oh thou that brought death even upon the Son of God. And still thou thinkest of covering thy skin garments with ornaments!’ (I, 2).

As for Saint Jerome, he curses motherhood, this ‘tumefaction of the uterus’. On his part, Saint Ambrose, the Bishop of Milan, compares marriage to prostitution. More disillusioned, John Chrysostom642

 writes: ‘Women are a punishment that one cannot escape, a necessary evil, a natural temptation, a desirable calamity, a domestic danger, a delectable sin, a wound wrought by nature under the disguise of beauty’.

In 585 CE, a debate was held at the Council of Macon643

 to determine whether women have a soul of their own. Those convinced that a woman does indeed have one triumphed by a single vote. 1000 years later, in 1563, the Council of Trent644

 issued the following declaration: ‘Whosoever claims that marriage is superior to virginity and celibacy […] shall be excommunicated’.

Sexual freedom, which had mostly been accompanied by a natural sort of decency in Europe, was thus simultaneously rejected. No longer defining women as both wives and mothers, but solely as mothers, the Church proceeded to encourage adultery in an indirect fashion. In its 17th canon, the first Synod of Toledo645

 allowed unmarried men who had taken on a mistress to receive holy communion. A sexual morality burdened with countless guilt-inducing prohibitions and provided by various ‘confessor manuals’ was spliced into marital life. Human sexual organs were granted different metaphysical dimensions, as love and pleasure found themselves utterly dissociated. Thomas Aquinas offers the following clarification: ‘One must touch their wife both cautiously and sternly, for fear of having pleasure unhinge her reason through overly lascivious tickling’.

In parallel to this, the Church forbade itself, just like all believers, to be to curious ‘with regard to the Tree of Life’. In his Somma Teologica, Thomas Aquinas likens the copulatory function to the digestive one, content to have it take place in a blissful ignorance of biological processes. Everyone thus had access to the sacraments of marriage, the latter being no more than a matter of dogmatic conformity. Mr Cheverny notes: ‘As a result, not only did the lowliest runts, the dumbest and most wretched of beings enjoy the right to procreate, but they even had the obligation to do so, without anyone ever pondering the option of sterilisation, contraception or abortion’. 

He goes on to state that ‘despite being labelled natural by the theologian that enacts laws on its behalf, the Christian family was’ thus ‘nothing short of unreal: it was destined to become a rational being whose very nature is so indifferent and foreign to it that it could never avenge itself’.

Within the historical and literary medieval sphere, however, one must distinguish between several influences, ranging from Christian ones to Celto-Germanic, Occitan and Islamic ones. During the 11th and 12th centuries, courtesy enjoyed great prosperity, having stemmed from the acknowledgement of an existing incompatibility between love and Christian marriage. It would, over time, experience mixed fortunes. Whereas chivalric literature proposed an aristocratic sort of eroticism, one that is rooted in a spiritual union of the sexes evading all temporal conventions, courtly literature (taken in its strictest possible meaning, and especially the Andalusian one) strived to act as the sublimation of adultery, almost always driven by a mindset of social contestation. (Far from singing the praise of adulterous relationships, the legend of Tristan and Isolde demonstrates the latter’s inevitable failure, as seen with both Chrétien de Troyes646

 and Gottfried von Strassburg.)647

 



Couples Are Self-Sufficient in Leading a Full and Complete Existence

With Raimbaut d’Orange,648

 one encounters the following verses:

If women you desire to conquer,

And upon you they seem to bestow honour,

If distasteful or lacking their answers appear,

To threaten them you must not fear;

And if the answer they give is worse still,

Strike them in the nose at will

If cruel they are, give cruelty zest

The more you mistreat them, the more you rest 

Simultaneously, one witnessed the emergence of strictly pagan themes within chivalric literature, themes which, under Christian garments of convenience (as the Lady becomes an avatar of the Madonna, the protector of men against demons), centred around a destiny that remained independent of one’s ‘good’ or ‘wicked’ actions, and especially around a feeling of love that lies beyond both good and evil.

In this regard, the Lady acts as a diversion. By declaring his willingness to die for his love, the knight demonstrates that it is, once again, possible to sacrifice oneself in the name of a profane passion. The enchantment (Geis or ‘magical pact’) that ties him to his Lady allows him to accomplish deeds in utter disregard of all divine and human laws. He thus proclaims the rights of a passion justified by spiritual superiority. Aspiring to lead a full and complete existence together, the knight and his Lady lay claim to spiritual self-sufficiency. And it is eroticism that spiritualises the relations that develop between them.

Mr Julien Cheverny writes: ‘It is in this respect that chivalric courtesy proves to be antichristian — by revealing itself to be angelic and undertaking to cement, beyond social classes and canonical laws, a union of two creatures, while bestowing privilege upon a couple that has no need of the Creator and is declared to be self-sufficient’. 

The Reign of Bourgeois Conjugality

Hundreds of years went by, and soon the 18th century was upon the world. In the myth of Don Juan, Mr Cheverny detects a reversed symmetrical element and the logical complement to Tristan’s legend. It is no longer man that is ensorcelled by woman, but the woman who, in turn, is damned by her passion. ‘At the time when Balthasar Bekker649

 proclaimed that people’s belief in the devil related to pagan superstition and was therefore expected to crumble in the face of reason, Satan secularised himself and proceeded to disguise himself as a Spanish lord. With Don Juan, it is a strong human spirit that sets out to combat the Holy Spirit, as love reverts to being a means of damning people’s souls, a tool that allows the creature to rebel against its creator’.

In La nouvelle Héloïse,650

 Rousseau attempts to reinvent both the prehistoric innocence and the lost paradise of universal love. It seems that this vision of things avoids any and all notion of original sin, but its innocent naivety is falsely ambiguous. It would eventually lead to the polygamic childishness of utopian socialists: woman would no longer be the mere mediator of history, the interpreter of individual sentiments in the face of the eternal sidereal ethers, the ‘original’ creature that Raymond Abellio would end up integrating into the temporal fabric of creation, but the co-ruler of the phalanstery. 

In France, a land where romantic love scarcely sets up home, people’s reliance on passions was soon superseded by a reliance on conventions. With Benjamin Constant, who followed in the footsteps of Mrs de Staël,651

 marriage became a mere matter of social existence and familiar humanism. 

In the 19th century, God was apparently absent, although Christianity itself was very present indeed. The notion of evil was devalued in the name of ‘mankind’s progress’ and replaced by social conventions. Marriage became, once again, an entwining of egoisms. Spouses were partners, rarely acting as lovers. Thus came the triumph of bourgeois conjugality with its cumbersome chattering about the conflicts opposing love to reason and the endless variations in the trio that comprises the wife, the husband and the lover — a trio which Mr Cheverny has labelled ‘the holy trinity of monogamic marriage, whoredom and adultery’. 

The result is, at best, embodied by Balzac,652

 whose Human Comedy establishes ‘the inventory and grammar of bourgeois matrimony’, but also by a ‘psychology’ worthy of starry-eyed girls and boulevard comedies. It is a time of ‘little women’ and ‘tarts’: those among the young who came from good families ‘sowed their wild oats’ before getting back in line. ‘By entering matrimony, the male puts an end to his previous behaviour, and the female avoids the shame of celibacy by making herself economically dependent on her husband’.

As entering into a marriage of convenience became more or less a rule (with the aid of egalitarianism), mistresses and lovers were given equal treatment to that of a conventional spouse, a development which not even the aristocrats that enjoyed the companionship of swarms of favourites653

 during the Old Regime could ever have imagined. Instituted by the Revolution and then abolished by the Restauration, divorce would resurface under the Naquet law.654

 

Fortunately, along came Stendhal. Despising the triangular dialectic of bourgeois conjugality, he did not shrink from founding the union of couples upon heroic and feverish love. Even better: ‘However liberal he may have been, he felt compelled to note that the energy of love was inversely proportional to the progress introduced by the Enlightenment, that women had been undergoing moral sterilisation in countries influenced by the principles of 1789 and that passion dwindled whenever freedom triumphed and civilisation was altered’.

By guillotining the King, the Revolution had slaughtered the Father. The latter having vanished, only the Mother remained, sometimes honoured as the redeemer of mankind and sometimes as the eternal feminine, a seductress or, paradoxically, a goddess of reason.

This is where the ambiguous Anti-Madonna surfaces. Although she does indeed allow man to attain a higher level of humanity, the fact remains that the more mankind rises, the deeper it ultimately falls. The Anti-Madonna is the grand-daughter of both Eve and Lilith. The myth, however, takes on a different meaning this time around. Emphasis is placed on the notion of fate, rather than that of sin. As for the flesh, it is not targeted with scorn. Additionally, the latent misogyny is coupled with a passionate sort of exaltation, one that celebrates both man’s strength and his tragic weakness, even more so than feminine perversity. In the cinematic field, this attitude will give rise to films such as Erich von Stroheim’s Greed and Josef von Sternberg’s The Blue Angel, and in literature to the mesmerising and terrible figure of Anne-Marie in Lucien Rebatet’s Les deux étendards.655

 

Simultaneously, the Anti-Madonna proclaimed anew the joint prerogatives of ingeniousness and passion. Cosima, who was Liszt’s656

 daughter and Wagner’s wife, symbolises ‘a woman’s right to ensure that her love-based choice of a superior man and her volition to express certain values both prevail’ (Nietzsche would pass away in a state of despair for having failed to be loved by her).

The Church responded to the quasi-worship of woman with its own religion of the Virgin. The entire 19th century was marked by a resurgence of ‘Mariolatry’, interspersed with ‘apparitions’ during which ecstatic teenage girls describe various ‘miracles’. As a result, two great Marian dogmas were adopted.

There are some misogynous theoreticians as well. Hegel serves as a good example of this, since he excludes women from participating in the governance of nations and affirms that ‘they do not act in accordance with the requirements of universality, but in harmony with accidental penchants and opinions’ (as stated in The Philosophy of Law).

Towards a Novel Type of Conformism

Finally, there is Karl Marx, who adopted the major themes of scriptural eschatology by secularising them. According to him, men are ‘equal, for they are the same as long as one disregards the tiny differences between them’. His struggle against patriarchy results in an undifferentiation of the sexes. Mr Cheverny writes: ‘By what virtue and what right could Marx ever grasp the essence of the relationship that ties a man to a woman, when he has reduced it to a relation between two equal and similar beings that an allegedly meaningful history will free from all alienations by gradually erasing one’s domination over the other’?

Marx, in fact, remains rather silent with regard to the nature of sexual relations in the future Marxist society. Convinced that man is born good, he relies upon the latter to conduct the reinvention of his own sexuality once he has reclaimed the fullness of his being and all social ‘contradictions’ have been eliminated. 

Modern communism could only lead to a new type of conformism. Mr Julien Cheverny writes: ‘Soviet communism targets Tristan and Don Juan with equal repugnance; it rejects both feminism and femininity in the name of a theory centred around the fraternal solidarity of the sexes, a theory that drives it to devise the alignment of women with men. Displaying a preference for the family and household over the couple and excluding eroticism (which is conveniently labelled libertarian or reactionary), Soviet communism repudiates both China’s desexualising puritanism and the western temptations of popular democracies, opting to follow the middle path of petty-bourgeois conformism. […] Catholicism sees women as mothers; as for the communists in Latin countries, they will readily perceive a woman as a worker and a mother but always avoid acknowledging her as a lover or a wife’.

Ever since the 20th century, it is pluralism that has been on the daily menu, more so than ever before: in a most disorganised fashion, we are drifting further and further from the Pauline conception of sexuality. D. H. Lawrence’s657

 Lady Chatterley’s Lover is a pagan response to English puritanism, one in which the WLM will be quick to detect a novel form of ‘phallocracy’. Through Mounier,658

 we witness the birth of ‘Christian-academic’ love; with Teilhard, it is ‘Trans-Christian love’ that prevails; as for Denis de Rougemont,659

 he proposes a neo-chivalric kind of love. And while Paul Ricoeur660

 campaigns for the reclaiming of Eros at the hands of Agape, eroticism evades the authority of priests and falls straight into the hands of psychiatrists, who have taken over.

The role played by Freud is, indeed, highly ambiguous. Having rediscovered the lost continent of desire, he triggered the strong resurgence of Dionysus and Pan. Simultaneously, however, he laid the foundations for a new kind of guilt. In an effort to eradicate ‘taboos’, he institutionalised the latter by means of a simplistic theory. He proceeded to replace the Ten Commandments with an entire catalogue of perversions. Our bad conscience re-emerges through a false means of self-liberation. Freud shifts the Hinterwelt taboo towards a self-ignoring consciousness that undertakes, in turn, to play the part of an intermediary in relation to a tyrant that has now been interiorised. 

Rendered unidimensional through the gradual suppression of actual experience, our permissive society is hyper-eroticised without, however, being erotic. Exhibitionism has taken over from taboos, with the doubly paradoxical result of soulless pleasure and the reinstatement of love as a spiritual matter.

In his essay on the Sociology of sexuality (Gallimard, 1972), Helmut Schelsky perceives non-selective sexuality as a definite sign of decline. He writes: ‘The absence of norms corresponds to a state of biological decadence. […] A disorderly sexual promiscuity corresponds to a factor of precivilisation’. 

Mr Cheverny makes the following observation: ‘The more a permissive society abolishes the forbidden, the more it mutilates the erotic; when leading people towards anti-love, it devalues sex and turns it into mere antics; when leading to courtesy, it devalues sex just as much, reducing it to a replacement tool or a fifth wheel. A whore will readily present her sex to her clients but keep her mouth inaccessible. At the end of the 20th century, the Western woman shall willingly grant men access to both her sex and her mouth, while striving to prevent all access to her soul. It is not so much by offering her body that she will express her passion, but rather by exclusively reserving her indulgences and tenderness for a single man to enjoy. Never again shall the male know whether his woman has deceived him as much as he himself is well aware to have done. He will have learnt that he is being flouted, whether intentionally or not, and that only inferiority awaits men in the false equality that has been established between them and their women’. 

Ambiguous Love

The Church and the Party are now taking heed of their own failure; a failure that sprawls across all domains, but particularly concerns Eros. From both of their perspectives, the only ‘acceptable’ form of eroticism is one that abides by a unique vision of things. In both cases, we encounter a stubborn refusal to acknowledge the fact that the very definition of ‘paradise’ could actually be different for each one of us, a refusal that leaves the individual with only one choice: deciding between anti-love (to lavishly indulge in pleasure without ever tasting the joys of the soul) and the embracement of mental secession in the face of an impotent society.

What is ‘the aware individual who deems himself free of all Judeo-Christian and Marxist morals’ to do, then? By turning to biology, eugenics and ethology, Mr Cheverny provides us with an answer.

Quoting the words of Konrad Lorenz (‘There is no love without aggressiveness’), he insists on the necessity to introduce a dialectic of the sexes, one that is rooted in the specificity of masculine and feminine characteristics. He remarks that for both animals and man, the ‘natural, immediate and necessary relation’ mentioned by Marx ‘will only correspond to the redeployment of an aggressiveness which, far from being pathological and abnormal, will prove to be necessary for our species and act as a decisive rule in the relation of the sexes. Wherever the competition between fellowmen finds itself attenuated, there shall be no couples, as is the case among rats. Wherever it is sharpened, the requirements of both coupling and courtesy rituals shall reclaim their full meaning, as seen among geese and wolves’.

‘In a Western world where the religion of love is no longer lethal and the religion of fraternity still claims lives, in an industrial society that has drained itself of all beliefs, hopes, messianisms and faith, the resulting new zoology and anthropology will help us define our possibilities and shed light upon all that makes sexual relations ambivalent’.

‘They shall serve to remind us that love, which is not always mutual, remains ambiguous, for it is ever a source of both alienation and deliverance, always mingling suffering with joy and the stench of death with the scent of desire. Enshrined in a nature that simultaneously embodies culture, gender struggle continues unabated, without there being any economic or social means that could put an end to it. […] The new zoology teaches man that he is a solitary warrior in a ceaseless struggle, that his woman will always be both his enemy and his companion and that the sophisticated and the barbaric are ultimately one and the same’.

Utterly indifferent to the well-being of the masses, love is either anarchic or aristocratic, and sometimes simultaneously both. Individual and selective by definition, it laughs at the collective values of ‘charity’ and ‘justice’.

Mr Cheverny concludes: ‘Beyond good and evil, pleasure and horror, veracity and mendacity, and never renouncing its ancient alliance with death, love is now preparing to enrich itself with all the resources offered by genetics and eugenics. Never bestowing promises nor consolation, Eros never tires of revealing unto those willing to hear his call the devastating and exhilarating aspects of his false secret and all that is unbearable and scandalous about it. Thanks to him and through him, there have always been free men in the West, men whose very freedom pertains to the privilege and arbitrary grace of the gods: in his presence, never have been any brothers or equals, nor shall there ever be’.

***

Sexologie de l’Occident,661

 an essay by Julien Cheverny. Hachette, 660 pages.

La femme. Antiféminisme et christianisme,662

 an essay by Jean-Marie Aubert. Cerf-Desclée, 226 pages. 

The Apparel of Women, a treatise written by Tertullian. Cerf, 195 pages.

***

Regarding the ancient history that surrounds the status of women, see Mr Jean-Claude Bardet’s synthesis work entitled La condition feminine dans l’Antiquité et au Moyen Age663

 (in Nouvelle école number 11, January–February 1970).

***

Masculine and Feminine Social Roles

Ever since the ‘culturalist’ ethnological school (the Cultural Anthropology of the Angl0-Saxons) published its various works, particularly through Margaret Mead (Sex and Temperament in Three Primitive Societies, New York, 1948), Bronislaw Malinowski and Clyde Kluckhohn, we have been well-aware of the fact that the actual type of differentiation implied by the sexual repartition of social roles may vary considerably from one society or region of the world to another. Neo-feminists thus believed themselves to have found an argument that would justify their approach.

Mrs Evelyne Sullerot writes: ‘In certain places, women are never involved in agriculture, while in others, various agricultural tasks are allotted to them. In some places, the wearing of trousers is reserved for men, but in others for women. This series of signs embodies a sort of social sex, one that is as defining for women within society as their eros-related sex is’ (La femme dans le monde moderne,664

 Hachette, 1970).

In actual fact, such observations only serve to prove one thing: that man is a cultural being; that, in the case of humans, cultural facts are grafted onto all that is natural; and that mankind is characterised by significant differences in its social structures and mentalities. To be perfectly honest, one did not require someone like Margaret Mead to become aware of these facts. For the (incidentally relative) variations one that registers here and there — within ‘primitive’ populations, generally speaking — do not distract us at all from perceiving a fundamental fact that defines all human societies: the differentiation between masculine and feminine social roles. The function assumed by each of the sexes may vary from culture to culture and from one nation to another, yet nowhere is it ever identical for both.

Certain tasks are, incidentally, always assumed by the same sex. It is men who always hunt and trap animals all over the world, whereas women are the ones who prepare and preserve food. Likewise, in virtually all human societies, men are the ones who occupy a dominant social position. Political and economic existence is predominantly their domain. Women’s responsibilities are mostly of a private nature; their ties to the familial world are more pronounced than those to the community as a whole.

Anthropology

This gender-based repartition of social roles has long troubled researchers. Ideologies have not been absent from these speculations, either. Having been popularised by Friedrich Engels during the 19th century (The Origin of the Family, Private Property, and the State, 1884), the works of Lewis H. Morgan665

 have led some authors to believe that the phenomenon is but the product of the ‘environment’ and could therefore be historically dated. This view has been undermined by the opposite theory, which states that all observed cultural variations have a certain genetic basis and, when analysed, ultimately relate to specific biological facts.

According to the ‘culturalist’ hypothesis, women’s relative subjection to men is allegedly due to the advent of the Neolithic revolution, a revolution that is said to have led to the division of work, a sedentary approach to one’s habitat, private property, etc. This view is also defended by Marxist authors (It should, at this point, be noted that this conviction implies the abolition of all that has stemmed from the Neolithic revolution, meaning the nullification of virtually all of our human history, for the purpose of ‘transforming’ the relations between the sexes). 

The theoreticians of the WLM have all rallied behind this viewpoint. Kate Millett asserts that patriarchy ‘‘lacks any and all biological foundation’. M. Kay Martin and Barbara Voorhies (The Female of the Species) state that the beginning of ‘male domination’ coincides with the transformation of the hunter society into a society of farmers and producers. As for Juliet Mitchell,666

 she assures us that the appearance of sexual roles was the result of the establishment of private property; for that is when women were allegedly relegated to the role of an object owned by men, with reproduction acting as a repossession or ownership duplicate (a ‘parody of production’). In Engels Revisited: Women, the Origin of Production and Private Property, Katherine Sacks emphasises the exclusion of women from the process of social production taking place outside the family: it is at that point that new ‘mythologies’ are said to have redefined the aptitudes and positions of the sexes as having ‘always existed’.

This viewpoint calls for several observations to be made.

First of all, it relies on an outdated anthropological conception. Morgan’s views on the ‘ages of mankind’ (which Engels used to develop his own doctrine) have now been discarded. Never has mankind undergone any unilinear development, and the different human cultures have not all thus systematically experienced a shift from ‘primitive promiscuity’ before eventually becoming patriarchal. 

All the attempts that have been made to raise individuals within a sexual role that differs from their biological sex (including the experiments conducted by John Money667

 and Anke Ehrhardt)668

 have, furthermore, never been crowned with success.

Some ‘culturalist’ theoreticians (B.T. Davies, Paul Rosenblatt, Michael Cunningham) have attempted to demonstrate that biological factors have only a minimal impact when it comes to determining women’s professional choices. This claim itself is subject to caution. Throughout history, there have virtually never been any women philosophers or musical composers, despite the fact that no one has ever strived to prevent them from excelling in these domains. Nowadays, whenever given a choice, a great majority of them tend to take on work positions that suit their own personal characteristics. There are as many men who drive cars as there are women, and yet it is boys that entertain themselves with toy cars at school. In the USSR, where more than 80% of all doctors are women, the latter tend to dedicate themselves, above all, to paediatrics and gynaecology, whereas surgery is practiced almost exclusively by men.

These facts find their logical explanation in the theory according to which gender-based differences in social behaviour are the extensions of our innate predispositions, predispositions that result from the natural selection of evolution and from the ever more pronounced adaptation of the sexes to their specific roles.

Biologically Adapted Gender Roles

In a study devoted to the psychological differences between the sexes, Josef Garai and Amram Scheinfeld express their conviction that masculine/feminine social roles must be considered to be the result of ‘biologically adapted gender roles’. ‘There are some differences that are inherent in each of the sexes and that have conditioned men and women to master specific aptitudes and take charge of certain functions, which were subsequently institutionalised by professional occupations and cultural prescriptions’.

In Males and Females, Corine Hutt has highlighted an entire adaptive complex of genetic characteristics that have rendered women more apt to procreate, nourish and raise children and bestowed upon men a superior ability to hunt and protect their families. She clarifies the fact that this adaptation process has not merely impacted our physiological traits, but also our psychological ones. On their part, Jeffrey Gray and Anthony Buffery believe that women’s superiority in the verbal domain stems from a phylogenetic adaptation linked to the necessity of teaching children how to speak (in the case of men, the same process has resulted in a superior spatial aptitude for the purpose of successful hunting). Other authors, including Lionel Tiger, Edward O. Wilson, Desmond Morris and Richard Ardrey, consider the more specifically masculine traits such as a good sense of direction, the tendency to gather among members of the same sex, a more ‘diversified’ way of thinking, etc., to be genetically determined. 

There is every reason to think, therefore, that the cultural aspect has simply taken over from the biological one and has gradually accentuated the dispositions that were already inscribed into the very history of our species, in accordance with a law of evolution that remains, above all, a law of increasing differentiation.

Mr John Archer of the University of Sussex writes: ‘The most reasonable approach is to consider the pattern of male ‘domination’ to have already been present in hunter societies and to have simply been ‘institutionalised’, ever more strongly, in the new environment of sedentary agricultural communities. […] Any realistic understanding of the origins of social behaviours brings to light a continuous sequence of occurrences rather than a single and specific event that would have taken place in the course of human evolution or history’ (Origins of ‘Male Domination’, New Behaviour, 31st July, 1975).

The Dream of a Primitive Matriarchy

Even if culture does not actually create the distinction between masculine and feminine social roles, what is clear is that it does, by contrast, model the latter within the framework of certain structures and following different directions; it is also evident that it favours the establishment of a specific kinship system, gives priority either to masculine or feminine values, etc.

Considering the example of monogamy, one immediately notices that it is no more of a universal ‘necessity’ that would impose itself upon the human mind than an ‘innate’ pattern characterising each and every social structure. 

In some societies, it is polygamy and, much more rarely, polyandry that prevails. As emphasised by Helmut Schelsky, however, it is also a fact that ‘among the Greeks, Romans, and Germanic peoples, one observes an absolute coincidence between their political expansion and civilisational peak and the adoption of strict monogamy’ (The Sociology of Sexuality, Gallimard, 1972).

The connection between patriarchy, monogamy, the ceaseless transformation of society, the continuous pursuit of new objectives, the will to power, etc., one that is very pronounced within the European civilisation, is so strong that one may wonder whether the latter would ever have attained such a civilisational level had it not been endowed with this specific type of familial and social structures.

The supporters of strictly egalitarian neo-feminism are well aware of this fact, and the topic of ‘primitive matriarchy’ (no matter how much it has been sidelined by modern ethnology) continues to hold a genuine fascination among their ranks, since it allows them to hypothetically, at least, catch a glimpse of a social state that preceded the ‘male coup’ embodied by the Neolithic revolution and the advent of the patriarchal Indo-European society.

In a thick book entitled Das Patriarchat, Ursprung und Zukunft unseres Gesellschaftssystems (S. Fischer, Frankfurt am Main, 1975), in which he adopts the views of Engels, Bachofen and even Robert Briffault (The Mothers. The Matriarchal Theory of Social Origins, London, 1927 and 1959, New York 1931), Mr Ernest Borneman669

 asserts that the emergence of the Indo-European culture, founded upon the tripartite ideology involving patriarchy, put an end to a social state that he defines as a ‘feminine’ culture — not in the sense of a female domination over males, but that of the prevalence of feminine values of security, universal ‘love’ and equality (a prevalence which the matriarchal system allegedly guaranteed). His conclusion is that the return to an egalitarian sexual dialectic will remain impossible as long as the European culture continues to be founded on the bases that have always been its own.

Mrs Françoise d’Eaubonne, according to whom ‘the entirely new dimension of the global political problematic is but the remote consequence of the path that Europe has been taking since the Bronze Age’, has also understood perfectly well that ‘a genuine and therefore mutational revolution, one that would venture beyond the traditional revolutionary mindset just as the latter ventured beyond the borders of a liberal attitude of reform, would imply both a revolution in our economic, social and technological structures, which represent our infrastructures, and another in our basic values, which do not merely act as some vague superstructures, but also enable interiorisation, i.e. the inevitable factor of repetition’. In short, she realizes that ‘a material change, however spectacular it may be, would never have any significance to speak of as long as the moral imperatives of appropriation, expansionism and competitiveness that have accompanied patriarchy and the subordination of women since the very beginning are ideologically maintained’ (in Les femmes avant le patriarcat).670

 

Pushing neo-feminism towards its ultimate conclusion, Mrs D’Eaubonne thus proposes that we draw inspiration from the ‘gynocratic societies’ that she believes to have discovered just before the Neolithic period (Jericho I and II, the predynastic valley of the Nile, etc.) so that we may achieve ‘an egalitarian congestion of the sexes’ and the world’s anti-promethean redirection on an ‘eco-feministic’ basis.

She cries out, saying: ‘Indeed, the patriarchal society, which embodies our planet’s universal social pattern, has vanquished the Great Goddess and forced a dispossessed Boadicea to drink a cupful of poison’.

In Les femmes de Gennevilliers,671

 published by Mercure de France in 1974, Mrs Michèle Manceaux672

 writes: ‘Women will only claim their freedom once they are free of the family’. In order to destroy the family, however, one has to abrogate the social structures that shape it, the values that inspire it, and the mental patterns that justify it. The aim is, therefore, to abolish history in its entirety in the hope of accomplishing a return to a pre-historic Eden, the ‘golden age’ that preceded the birth of civilisation.

Mrs D’Eaubonne claims that, since ‘the preponderance of women’ and the ‘original motherland of primitive communism’ are one and the same, it is then and only then that ‘the proletariat will be able to deny its own proletarianism and women shall embrace their own universality as representatives of the human race’. 

Under various shapes, one encounters this very same theory (now taken to the extreme) in the essays of Ashley Montagu (The Natural Superiority of Women, Collier-Macmillan, 1968 and 1974), Elizabeth Gould Davis (The First Sex, G. P. Putnam and Sons, New York, 1971) and Paula Webster (Matriarchy: A Vision of Power, published in Rayna R. Reiter’s Toward an Anthropology of Women, Monthly Review Press, New York, 1975), according to whom primitive matriarchy constitutes a ‘fruitful vision’, despite lacking any genuine empirical or historical foundations.

In Si je mens673

 (Stock, 1972), Mrs Françoise Giroud674

 pours her heart out: ‘It would be funny indeed if the primitive woman were to suddenly re-emerge, she who had to be degraded, muzzled, disgusted, and confined in every possible way so that men could find the strength to make other things than what is termed love and proceed to create civilisation’.

In her work entitled Rape (L’étincelle, Montreal, 1976), Susan Griffin675

 coldly asserts that ‘rape is the inevitable consequence of the type of socialisation received by both men and women in the patriarchal society’.

Identical Criticism

Through these few quotes, one can perceive the powerful bond between egalitarian neo-feminism on the one hand and, on the other, a kind of ‘ecological’ dissent, with its desire to return to a pre-human and pre-historic nature, its indictment of the European culture and civilisation, its demands for self-governance, its rejection of parental authority, its use of ‘gentle methods’ (which ‘can be used by all’, as pointed out by Mrs d’Eaubonne in a letter sent to Le Nouvel observateur on 2nd September, 1974), and so on. All these political or metapolitical attitudes stem from the same will to criticise; this criticism targets fathers in relation to their own children, men in relation to women, institutions and governmental structures in connection to ‘direct democracy’, culture in connection to nature, and history in relation to pre-history.

In this respect, there is a significant observation made by Kate Millett with regard to the author D. H. Lawrence. She writes: ‘Lawrence’s attacks against democracy, Christianity and socialism all originate in the very same need — that of struggling against any system that presents egalitarian virtualities, whether sexual or social; for such ideas are connected’.

As remarked by Jean Cau,676

 the intellectual Left has initiated a struggle against the father. ‘It detects and targets the father image everywhere: God, the employer, the coloniser, the conqueror, the teacher, etc. Not to mention the ‘ruling state’. Why? Because the Father type is the embodiment of authority, constraint and power. In order to fight against the Father, the intelligentsia proposes an alliance between his sons, all of whom are equal, with the mother, ever weary of war, acting as their accomplice (Les écuries de l’Occident,677

 Table Ronde, 1973).

As regards the ‘reactionary revolution’ that Leftism has now morphed into, Mr Thierry Maulnier writes the following: ‘Reactionary revolution is a will geared towards regression and retreat in the face of a present or future that is deemed worrying. In Freudian terms, it is pervaded by a maternal imago, by a desire to return to mother-nature, to the Polynesian golden age, to the reassuring warmth of the womb where one can be carefree, a womb where one enjoys effortless nourishment, just like in a gatherer society’ (Le Figaro, 1st September, 1974).

***

Les femmes avant le patriarcat, an essay by Françoise d’Eaubonne. Payot, 244 pages. 
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 an essay by Françoise d’Eaubonne. Alain Moreau, 399 pages.

Male and Female, an essay by Margaret Mead. Gonthier, 348 pages.

Les rôles masculins et féminins,679

 an essay by Anne-Marie Rocheblavé. Ed. Universitaires, 346 pages.

***

The Developing Woman

The writer Barbey d’Aurevilly680

 used to boast that he could detect what he called the odor di femina in any text written by a woman in the space of 10 lines. He would truly have come into his own upon reading today’s feminist publications (Les pétroleuses,681

 Le Torchon brûle,682

 Les Femmes s’entêtent,683

 Sorcières).684

 

In his Don Juan, novelist Saint-Paulien685

 states: ‘Women have been the focus of contempt ever since proclaiming themselves to be men’s equals. What a pity, considering that prior to this, no one ever dreamt of denying their superiority’.

Such jests infuriate Kate Millett, the forty-four-year-old bespectacled intellectual with hair dangling over her nape, a double chin, and a strong awareness of contemporary neo-feminism. The co-founder of the WLM of Columbia, Ms. Millett never misses a single meeting nor fails to participate in every single parade. She brandishes the banner of revolt against the patriarchy, ‘male prejudice’, ‘male racism’, and ‘inner colonialism’; against any and all sexism, in short. Her Sexual Politics, published in France back in 1971, has become the bible of the Women’s Liberation Movement (WLM). So as to appreciate its very scope, one must place it into the context of a currently ongoing polemic. Indeed, there are two currents that clash with one another within the feminist movement, unable to reach agreement on the following question: are women a social class or an oppressed sex? 

Gender Issues and Proletarianism

In the eyes of orthodox Marxists and certain ‘legalistic’ Leftists (particularly the Trotskyites among them), speaking of women in a global fashion, without taking into account class division, is absolute nonsense. Women represent a category, not a class of their own. An ‘exploited’ woman is far closer to a male proletarian than his ‘female colleagues in the ruling class’. Furthermore, the formula according to which ‘man is the bourgeois family member, while a woman plays the part of the proletarian’ is inadmissible, as it raises the issue of ‘bourgeois elimination’.

Mrs Evelyn Reed686

 writes (in Partisans magazine, January–February 1971): ‘Those who claim that women represent a class or caste of their own are thus led to the conclusion that it is not capitalism that represents the chief enemy, but men. Such a position results in a false strategy in our struggle for liberation. In actual fact, sexism is, similarly to racism, rooted in the private property system. […] At the end of the day, the claim that women constitute a distinct caste or class must logically lead one to draw extremely pessimistic conclusions with regard to the antagonism between the sexes, thus contradicting the revolutionary optimism of the Marxists themselves.; for unless the two sexes are completely separated, or men eliminated, it would seem that there is no other option but for them to remain at war forever’. 

On the contrary, Flora Tristan, a precursor of feminism that espouses Engels’ views, makes the following affirmation: ‘A woman is to a man what the proletarian is to the bourgeois’. Similarly, Christine Dupont687

 declares in Partisans (July–August 1970) that ‘the abolition of capitalistic production relations does not, on its own, suffice to liberate women’. She remarks that attributing the ‘oppression of women’ to purely ideological causes in places where capitalism itself has been destroyed implies the espousal of ‘an idealistic definition of ideology as a factor that can subsist in the absence of the material oppression whose rationalisation it enables’.

In the manifesto published by the ‘Redstockings of New York’ in July 1969, one comes across these words: ‘Women are an oppressed class. […] Because we have lived so intimately with our oppressors, in isolation from each other, we have been kept from seeing our personal suffering as a political condition. This creates the illusion that a woman’s relationship with her man is a matter of interplay between two unique personalities and can be worked out individually. In reality, every such relationship is a class relationship, and the conflicts between individual men and women are political conflicts that can only be solved collectively’.

Focusing on the ‘myth of feminine frigidity’, Mrs Christiane Rochefort688

 adds the following in Les enfants d’abord689

 (Grasset, 1976): ‘It is all too clear that the women who have never achieved orgasm owe their condition directly to a perfectly successful repressive and political operation’. 

Such is also the view espoused by American neo-suffragettes, the Dutch ‘Dolle Minas’, and the ‘Red Stockings’ in Britain, in addition to Françoise d’Eaubonne, Evelyne Sullerot, Christiane Rochefort, Marguerite Duras, Simone de Beauvoir, Michèle Manceaux and many others in France, all of whom demand an ‘equality of rights’: the right to have an equal salary, the right to happiness, the right to orgasm, the right to love, etc.

Since men are, by their very definition, the source of all ailments, Kate Millett proceeds to denounce ‘sexism’ in the numerous domains where it has allegedly been implemented throughout history, namely ideology, sociology, biology, economy, education, anthropology, and psychology. In her book, this vast undertaking of hers is only covered in approximately thirty pages from a grand total of almost 500. At times, however, she does mention genuine cases of sexual repression: ‘The sati practice in India, the foot binding tradition in China with all the resulting deformities, the ignominy of the law that imposes the lifelong wearing of the veil in Islam, the widespread persecution method that includes sequestration, confinement to the gynaecium, the purdah, phenomena such as clitoridectomy, clitoridean incision,690

 the selling of women, child marriage, etc.’ Strangely enough, all these facts are characteristic of mental attitudes encountered solely in Third-World countries, remaining foreign to this European civilisation whose patriarchal foundations Kate Millett denounces, regardless of what historic period is considered.

Antifeminism and Misogyny

And yet, the rule embraced by the WLM consists in labelling ‘misogynous’ all those who assign any specific traits to masculine and feminine social roles (or dare point out their existence). A good example is that of Proudhon, who has been reproached for the content of his posthumous book entitled La pornocratie ou les femmes dans les temps modernes691

 despite his stating: ‘I believe in men’s almightiness, but also in women’s pre-eminence’.

Mr Jacques Langlois692

 explains: ‘In Proudhon’s eyes, men and women were not equal, but played different roles within the family. Proudhon considered women to be physically weaker and less intelligent (when it comes to rationality) but advantaged in terms of ideals, intuition, and beauty compared to men, so much so that he bestowed upon them the role of educating children; and when one is aware of the significance that Proudhon placed upon education, this was no small matter. Being gifted in different ways, spouses were thus given different functions within the family, but the complementarity of these two functions made them both indispensable for one another’ (Défense et actualité de Proudhon,693

 Payot, 1976).

And here is Jean Cau’s observation on the matter: ‘The more anti-feministic a man is, the less misogynous he becomes. I would accuse all males who “practice” diehard feminism of feeling some unspecified repulsion for all that is womanly in a woman. What they love and advocate is an abstraction, for they fear reality’.

Another Alienation

The ‘housewife’ issue is more complex than that. One forgets all too often that the notion of household has evolved considerably since the 19th century. The title of ‘house mistress’ was once anything but an empty word. The advent of the bourgeoisie and, with it, the concern not to have to divide the capital between too many heirs, the decrease in large families, the dividing of large houses into ‘apartments’, and the reduction of couple life to a perpetual face-off have, in many cases, turned the ‘household’ into a place where women find it genuinely difficult to experience fulfilment. This does not imply, however, that being a ‘working woman’ is a better solution, since this may, on the contrary, result in the structural transformation of both the family and the habitat.

Nowadays, it is indeed strange to see all those who denounce the social alienation pervading production circuits attempting to accomplish women’s liberation through their integration into those very circuits. 

Engels declares: ‘The first condition for a successful emancipation of women lies in having the entire feminine sex enter the public industry’; to which he adds: ‘In turn, this condition requires the suppression of the spousal family as a social economic unit’. As for Marx, he expresses his intention to turn women into ‘fully-fledged combatants in the great battle of production’. More recently, in 1965, Mr André Barjonet694

 wrote: ‘Even when striving for the accomplishment of happiness within the couple and a balanced life for children, women’s work represents a fundamental positive factor’. 

It has yet to be proven, however, that the best means for women to attain fulfilment lies in spooling engines and working as housekeepers, typists or sales assistants in major shops (which are inevitably the most frequent options).

In nine cases out of ten, working women are looking to receive an additional salary and, indeed, not in search of a ‘freedom’ which, all things considered, depends solely on their inner wealth and energy.

The rejection of the ‘alienation’ that allegedly results from maternity is an equally bizarre underestimation of the power that mothers enjoy as part of their educational role in their children’s lives (This applies particularly to all those who, in other regards, stress the importance of the familial environment and proclaim, alongside Freud himself, that man can never free himself of the maternal imago).

Ariana Stassinopoulos states that ‘bearing a child and bringing it into this world is an experience that cannot be compared to any other. At no other moment is one so close to creation, so close to affirming life and catching a glimpse of immortality’ (The Female Woman, Laffont, 1975).

The Real Issue

The disquiet experienced by women in today’s society is nonetheless very real indeed. And yet, its causes are not those that the WLM believes itself to have identified. In ancient European societies, the problematic of the sexes was not experienced as a conflict because these societies acknowledged the specific social role of women. This function, whose very essence was private, was not considered to be any less valuable or fundamental than the public one assumed by men. Today, however, this social function no longer exists, because it has been taken over by the community. The state, which has been endowed with new socio-economic prerogatives, is increasingly taking charge of children’s education and people’s security. Women thus find themselves stripped of the educational and ‘reassuring’ prerogatives which once belonged to their own responsibilities. As a result, they find themselves driven towards ‘liberating’ themselves from a household that has now become a hollow shell and in which they no longer have any part to play. And since the masculine social function has been maintained despite undergoing a certain transformation, the only option for women to claim new responsibilities lies in an effort to assume, as much as at all possible, the social function of men, while striving to demonstrate that ‘there are no differences’ between the sexes.

It is also a fact that, in modern societies, the prevailing ideology leads one to proclaim the ‘equality’ of the sexes in relation to an image of men that, paradoxically, remains essentially masculine. This trait is accounted for by the necessarily simplistic and diversity-negating aspect of the egalitarian ideology; for egalitarianism has a propensity towards the unique. Christianity only acknowledges one God (a threefold one, admittedly), and the latter is always depicted using masculine traits. Likewise, modern egalitarianism implicitly conveys a certain notion of men, a certain ‘normalised’ type that is always male even when it has been more or less emasculated. 

From an anthropological point of view, however, it is only when taken as a whole that men and women constitute the human race. The latter can only exist as part of the synthesis and coexistence of both sexes. Diversity thus represents the very foundation of humanity, whose ‘unity’ remains an ever-postponed dream. (Hence the following affirmation made by Flora Tristan in 1841, an altogether logical affirmation according to which the equality of men and women is allegedly ‘the only way to form the human unit’.)

On its part, egalitarian feminism can therefore only accentuate the tendency towards the ‘unisex’, with the latter developing through a twofold process: on the one hand, by means of a systematic criticism of masculine values, which are considered to be intrinsically ‘oppressive’ (in contrast with feminine values, declared to be altruistic and ‘liberating’); and, on the other, by simultaneously negating the actual differences and alignments between female and male behaviour patterns. 

Despite its constant denials, the WLM is very well aware of the fact that the ‘emancipation’ of women (in the sense that its members strive to give the latter) cannot be channelled through the advocacy of a femininity that it itself refuses to assume or define (and that its supporters consider to be useless to them) as much as through burdening the male sex with guilt so as to drive men to relinquish their own masculine values. This is why the neo-feminists make no attempts whatsoever to institute a collaboration between the sexes on the basis of a complementarity rooted in gender difference (with all that it entails on the institutional and social level), but strive, instead, to found gender collaboration on the reduction of male/female diversity to exclusively feminine values, which are, whether consciously or not, considered to be ‘universal’.

This leads us to what Jean Cau has termed ‘feminoidism’: ‘A far more dangerous stance than feminism itself is its little sibling, feminoidism, which consists, on the whole, in diminishing all differential values and rendering them vague and ambiguous. One proceeds to preach unisexism, recklessly singing the praise of weakness while pretending not to notice or not to be unaware of the fact that the latter is always lethal to societies; one celebrates the cult of the undifferentiated, although it is the twilight that paves the way for the arrival of wolves; one sets out to unconditionally affirm that peace and non-violence are always favourable, even when such words are whispered into our ears by those cunning enough to strengthen themselves while simultaneously disarming us; one erects the chaos of mixtures into a genuine religion without ever grasping that such an attitude can only lead to identity loss and render us more susceptible to defeat. In short, we are entering a comedic kingdom that will turn us into the trembling prey of serious historical events’.

It all seems as if, in order to attain ‘liberation’, women were expected to renounce their gender-based ‘I’, to cease to be women and strive to become ‘female men’, while simultaneously transforming men into ‘masculine women’.

Are They to Become Men or Destroy the Latter?

Indeed, whenever one mentions the ‘eternal feminine’ to them, the neo-feminists begin to choke on their own fury. And yet, one can hardly see any reason why there would not be any ‘eternal feminine’ that contrasts with the ‘eternal masculine’ that the WLM constantly denounces. This was, it seems, the view espoused by Mr Maurice Clavel,695

 who, a few years ago, caused quite a scandal with his article entitled Masculin Féminin696

 (Le Nouvel observateur, 20th July, 1970). In it, he mocked the ‘principle of pure metaphysics’ which claims that ‘women’s capacity to produce life in their own flesh is not compensated for through any diminution or difference in their other gifts and talents’ (he made the following observation: ‘In this regard, it is now asserted that women enjoy a natural superiority, since they are endowed with all that a man possesses, without any lacks whatsoever, in addition to further abilities’). And what he denounced was ‘not women’s legal equality to men’, of which he is ‘a passionate supporter, but their novel ambition to claim the identity of men, meaning an equality of functions, purpose, aptitude, and, in short, a complete lack of differentiation’. It did not take more than this statement for him to be targeted with fractious and impassioned letters (as seen in Le Nouvel observateur on 27th July and 3rd, 10th and 17th August, 1970).

Mrs Stassinopoulos writes: ‘In the end, it is clear that most WLM members are unable to make up their minds whether to become men or destroy the latter’ (op. cit.).

On the one hand, the neo-feminists long to ‘advocate femininity the way one would advocate negritude’ (Mariella Righini, Le Nouvel observateur, 10th March, 1975), while asserting, on the other, that there is no such thing as an ‘eternal feminine’. On one level, they aspire to proclaim a specificity that has allegedly been denied or alienated by ‘male oppression’ for centuries on end, while declaring, on another, that this specificity is but a ‘myth’ created by this very oppression and that gender-based differences have been grossly overestimated. 

What we need to know, once and for all, is whether women want to be identical to men or whether they long to assert their own mental traits and channel those towards achieving their own aspirations. If men do not act as a model for women to follow (and it goes without saying that this should not be the case), what specific image of themselves would women like to convey? This is the only fundamental question at this point.

***
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***

Men Amongst Their Own

Some might consider it ‘sexist’, but it remains undeniable that men do feel the need to gather among their own, regardless of whether it is to reshape the world, play cards or read a paper. They meet in clubs, sport groups, political parties, and intellectual societies. Ladies are excluded from such activities, which often seem puerile and not always honest. This is a source of astonishment to some women.

The relations between men and women have been the focus of an abundant number of literary works. The bonds between men themselves have, by contrast, been scarcely studied, unless one counts the homosexual angle, which, in fact, only serves to twist their very significance.

Lionel Tiger is a forty-year-old Livingstone College professor at Rutgers University, New Jersey. While in Paris in the spring of 1971, he acted as a UN Congress rapporteur on aggressive behaviour. He only considers sociology to be enlightening when it borders on biology.

Male bonding, according to Mr Tiger, stems from phylogenesis (the history of evolution). One could never reduce it, as Marxism has done, to a mere persistence of superficial structures imposed by society. It is an ‘innate, irreversible and predetermined’ phenomenon.

In all animal societies, sexual dimorphism goes hand in hand with the separation of male and female roles. ‘The main characteristic of the organisation encountered among baboon groups lies in the hierarchised dominance of adult males’. Within this hierarchy, one witnesses the formation of coalitions that remain unaffected by sexual competition and arousal. So as to be viable, these coalitions must be ‘deeply rooted’. Among Australian magpies, reproduction is only possible within permanent groups. The males that lack any territory of their own are sterile.

In the case of humans, male bonding is particularly pronounced. In prehistoric times, the fact that men indulged in hunting together (whose importance has often been stressed) only served to strengthen this connection. As pointed out by Mr Lionel Tiger, ‘archaeological discoveries tend to confirm the fact that, in terms of specialised behaviour, the strategic violence associated with man’s carnivore diet and hunting habits represented a considerable advantage at the dawn of humanity’.

Modern life and the emancipation of women have only altered the situation in a most imperfect manner: ‘The more important her functions, the less likely it is for an American woman to get married and have children’.

Humorously, Mr Tiger even adds: ‘It seems to me that men prefer steaks and women salads, rather than the other way around. Could this be a vestige of the dichotomy between hunting and gathering in the supermarket civilisation?’

A few years ago, a women’s pornographic magazine was launched by a group of Swedes. The experiment resulted in resounding failure. The reason? It is only from men’s perspective that reading, watching or conversing can embody a genuine form of sexual participation. Mr Tiger writes: ‘Man’s sexuality seems to depend on cerebral activity more than a woman’s. This would account for the disproportionate abundance of male sexual fantasies’.

A Process of Identification

Ethnologist Margaret Mead used to say, and rightfully so, that men long to act upon society, whereas women display ‘a tendency to use their own bodies as a theatre of action’.

This role distinction already manifests itself in one’s early childhood and is connected to a process of identification through which men (and particularly the adolescents among them) select their own ‘role models’ from amongst the personalities they encounter in their daily lives, in legends or in historical accounts. ‘This leads us to believe that identification may be dependent on neurological predispositions or propensities belonging to the same category as the ones that are potentially at the very source of male bonding and other gender-based behavioural differences’.

The atmosphere of boy schools differs greatly from that of girl schools. It is only in the former type of establishment, which has been the focus of a whole array of literary works (in addition to numerous films, such as If, Young Törless, In the Name of the Father, and many others), that the esprit de corps (a particular from of comradery) flourishes.

Psychoanalysts have mentioned the ‘latent homosexuality’ of women. Indeed, feminine friendship is fraught with tenderness, sensuality and jealousy. This would explain why these friendships are, overall, so short-lived. In no way is love a ‘very strong friendship’, and masculine friendship does not bear within it even a ‘hint of homosexuality’. Love can be measured in accordance with its intensity and friendship in accordance with its durability. These two notions can only commingle for a restricted amount of time; for there are none who spend their whole lives at the summit.

Politics

There is an obvious connection between masculinity, politics and man’s sense of territory. In La loi naturelle703

 (Stock, 1971), Robert Ardrey704

 defined the ‘biological nation’ as a social group that enjoys exclusive ownership of a certain fraction of space, with leadership, coalition and concertation stemming from the defence of this very territory. Mr Tiger adds: ‘Male-dominated politics represents the essential form of male bonding’.

According to Lionel Tiger, the tendency manifested by men to bond with one another is the result of a process that has been set into motion within the framework of evolution, which, through selection-adaptation, has fostered inter-masculine association for hunting purposes. It is this very same process that is said to have, statistically speaking, bestowed upon men a superior ability to take charge of public functions.

The exclusion of women from political life has led some to speak of ‘prejudice’. However, if we take the United States, for example, which ‘is considered to be a feminist state, it is generally assumed that women exert considerable influence there. And yet, the US is one of the countries where the national government comprises the lowest rate of women: approximately 2%’.

Although women enjoy the right to the vote, they fail to use it to their own advantage. Mr Maurice Duverger has noticed that ‘the parties which favour women most are almost always the ones which women favour least’ (Le rôle politique des femmes,705

 UNESCO, 1955). Of all the major political parties in France, it is the Communist Party that has garnered the least amount of success among women.

It is not just a matter of ‘seduction’, however. The general sentiment seems to be that men, who find it easier to identify with a ‘not-self’, are endowed with a superior capacity to represent the community. What is noticeable, for instance, is that in major sport competitions, men’s events attract a greater number of spectators than women’s events do. This is the explanation proposed by Mr Tiger: the public does not consider itself to be ‘represented’ in women’s events — in international competition, however, it is the entire nation that must be represented.

Being the only ones to make politics, men are also alone to make war. Lionel Tiger remarks: ‘This is not usually considered to be a violation of women’s freedom or rights’. Although Israeli women are compelled to do their military service, never have they been sent to the battle front, at least not as part of a combat unit.

Involving predominantly male participation, sports come across as a ritualisation of warlike confrontation in European culture. In turn, war is also a kind of game (originally, at least): the great game. Indeed, one encounters the very same rules of fair play and ‘chivalry’ (now abolished by the democratisation of both war and sports) in each of the two domains. Wellington used to say that ‘the battle of Waterloo was won on the playing fields of Eton’. In actual fact, however, the notion of a connection between war and game is nothing new at all: the fact that war could ever be considered a sport is precisely what has never ceased to scandalise women, pacifists and those who have always dreamt of establishing world Peace through Justice and Law.

In this regard, ethology has also had its say: ‘The monitoring of certain primate species has revealed that males indulge in games that are more violent than those involving females’.

Through clubs and ‘secret societies’, says Mr Tiger, ‘men court other men’. Major professional brotherhoods, student corporations, orders, and secret societies constitute an array of different means that allow males to reinforce (and exalt) their mutual bonding. Whether in college or the army, ‘initiation ceremonies’, which are often bizarre and even cruel, allude to the rites of passage from puberty to adulthood (and impose the following transposition: one only becomes ‘adult’ when one possesses knowledge or power), strengthening the bonds between the ‘initiates’. Women’s clubs, by contrast, regularly sink into disorder and gossiping.

Embodying a sublimated form of identification, these brotherhoods are heirs to the legacy of the Männerbünde (‘communities of men’) that characterised the most ancient Indo-European past. On a mythological level, we are all familiar with Odin’s chosen ones, the Einherjar who inhabit the Valhöll or Halls of Valhalla and whose name relates to military vocabulary. These communities represented the very model of ancient warring societies in Germania, such as the Harii mentioned by Tacitus in his book entitled Germania, secretly organising themselves into ‘warrior fellowships’ or Kriegsbunds (See Otto Höfler’s Kültische Geheimbünde der Germanen, Moritz Diesterweg, Frankfurt, 1934; and Stig Wikander’s Der arische Männerbund, Lund, 1938).

Eternally Childlike in the Face of Life’s Games

Mr Tiger reminds us that men, when compared to women, are simultaneously more rational and unreasonable. Men are perfectly aware of the fact that they often embark on hopeless adventures and take on foolish challenges but feel that they must never suffer a ‘loss of face’. This notion of useless sacrifice stems directly from an ethic of honour. Women, on the other hand, see things differently and reproach men for giving in to ‘pride’. They accuse men of chasing after ‘pipe-dreams’ and neglecting their familial responsibilities. In their eyes, one does not lose face when being ‘reasonable’.

At the end of the day, men remain eternally childlike. The Germans have their own expression to describe this: Das Kind im Manne — the child that subsists in every accomplished man as a living memory of a past that is ever destined to inspire the future. 

Montherlant706

 used to say that ‘a man devoid of childishness is but a horrible monster’. Nietzsche, by contrast, proposed the following idea: ‘A man’s maturity consists in having found again the seriousness one had as a child at play’.707

 In other words, what he suggested was that we consider serious matters to be a game. Hence the nostalgia felt by men when reminiscing about their childhood surroundings and adolescent loves, which Jules Romains described as resorting to a mixture of naivety and obscenity.

The societies that emphasise the importance of security and comfort and are averse to risk-taking are societies in which masculine values are on the decline. ‘Make love, not war’ is a feminine slogan that can be explained as follows: ‘Make love to us, not war upon one another’. 

Men never cease to take down bird nests, just as they did when they were still children. They do not do so because they yearn to remove those nests, but because they long to climb to the top of the trees. They are always driven by a desire to go further, faster and higher. They take great pleasure in competing with others and admire exploits. Women, on the other hand, wonder ‘what purpose it all serves’. This is why it is up to women to preserve what men have acquired, thus enabling the perpetuation and eternal renewal of society.

***

Men in Groups, an essay by Lionel Tiger. Laffont, 299 pages.

***

On Euthanasia

‘Demanding that a living being remain alive against its own will while being deaf to its appeals, at a time when the dignity, beauty, promises and very significance of life have already vanished and the only things left to experience are the ultimate stages of agony and physical deterioration, is both cruel and barbaric. The enforcement of pointless suffering is an evil that should be avoided in a civilised society’. 

This declaration was part of a manifesto published in the USA in the June 1975 issue of The Humanist, a magazine that acts as the organ of the American Humanist Association and the American Ethical Union, whose combined memberships comprise a total of around 250,000 people.

The text was signed by approximately forty personalities from the medical, educational, business and religious sphere, including three Nobel prize winners: Jacques Monod, the former head of the Institut Pasteur, Sir George Paget Thomson of the Royal Society of London, and professor Linus Pauling of Stanford University.

The signatories stated: ‘We call upon the public’s reasoned judgement to go beyond conventional taboos and to show compassion towards those who needlessly suffer in the throes of their own agony’. 

Here is their conclusion: ‘Since every individual has the right to live with dignity, each one has, likewise, the right to die with dignity’. 

Euthanasia (etymologically ‘a good death’) can be defined as a means to enable or allow someone’s death to occur without suffering, with the purpose of accommodating the dying person’s request by alleviating their pain. One usually distinguishes passive euthanasia, which involves the discontinuation of all techniques and treatments meant to prolong life (intravenous feeding or resuscitation, for instance), from active euthanasia, which consists in administering increasing amounts of medication (such as morphine) until the dosage has reached a lethal threshold. 

The editors of The Humanist declared their support for both forms of intervention.

Draft Legislations

The ancient European society was in favour of euthanasia, unlike the Jewish and Christian traditions, both of which were hostile to it. The latter also condemned suicide, a practice that was honoured by the Greeks and Romans alike.

The debate resurfaced at the end of the 19th and the beginning of the 20th century, especially in Anglo-Saxon countries.

In 1931, an initial draft legislation towards the legalisation of euthanasia was proposed by doctor Killick Millard in Great Britain. Another bill — Lord Ponsoby’s — was rejected in 1936, gathering fourteen votes against a total of thirty-five. In 1958, a book written by professor Glanville William, The Sanctity of Life and Criminal Law, rekindled the discussion. This development gave birth to the Voluntary Euthanasia Legislation Society, the rightful heir of the old Euthanasia Society created by Lord Moynihan in 1935.708

 Its president, pastor Benjamin Downing, has published an essay entitled Euthanasia and the Right to Die, and writer Arthur Koestler is among its honorary members.

On 25th March, 1969, in the Chamber of Lords, a new draft law was put forward by Lord Ragland. In January 1971, however, the British Medical Association expressed several reservations with regard to its content, adopting an unfavourable stance.

The US has its own voluntary euthanasia society, whose member count increased from 600 in 1969 to 50,000 in 1973. 

In early 1973, the American Hospital Association sanctioned a patients’ rights charter comprising one’s right to opt for death by refusing to undergo treatment. The patient is then required to write a will, stating: ‘If there is no reasonable hope for me to be cured of my physical and mental ailments, I ask to be allowed to die rather than be kept alive using artificial or extraordinary methods’. According to The Humanist, such a document allows one to ‘unambiguously express the notion that their hopes of dying with dignity must be respected’. 

Soon afterwards, the Canadian Medical Association (comprising 80% of the national medical body) declared itself in favour of passive euthanasia during its annual congress.

On 21st June, 1974, Le Quotidien du médecin709

 published an exclusive survey conducted among a sample of 1200 people representing the adult electoral population of France. The results showed that a total of 60% felt that a doctor’s duty lay in ending the life of any patient suffering from a terminal disease who, aware of his own condition, asks to be allowed to die. And here is another point of interest: among those aged sixty-five or older, a total of 59% espoused an equally favourable position; meaning that, overall, their basic opinion mirrored that of the average respondent.

One must, however, acknowledge the fact that nowadays, any discussion centred around the issue of death triggers a certain malaise. In the 19th century, Victorians used to cover the genital areas of statues with a certain type of G-string. Today, it is hearses that one attempts to conceal: the sight of death disrupts the anti-tragic optimism that goes hand in hand with the spreading of ‘progressive’ ideologies. 

The arguments one resorts to in this debate are almost invariably emotional and fraught with unmethodical sensitivity. Those that present them continuously sway from the medical and scientific field to the philosophical, metaphysical and even political sphere. The disqualifying reminder of ‘Nazi atrocities’ is taken as a ratio perennis. One proceeds to extrapolate based on the most extreme cases (whether one’s own experiences or hear-say) and, above all, to reassure oneself by diving head first into the misty realm of words.

Popular instinct is more reliable in this regard. When someone that has been afflicted with long-term agony dies, his family and friends say: ‘Redemption at last’. It is a most heartfelt statement on their part, one that is not formulated in spite of their love for the departed, but because of it.

On 5th February, 1974, a jury in Minneola, USA, acquitted a doctor, Mr Vincent A. Monterano, who had been accused of having shortened the agony of a patient suffering from laryngeal cancer, double pneumonia and pulmonary embolism. The announcement of the verdict triggered a thunderous applause among those present.

Must Man Continue to Be ‘Acted Upon’?

It is hardly a coincidence that the issue of euthanasia is currently resurfacing. Having previously considered biological workings to be unavoidable, man is henceforth in a position to control them. His newly acquired power imposes some rather formidable options upon him.

The entire problematic can thus be formulated as follows. There are people whose condition has been determined to be untreatable and who experience the worst imaginable suffering on a daily basis; due to their ordeal, they ask to be released from it all. Should society, on principle, condemn them to suffer further, with no prospect of recovery, until the end of their inevitable degeneration? Should mankind, whose members enjoy the necessary means to act in this regard, continue to be acted upon? Is it not time for us to add the right to death to its counterpart, the right to life, which was proclaimed on the 10th of December 1948 as part of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights?

In Le Quotidien du médecin, HR Charles Reymondon (Baruch) reminded the readers that the Code of Medical Deontology ‘does not, in contrast with popular misconception, define the respect for human life as medicine’s sole aim; it is rather the respect for human life and the human person that constitutes its very purpose’.

For all those who advocate euthanasia, these two notions — that of life and that of the person — can no longer be confused. When life is degraded beyond a certain threshold, there is no person left. How can one claim to respect life if one equally respects both the real person and its caricature?

In a recent book, doctor Paul Sporken, who defines himself as a Dutch Christian, proceeds to make the following statement: ‘The stopping of the heart, which once represented the most undeniable proof of death, is now compatible with “life”. Some organs can thus be dead while the human being is still alive. Inversely, the latter can already be dead while certain organs remain alive either in someone else or by being sustained artificially’.

Religious authorities have repeatedly manifested hostility towards any and all forms of euthanasia (‘The Christian response is most clear: they are opposed to it’, as stated in La Vie catholique710

 on 14th July, 1976). On 20th August, 1956, however, Pope Pius XII had declared:

‘With regard to the question of prolonging life, the ethical norm cannot be found in the mere preservation of life, but in preserving a life that is genuinely human’.

On his part, doctor Sporken declares himself to be in favour of euthanasia as long as it is not conducted against the formal will of the patient or without it.

An endless number of objections spring to mind, however, including all possible excesses. A question thus surfaces: when one sets out to justify death, how far will this undertaking lead us? 

Doctor Christen, a biologist, responds: ‘War and capital punishment already embody a justification of death. The issue that presents itself is, in fact, that of arbitrariness. One has every right to pose the question, but no one has the right to use it as a pretext to evade their own responsibilities. It would be a display of the worst kind of propagandist bad faith to state that, should one “begin” to accept euthanasia, one would soon be led to eradicate the elderly, the infirm, and so on. All human institutions run the risk of falling into arbitrariness. And yet, is there anyone who would ever agree to abolish institutions for fear of potential abuse (and at the risk of causing even greater misuse)? It is akin to disestablishing courts for fear of judicial error’.

The members of the medical body already exert influence upon the secrecy of human conscience.

One of them says: ‘At what point should a patient that has been lying in a state of irreversible coma no longer be kept alive? If I only have one single piece of resuscitation equipment at my disposal while on duty and two ‘emergencies’ come up at the same time, what criteria should determine my choice and course of action’?

In its 100th issue entitled Respect de la vie, respect de la mort,711

 published in spring 1974, Cahiers Laënnec712

 addressed the topic of reanimation. It states: ‘It seems that the necessary conclusion is that it is up to the doctor to make the final decision and bear the burden himself’.

Great Future Conquests

In an article published by Le Figaro, Mr Thierry Maulnier writes: ‘In these demanding domains, there is no such thing as a religious and counter-religious answer, or even a “Rightist” and “Leftist” response. The fact that Christianity declares, on principle, its unconditional respect for human life does not prevent numerous Christians from acknowledging one’s duty to bear arms or the legitimacy of the death penalty… There is arguably no society that could erect the respect for human life into an absolute. To fly planes or build bridges is to sacrifice a number of human lives on the altar of “progress”. The same is true of revolutions’.

On 21st September, 1972, Montherlant took his own life because he felt ‘vanquished by degeneration’. Shortly afterwards, writer Gabriel Matzneff declared:

‘Just like myself, Montherlant regretted the absence of euthanasia. He felt sorry for not living in a sufficiently civilised society. If he had turned to me and asked me to assist him in his suicide, I would certainly have obliged’.

Professor Louis Rougier, the eighty-eight-year-old author of Génie de l’Occident,713

 made the following affirmation: ‘The right to eugenics and euthanasia shall be among mankind’s great future conquests’. In La mort a changé,714

 Mr Alfred Fabre-Luce715

 expresses an analogous point of view.

The dean of the Faculty of Theology at the Catholic Institute of Paris, HR Pierre A. Liégé, and pastor Marc Lods of the Free Faculty of Protestant Theology have both reminded the public that in their eyes, ‘only God is master of life and death’.

Professor Alexandre Minkowski, the head of the Neonatal Medical Department at the Hospital of Port-Royal, chose to share a specific testimony: ‘The neonates that are born at term and whose electro-encephalic lines are found to be flat on two successive occasions are expected to be severely impaired. What we face, in such cases, is a complete absence of cerebral activity resembling the state of irreversible coma. These humans will only be able to live in a vegetative state, never knowing any other life. In such instances, we do indeed unplug the artificial respirator, while taking it upon ourselves not to consult the matter with the family’.

Mr Thierry Maulnier has also stated: ‘There may not be any perfect answer. The only answer, in fact, is a harrowing one’.

***
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 an essay by Jean Toulat. Pygmalion, 210 pages.
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 an essay by Igor Barrière and Etienne Lalou. Seuil, 184 pages.

***

During the past years, there have been various cases that have been granted major publicity by the press and that have regularly brought the issue of euthanasia to the forefront of current affairs: the Hämmerli case (Switzerland, 1975), the Nicole Schmitt case (France, 1975), the Karen Quinlan case (USA, 1975), and many others. Very recently, the standpoint adopted by doctor Coggan, the archbishop of Canterbury, in favour of a certain form of voluntary euthanasia caused quite a sensation (The Times, 14th December, 1976). On 5th January, 1977, in Le Monde, one could read the following words on the issue of ‘spina bifida’ (a congenital malformation characterised by an incomplete closing of the backbone and membranes around the spinal cord): ‘This tragic affliction is often accompanied by hindbrain and nerve root herniation and always results in death should a surgeon fail to intervene while the patient is still in their early childhood. Should one, however, truly perform systematic surgery on these unfortunate children, taking into account the exorbitant costs of preserving their lives, whose quality is, at the very least, debatable?’ In a testimony published by the same French daily, the parents of a child afflicted with this disease gave a negative response.

An international conference on euthanasia was held in Tokyo on 24th — 25th August, 1976, organised by the Japanese Society for Voluntary Euthanasia (which had been founded a few months earlier at the behest of former deputy Tenrei Ota) and the Japanese daily ‘Mainichi’. At the end of the debates, a ‘declaration on euthanasia’ was adopted and signed by a total of thirty-five delegates representing England, the United States, Australia, the Netherlands and Japan.

A public opinion poll was organised in Great Britain in September 1976, revealing that 69% of the British were in favour of voluntary euthanasia, with 17% displaying a hostile attitude and 14% remaining undecided. In the religious spectrum, those that approved of euthanasia most were the Anglicans (72%) and the Methodists (71%); by contrast, those least in favour were the Catholics (54%) and the Jews (50%).

In 1975–76, a whole array of books dealing with the issue of death hit the bookstores. A list was put together by Mr Jean-Louis Voisin in May-July 1976, in the 3rd issue of Etudes et Recherches magazine719

 (130 rue de la Pompe, 75116 Paris, France). It was entitled ‘Petite bibliographie de la mort’720

 and covered on pages 93 to 105. Another item of interest is the special edition of Archives de sciences sociales des religions721

 on ‘The Sociology of Death’ (Issue number 41, January–June 1976), published by the CNRS.722

 

There is also a Society of Thanatology (62 Capitaine Glarner Avenue, 93400 Saint-Ouen, France), headed by Mr Maurice Marois, a medical faculty professor, and publishing its own report since 1966. 

Last but not least, there is the Society for Voluntary Euthanasia, 13 Prince of Wales Terrace, London W8, England.

***

Art and the ‘Anartists’

‘It has now become possible to produce art without being an artist. Anyone can now do anything anywhere, as long as they keep the press informed. One can wrap anything up and exhibit it. One can display abstract space delimitated by a piece of string; simply display the string itself; or even content themselves with a description of both the abstract space and the piece of string. Alternatively, one may choose to create holes, circles, fingerprints, footprints and stains; or resort to cheques, trades, bartering and tricks; or make use of irons, umbrellas, nylon threads, metal scraps, guillotines, sewing eyes, water barrels or several meters of tubing. One can, in short, use anything they choose, from the best possible ideas to the most dismally abysmal ones. It simply does not matter anymore: one will always manage to find an “avant-garde” critic who will drool in admiration and claim that the entire universe stands in awe before it’. 

Such comments spread across almost 200 pages, targeting the ‘snobbishly cultural’ and attacking ‘anti-cultural rubbish’. What a seductive return to common sense this is!

Displaying an ironic smile and white hair, Hélène Parmelin is pensive. Having authored numerous novels and several essays, she chose to expand on the argumentation that she had outlined in one single burst in a book published three years earlier: L’art et les anartistes723

 (Christian Bourgeois, 1969). In L’art et la Rose,724

 she denounces a certain kind of ‘art’ and puts all related shams and bewilderment on trial. 

Faced with a painting ‘that is utterly inexpressive’, the man in the street says: it is so Picasso-like. Hélène Parmelin begs to differ. She appreciates Picasso but refuses to allow people to use him as an excuse to justify all those delusions.

If certain theoreticians are to be believed, the art of painting is dead and buried, and so is sculpture. All that we are now left with is the ever perverse and polymorphous ‘avant-garde’: the creators of super-inflatable ‘dolls’ and ‘squished’ cars; drugstore-like kinetics creating usurious artificiality; those most adept at silent music and the art of the nylon thread; neon light craftsmen and the artisans of the white square, crushed bronze and dissolved items. Indeed, what we are left with can be summarised in two words: the ‘anartists’.

A few years ago, during the ‘Salon de mai’ exposition,725

 those in charge of organising the latter had ever so innocently taken a common chair out of its wrapping paper. Their actions almost triggered a dramatic event, giving birth to a dramatic experience known as ‘A Chair in Its Wrapping’.

Mrs Parmelin writes: ‘A certain gallery in Milan, one that displays paintings, I mean, currently offers visitors the chance to admire the front and rear bonnet of the amazing Lamborghini-Miura, with its bright yellow colour and a splash of black paint across the car doors. Oh yes, I do mean the actual car; inside the gallery itself’. She adds: ‘When an artist chooses to display a “no-entry” traffic sign post, with its typical and pleasant red and white colours, what is it that we have before us? Life-like art? Art-like life? Does the city provide galleries with art, then? Are we in the presence of an artist who attracts people’s attention to street objects? An artist who, by isolating the object in question from its street-based context, restores its very power and bestows upon it a certain fluidity’?

Life or Void?

Abstract expressionism, kinetic art, op-art, and pop art are all (perhaps pathological) phenomena that mirror our age. Mrs Parmelin readily acknowledges these slightly bizarre forms of expression (indeed, none of us would take issue with the suggestive and lyrical power of expression found in abstract decorative motifs), but is reluctant to have them described as art:

‘The negative aspect of our current world lies in baptising as “painting” all that is nothing of the sort and labelling any inventor that participates in the Lépine contest726

 a superman. […] Every random, meaningless painter with parted hair believes himself to be a demiurge. […] In an atmosphere of general euphoria, a pompous kind of cretinism has spread across the globe. […] It is the very notion of art that one is trying to subject to metamorphosis. Instead of turning one’s impassioned attention towards all that is born without yet having its own suitable name, towards something that may or may not be appreciated and may or may not be useful, one strives to replace art with all that glitters, adorns, moves, fills or drains; with anything that entertains, disconcerts, and is either reminiscent of life or of nothing at all; anything that embellishes, animates or rationalises’.

One can wonder, incidentally, just how modern any avant-garde whose duration barely matches that of a trend can actually be. For what is genuinely modern is not only current in essence, but eternal. ‘Today’s art, or what is labelled “avant-garde” and the like, is so ephemeral that it sometimes borders on inexistence. One must therefore hasten to praise it to the heavens before the phoenix can rise from its ashes in an equally perishable form’. 

This system is founded upon a vicious circle. The merchant sells what the critic recommends; on his part, the critic indulges in listening to himself, enheartened by the artist. ‘Those who create thus take themselves ever more seriously, beginning to sound increasingly like critics. As for the latter, they proceed to refine a language that is already demanding and inimitable, one that is impossible to parody because it already is parodical. The praise and elation regurgitated by some and the gratification felt by the others upon being praised to the heavens thus result in a leapfrog game’.

The language itself has become so intricate that is has crossed the threshold of meaninglessness: ‘It is amazing what some have to say about a line or a stain: miles of obscurely subtle thoughts’. 

Looking through the 1971 catalogue of the Paris Biennale,727

 Hélène Parmelin admits not having been able to virtually fathom anything but ‘the participation rules, which happened to be perfectly clear but rather pointless’. 

Upon analysing the work of ‘conceptual artist’ Bernard Vernet, which is basically limited to photographic enlargements of book pages dealing with the subject of mathematics, Mr Otto Hahn, a critic employed by L’Express, proceeds to explain in a most solemn manner that the person ‘is thus attempting to objectivise the artistic issue by completely eliminating personal choices’. 

Somehow managing to keep a straight face, Mr Michel Tapié728

 writes: ‘Intuitively safeguarding the very essence of our traditional aesthetic heritage, today’s painter-calligrapher succeeds in venturing beyond the basic problem-pretext by deliberately resorting to the symbolism of pseudo-letters within a wide range of structure-spaces where every frame of reference devoid of artistic enchantment and epistemological aestheticism is, both conclusively and fortunately, out of the question’.

In parallel to this, ‘anartism’ has become a sort of substitute for faith. The artist is now clad in philosophical clothing. The language of morality (or perhaps mysticism) has superseded that of aesthetics. One no longer comments on the beauty of artistic works, but on what interesting state of mind they reflect.

Mr Michel Ragon, the fifty-three-year-old president of the International Association of Art Critics, makes the following remark: ‘From John Cage729

 and Julian Beck730

 to the hippies, a spiritualistic tide has slowly been spreading across the globe, one that is more oecumenical that any council has ever been and makes no distinction between Zeus and Buddha, picking up Krishna and Zen along the way and ultimately readopting the universalistic social mindset that characterised pre-Marxist socialists. Jesus is thus no longer the son of God, but brother to both Gandhi and Martin Luther King’ (in L’art: pour quoi faire?,731

 Casterman, 1971).

People now visit exhibitions ‘as they once visited Lourdes’. ‘Once inside the painters’ church, they make the sign of the cross and believe that it all actually happened’.

Supported by snobbism and various subsidies, ‘art enjoys all possible rights but is robbed of all possible means’. And yet, the avant-garde somehow manages to take pleasure in denouncing the ‘corrupting power of money’: it is the peak of intellectual chic for all those creative individuals whose works are currently trendy and is, therefore, well-paid. Are today’s painters inconsolably grief-stricken due to no longer being ‘cursed’? ‘Just imagine a happy and fortunate chick, a frolicking Ingres, an elated Delacroix, an appreciated Cézanne, a power-wielding Van Gogh and uncontested Picasso!’

One speaks of ‘proletarian’ and ‘bourgeois’ art. Despite making no attempt whatsoever to conceal her sympathies for the extreme Left,732

 the author still manages to write: ‘It is as absurd for an artist to avail himself of Marx, Lenin or Che Guevara as it is for him to capitalise on Stalin or Mao’. Incidentally, she adds, it is ‘bourgeois art’ that the ‘proletarians’ favour, especially when it takes on a Sulpician or chromo sort of shape (see also the ‘Stalinian icons in Déroulède’s style’ mentioned by Malraux733

 in the afterword of his Conquerors). 

Some fifteen to twenty years ago, non-art rushed into the gap that had been opened by the great trend of informal art. In this abstract form, Mrs Parmelin sees a mere ‘academism of modern art’; a fake type of avant-garde that takes us back to the ancient history of the Near-East: ‘Beware lest you corrupt yourselves, and make yourselves a graven image, the similitude of any figure, the likeness of male or female, the likeness of any beast that is on the earth, the likeness of any winged fowl that flies in the air, the likeness of anything that creeps on the ground, the likeness of any fish that is in the waters beneath the earth’ (Deuteronomy 4:16–18).

From a more general perspective, one cannot help noticing that informal does not relate to anything specific: no familiar landscape, and no particular type of man, people or era. It is therefore no coincidence that it has become fashionable at a time when cultural diversity finds itself under threat. Being of universalistic essence, it is the sole kind of art unable to arouse a bad conscience within a ‘unified’ humanity. 

The Zhdanovism of the French Communist Party

It would be a genuinely vain endeavour for one to seek out a single abstract canvas in the great museums of Leipzig and Dresden, in East Germany. In the USSR, the advertising of ‘socialist realism’ is an inherent part of the struggle against cosmopolitanism. Zhdanov, Stalin’s secular arm in the cultural domain, was this doctrine’s very first theoretician and the master-purifier of the Academy of Arts.

In its 1967 edition, the Dictionary of Soviet Philosophy defined socialist realism in the following manner: ‘Its essence resides in its faithfulness to life and the truthfulness of the latter’s depiction, no matter how difficult it may be, expressed entirely in artistic images envisioned from a communist perspective. Its fundamental ideological and aesthetical principles are as follows: devotion to the communist ideology; conducting one’s activity in the service of the people and the party’s own spirit; maintaining the closest possible ties to the struggle of working classes; socialist humanism and internationalism; historical optimism; and the rejection of formalism, subjectivism, and naturalistic primitivism’.

The French Communist Party, which has since been mixing wine with water, was not to be outdone during the 1950s. It walked its own path of ideological-artistic Zhdanovism. In 1953, French author Aragon, who had had the audacity to publish a Picasso-made portrait of Stalin in his Lettres françaises,734

 became the focus of a most callous disavowal: ‘The secretariat of the French Communist Party strongly disapproves of the publication of Picasso’s portrayal of the great Stalin in Les Lettres françaises on the 12th of March. Without casting any doubt upon the genuine sentiments of the great artist Picasso, whose attachment to the cause of the working class is known to all, our party’s secretariat must express its regret at that fact that comrade Aragon, who has otherwise been involved in a courageous struggle for the development of realistic art, has allowed the said publication’ (17th March, 1973).

Shortly afterwards, ‘indignant’ letters began pouring into the headquarters of the Central Committee, each striving to outdo all others in denouncing the ‘doodle’ most acrimoniously. One of the readers of L’Humanité hurled the following words at Picasso: ‘Do not be pretentious! Your talent is not worthy of Stalin’.

On the 9th of April, Aragon proceeded to explain himself: ‘I chose to publish the portrait because I saw nothing wrong with it, nothing that could pain others or contradict the deep sadness felt by Picasso, myself and the grief-stricken readers at the time, a profound sadness that the news of Stalin’s death had aroused in us all’.

The art of abstract Soviet painting, currently headed by Oscar Rabin, is henceforth tolerated, as confirmed by an exhibition launched in Moscow on 29th February, 1976 and comprising seventy paintings. Its representatives are, however, excluded from any and all membership in the Syndicate of Artists.

On the 20th of October, The Pravda remarked: ‘The purpose of modernism is to falsify the reality of the external world using every available means. […] A young and strong organism is in no need of drugs and our young socialist society categorically rejects the ensorcellment of modernism’.

Various experiments conducted over the past years, particularly in England by professor Desmond Morris (The Naked Ape, Grasset, 1968), have shown that chimpanzees are able to create quite appropriate non-figurative paintings. They can even produce a large number provided that they are supplied with adequate materials. They do, furthermore, have the advantage of being modest.

As for Hélène Parmelin, she points out that she has no intention whatsoever to become the defender of ‘pompous’ painters. Instead, she struggles most vigorously for the genuine ones, whether good or bad; for all those for whom a ‘trace of man’ can indeed subsist in art. And she defines this art as follows: ‘It is, in a way, the only means bestowed upon man to familiarise himself with the world using other means than research and the accumulation of scientific knowledge; for painting does not sublimate the world: it extends it. It neither copies it nor imitates it, but actually echoes it. It thus requires “infinite maturation”’.

The book opens with the author quoting Baudelaire’s735

 exquisite statement: ‘Nothing is as tiring as having to explain what everyone ought to know’.

***

L’art et la rose,736

 an essay by Hélène Parmelin. UGE/10–18, 183 pages.

***

Half a century ago, in a series of powerful works, Camille Mauclair737

 had already targeted ‘counter-academism’ and the ‘internationality of ugliness’ (See La folie picturale,738

 Watelet, 1928). Denouncing a painting art that strived ‘to impose a kind of deformation, as well as an international ugliness that abolishes ethnic characteristics and aspirations, excludes nature for the benefit of a type of geometric hallucination and produces identical paintings in Rio, Warsaw or Paris’, the author affirmed: ‘Our painting abilities have been disrupted; so be it. The real danger, however, lies in the conception which seeks to impose the tyranny of interchangeable formulae where our taste, sensibility and territory no longer matter, while simultaneously separating art from nature and the artist from his own kind and severing their roots’.

***

A Parallel History

The high priests of the Incas actually went to the moon, and extra-terrestrial beings used the alignments of Carnac739

 so as to land in Baalbek740

 or Tiahuanaco.741

 More recently, they caused the sun to go bonkers in the vicinity of Fatima.742

 

Our entire history is to be rewritten; in their official declarations, scientists conceal the truth from us all. It is the great initiates that possess ‘true’ knowledge, but they hide in remote areas or lost continents. As a result, truth can only reach us in filtered form, one drop at a time.

And yet, one can still catch sight of it through certain editors, particularly in the collection entitled Les énigmes de l’univers,743

 headed by Mr Francis Mazière (Fantastique île de Pâques744

) and published by Laffont editions. There are also further ones, including Présence du futur745

 (Denoël), Les Chemins de l’impossible746

 (Albin Michel), Guides noirs747

 (Tchou), Réalisme fantastique748

 (Copernic), Aventures mystérieuses749

 (J’ai lu), and many others.

All these collections saw the light of day following the release of Matin des magiciens,750

 published by Gallimard in 1960. Louis Pauwels, a former teacher, writer, journalist and metaphysical poet from the Dutch part of Belgium, wrote it in collaboration with Odessa-born Jacques Bergier, a sixty-four-year-old mixture of professor Cosine751

 and professor Calculus.752

 It was a triumph. The book’s success enabled the rehabilitation of alternative literature and allowed a certain ‘sect’ to come out of its catacombs, a sect whose cult had, thus far, only been celebrated in bookshops such as ‘L’Atome’, ‘Le Palimugre’, ‘La Mandragore’ or ‘Le Terrain vague’. 

Nowadays, Pauwels and Bergier would love to be able to acknowledge their legitimate children and none other. It is too late for that, however. It is a fact that they both deplore, for the creator has become the victim of his own creation. Such is the revenge of the Golem.

The trend of a ‘parallel history’ can be accounted for through two sentiments that are currently resurfacing: a nostalgia for a ‘mythical’ past and a hunger for the fantastic. The more space society dedicates to scientific certitudes, the more people ‘reassure’ themselves through the imaginary. The fantastic has been fashionable for about a decade and a half now: this marks the return of the new gods. As for science-fiction, it projects into the ‘hyper-future’ a variety of scenarios that speak to us in the present tense.

Even history itself cannot find any shelter in this regard. There is no longer such a thing as a history ‘of divine right’. There are, instead, several pasts to ‘choose’ from and be reconstructed, since each one leaves a different mark on our present. Modern historiography has broken with the illusion of a ‘unidimensional’ or purely event-based history. It revises the past from a structural angle and the perspective of mentalities.

The authors of the Mysteries of the Universe collection (the most representative publication of its kind) venture even further, of course. They have set their minds on rethinking our whole history, denouncing all ‘conformist’ scientists and ‘falsifiers’ by means of an inexhaustible topic: Tradition.

The Secrets of the ‘Great Initiates’

This is what Mr Jean-Michel Angebert writes in Le livre de la Tradition:753

 ‘The Tradition expressed in the great legends, mythologies and sacred texts of our various religions is the sole guiding thread with the ability to lead us through history’s symbolic and initiatory labyrinth’.

He adds: ‘The primordial scripture whose elements are scattered across all languages did not aim to preserve the material traces of human thoughts, but to act as testimony of a non-human message that has come to us from the stars around. This initial living scripture made use of engraved symbols corresponding to sounds whose very number and vibrations triggered a prodigious activation of man’s entire mental faculties. As a result of a catastrophe whose cause remains unknown, mankind lost its clairvoyant ability, an ability that has henceforth been restricted to a small number of initiates’. 

These initiates include Rama, Orpheus, Hermes, Jesus and Plato, in addition to alchemists, astrologists, the constructors of cathedrals, the druids, the Cathars, the Rosicrucians, the Knights Templar and, more generally, all those that can be the focus of any claims whatsoever simply because we scarcely know anything about them.

This sets the pace of a collection in which one encounters both the worst and the best, with the most interesting content represented by the essays of Jean-Gaston Bardet (Le trésor secret d’Ishrael),754

 Millar Burrows (The Dead Sea Scrolls), Jean-Paul Clébert (Provence antique),755

 Jacques Huynen (L’énigme des vierges noires),756

 Helmut Berndt (Die Nibelungen),757

 Gilbert Pillot (Le code secret de l’Odyssée),758

 Jean-Louis Bernard (Aux origines de l’Egypte),759

 Fernand Niel (Connaissance des megaliths),760

 Gérard de Sède (Le mystère gothique),761

 and others.

In Jésus ou le mortel secret des templiers,762

 Mr Robert Ambelain, readopting the views of Daniel Massé, draws a connection between the life of Jesus and the revolt of the zealots. In La vie secrete de Paul,763

 he defines Paul (Saul of Tarsus) as a Herodian prince of Idumean origin, the grand-son of Herod the Great from his mother’s side, claiming that he had participated in the Pisonian conspiracy against Nero764

 before ordering the burning of Rome. He also mentions the (often ferocious) conflicts between Saint Peter and Simon the Magician.765

 

Mr Louis Charpentier766

 has attempted to shed light upon the secret origins of the ‘Game of the Goose’ (Les géants et le mystère des origines).767

 He also wonders whether the Cathedral of Chartres is not, through the Knights Templar and the Order of Cîteaux, heir to the pyramids and the Temple of Salomon (Les mystères de la cathédrale de Chartres).768

 

On their part, ‘saucerists’ have been equally active with Mr Henry Durrant (Le livre noir des soucoupes volantes769

 and Les dossiers des OVNI)770

 and Frank Edwards (Flying Saucers: Serious Business).

Following in the footsteps of Mr Robert Charroux771

 (Histoire inconnue des hommes depuis cent mille ans,772

 Le livre du mystérieux Inconnu)773

 and convinced that they had succeeded in deciphering the Etruscan or Basque language, locating the Holy Grail, or perfecting infallibles martingales, fifteen authors of more or less great talent have set out to publish their views. Most of them take pride in their lack of ‘university qualifications’, looking down on those who contradict their assertions and cladding themselves in the mystery of ‘initiation’ the moment one proceeds to ask them excessively accurate questions. Some of them have now attained notoriety and have been heading specialised clubs or reports within the sphere of ‘alternative knowledge’ and magic. 

All the ‘usual’ subjects have been raised: forgotten worlds, lost continents, the Aztec and Egyptian pyramids (André Pochan’s L’énigme de la grande pyramide),774

 the arrival of the extra-terrestrials (Erich von Däniken’s Zurück zu den Sternen),775

 the Cathars and the Phoenicians, gods and giants, shooting stars, treasure hunts, the philosopher’s stone, astral secrets, haunted houses, sea serpents and the thousand and one nights.

In Les archives du savoir perdu,776

 Mr Guy Tarade777

 makes random claims about the fact that the ancestors of the Siberian sorcerers ‘moved about in space just as we do today’, that extra-terrestrials are buried in Mexico, that there is ‘a bizarre analogy between the shape of a human foetus at the end of its first month of development and that of a germinating wheat seed’, that Hitler did not meet his demise in Berlin (‘As everyone knows’), that Cardinal Richelieu was actually a Rosicrucian dignitary, that the pyramids of Egypt served as ‘anti-radiation shelters’ and that certain pharaohs had the ability to duplicate themselves.

Mr Tarade also says that the apparition of Fatima corresponds to ‘the queen of the sky mentioned by Jeremiah’. It is, in all likelihood, ‘an extra-terrestrial being that has, for several millennia, been manifesting herself to the men and women of our planet, using means that remain completely unknown to us’.

Not All Amateurs Are Like Schliemann

From ‘unexpected’ affirmations to puerile assertions, one plummets rather quickly into the sphere of hoaxes. ‘Linguistic fiction’ is, in this regard, a fearsome issue. This (abundantly practiced) method consists in creating close connections between completely unrelated words, some of which even belong to different linguistic families, their spoken usage separated by century-long or millennia-long intervals, before using these dubious approximations (which are founded upon vague assonances) to draw the most ‘fascinating’ conclusions. One thus proceeds to haphazardly ‘compare’ Norwegian, Latin, Swahili and Hebrew. Displaying no discernment whatsoever, a certain part of the public, ever ignorant of the laws of linguistics, swallows such claims whole.

Genre ‘specialists’ often mention the example of Heinrich Schliemann (1822–1890), a German amateur archaeologist and merchant who, in contradiction with the views of contemporary scientists, managed to locate the Mycenaean and Trojan ruins by relying solely on the Homeric texts.

And yet, however amateurish he may have been, Schliemann still held the scientific method in high regard, always conducting his excavations in a most pragmatic fashion; his successful undertakings were therefore immediately acknowledged. It must also be said that even though Schliemann was indeed an amateur, not every amateur is a Schliemann. One could, at this stage, mention thousands of ‘official’ scientists who have succeeded in attaining palpable results, and tens of thousands of amateurs who have failed to accomplish anything and are unlikely to ever stumble upon anything at all.

At present, the purpose is to make people dream. Ever concerned with concealing their identity and secrets, the ‘invisible rulers’ seem, paradoxically, willing to let this process unfold. Perhaps they enjoy copyright benefits.

In this hotchpotch of fanciful intuitions, however, one may yet come across some valid elements, some paths to follow that do not necessarily lead through the CNRS or Mallet-Isaac.778

 Nevertheless, one must, in the process, exercise caution and, above all, remain serious.

The editors of Kadath magazine, which is published in Brussels and headed by Mr Ivan Verheyden, are making every possible effort for that to happen. They belong to those who publish articles on the topic of megaliths, pyramids, Chinese alchemy and the Easter island tablets. Unlike others, however, they strive to remain level-headed and denounce certain publications that muddy the waters and sow confusion.

This is what they write concerning the ‘work’ of Erich von Däniken:779

 ‘We are currently witnessing the flourishing of works whose authors take pride in bringing extraordinary revelations regarding the vestiges of the past yet are unable to offer us a single shred of evidence that they have genuinely and profoundly studied the civilisations that these vestiges attest to. The works produced by these authors may well have been most skilfully conceived, constituting a most pleasant reading experience with a high likelihood of seducing those readers who long for exhilaration and distraction. In numerous cases, however, such literary works are mere archaeological fiction, not to mention those whose authors surrender to unbridled speculations on presupposed facts that they never trouble themselves to verify, sometimes even unknowingly giving in to absolutely false facts that others have pulled out of thin air’ (Kadath, issue number 15, November–December 1975). 

In L’Homme éternel,780

 Mr Pauwels makes the following profession of faith: ‘If one were to tell me that there is nothing marvellous to be found in this world, I would obstinately refuse to lend them an ear. I would continue to seek the marvellous, using my feeble means and the whole of my passion. And should I fail to find anything of the sort in this life, I would, upon departing the latter, state that it was not because there was, indeed, nothing for me to find, but because my soul was too thick and my mind too blind to succeed in this endeavour’.

***

Chroniques des civilisations disparues,781

 a collection edited by Patrick Ferryn and Ivan Verheyden. Laffont, 301 pages.

Le livre de la Tradition, an essay by Jean-Michel Angebert. Laffont, 365 pages.

Les archives du savoir perdu, an essay by Guy Tarade. Laffont, 346 pages.

Les dossiers des OVNI. Les soucoupes volantes existent, an essay by Henry Durrant.782

 Laffont, 310 pages. 

L’homme éternel, an essay by Louis Pauwels and Jacques Bergier. Gallimard, 360 pages.

***

On the issue of Non-Identified Flying Objects (UFOs), there is a number of works that strive to be serious, especially those of Jacques Vallée (Les phénomènes insolites de l’espace,783

 Table Ronde, 1959; Mystérieuses soucoupes volantes,784

 Albatros, 1976) and Aimé Michel (Lueurs sur les soucoupes volantes,785

 Mame, 1954; Mystérieux objects célestes,786

 Planète, 1966). It is undoubtedly a significant fact that Michel has now written the following statement: ‘On my part, I only acknowledge one type of books on the topic of flying saucers these days: those which modestly report people’s testimonies, without ever attempting to provide readers with futile and impossible explanations’ (as stated in the preface to Jacques Lob’s and Robert Gigi’s book entitled Ceux venus d’ailleurs,787

 Dargaud, 1973).


Controversies

Ideological Nuisances

The American managers that always ask whether an undertaking ‘is constructive enough’ have been targeted with derision. Nowadays, by contrast, it is fashionable ideologists that wonder: ‘Is it destructive enough?’

His eyes aglow with determination and his lips ever stretched by the hint of a smile, Mr Raymond Ruyer, a dynamic seventy-five-year-old native of the Vosges, is a teacher at the University of Nancy. Having authored several philosophical works (Dieu des religions, dieu de la science,788

 Philosophie de la valeur,789

 etc.), he has also been included in the ‘Liberté de l’esprit’790

 collection headed by Mr Raymond Aron with a text entitled Eloge de la société de consommation.791

 His ideological nuisances will mark a major milestone.

One sometimes says that ideologies are on the decline, but in the eyes of the neo-liberal school, they remain, on the contrary, most virulent (the two terms are not contradictory). Political life, which previously acted as their breeding ground, has increasingly been slipping beyond their reach, because statal governance is fraught with a tendency to submit to both economy and ‘technology’. However, what ideology loses on one level is compensated for on another. Its ‘spheres of intervention’ are growing ever greater in number and include the domains of university education, literature, arts, cinematography, urbanism and customs. Negative ideologies now herald a ‘culturalist millennium’, manifesting their presence in our everyday lives, which renders them all the more fearsome.

Utopia bears a connection to the promotion of anti-values and benefits from the snobbism of the masses and the instinctive attraction exerted by the ‘marginal’ ones. Drowned by a flow of affirmations which, despite being contradictory, are still endowed with an equal level of certainty, the individual finds himself unable to remain composed. It is not a lack of information that ails him but an excess of it, leaving him incapable of discriminating between the different facts, whose respective significance he can no longer perceive. Thrown off balance and perpetually shocked, he capitulates and loses his footing, having fallen prey to ‘the bewilderment of technology’. A society, however, cannot subsist in the absence of values and norms. The fact that the latter are relative is of little importance in this regard: human sensibility cannot perceive four simultaneous dimensions, and there is always a ‘relative’ element which enjoys an absolute sort of value for it. These norms are, in fact, beyond any and all demonstrations.

‘Degas792

 readily offered a million to whomever could, by means of reasonable demonstration, prove that the Mona Lisa was indeed a work of art. Offering a million to the person who could prove that cannibalism is to be prohibited would, likewise, be a risk-free endeavour’, Mr Ruyer reminds us.

At every given moment, we find ourselves compelled to make a choice between equally desirable priorities. There are none of us that can, however, have everything at once, and our choices always define the consequences: ‘Man submits to the laws of the genre just as sailors do to the laws of navigation’.

‘It is possible for one to be both rich and healthy, but it is impossible to transform the Place Vendôme793

 into a garage without causing aesthetical damage to it. It is equally impossible to desire both prosperity and the life of a bohemian poet, both efficacious order and picturesque indiscipline. Painters are well aware of the fact that if one seeks to create a light-dark effect, one must relinquish any intentions of being a colourist. A highly productive economy remains indifferent to just repartition. The peak of political equality does not coincide with maximal freedom; and the list goes on’.

There is thus a contradiction between the often-justified criticism of the malfeasances entailed in a production that is accomplished at all costs and the advocacy of a more general increase in living standards: ‘Demanding telephones and cars for everyone to use, “decent” housing, books, records and films for next to nothing is, indeed, synonymous with demanding assembly-line work in factories’.

‘Even ideologies themselves are founded on values, but since they are closed systems, they transform their own myths into concepts; meaning that they “rationalise” them and thus become pseudo-sciences’.

The procedure adopted by Karl Marx when boasting about how ‘scientific’ his Capital is does not differ in any way from that of Plato, who dressed his cosmopolitical utopias in geometrical and arithmetic-geometrical garments. His sole desire was to impress, to conceal the unreasonable aspect of his own claims. The same is true of Freud and his ‘science of the unconscious’; Philippe Sollers794

 and his ‘sign science’ (where he speaks, for instance, of the epistemological role of Althusser’s points and commas and supports his assertions with graphs, frequency curves, etc.); not to mention those ‘human sciences’ which, similarly to ‘occult sciences’, lack any and every scientific aspect beyond their own names. For science is, after all, more than a mere question of means. Even when making use of computers, ‘clairvoyants’ remain, overall, nothing short of charlatans.

Making Hippies More Palatable

Incidentally, these so-called scientists give themselves away the moment they declare themselves to be ‘the sole genuine scientists’. For science is essentially open and subject to revision. Pseudo-sciences, by contrast, are allergic to all contradiction and secrete thought dictatorship.

Mr Raymond Ruyer writes: ‘Progressivist neophytes are always there to give everyone moral lectures in the name of currently fashionable ideologies and are hellishly severe in their role. The enemies of laws and the police make horrendous police officers. They are very strict moralists whose lack of humour rivals that of prophets, and just like the latter, are inclined to condemn anything that they fail to comprehend’.

Generally speaking, such a procedure comes up against the sanctioning of reality. Marxist ‘science’ is entirely founded upon an allegedly rigorous analysis of economic facts; and yet, whenever communists seize power, it is precisely in the economic domain that their failure is most conspicuous. Among Leftists, the sight of such failures has aroused a genuine ‘hatred of economics’ (though it is not the only factor). This is because economics implies a certain level of organisation, and thus order, hierarchy, efficiency, and rationality.

When striving to denounce the ‘reign of the powerful’, the hashish-smokers of Taizé795

 display a most natural ability to readopt the tone of both biblical prophets and the Church Fathers. Mr Ruyer remarks: ‘Christ’s first apostle followers must have borne a genuine resemblance to the young people of today’s Californian “communes”, a fact that may either render hippies palatable or the apostles disgusting, depending on one’s personal preference’. 



On the Topic of ‘Happiness’

The author then proceeds to review all the ideologies that rule our current world. He places particular emphasis on the wrongdoings of the racist ideology, which he is careful to distinguish from ethnicism and eugenics. He writes: ‘Although history refutes racism, it disproves neither eugenics nor the significance of individual biological value within a given population or ethnicity. It does not refute the existence of reciprocal relations between cultures and their respective biological foundation; nor does it dispel what one may well term “ethnicism”, meaning a doctrine that concerns itself with the preservation of cultural communities and, in the sense intended by Simone Weil, with the decent entrenchment of individuals into their own communities. […] History demonstrates the fact that, on the contrary, the most brilliant societies have worn their racial or ethnic foundation out and destroyed their own elites through various procedures of which the main ones are differential sub-replacement fertility and the sterilisation of the elites’.

Mr Ruyer also targets the ‘anti-racist ideology’, which, through a curious sort of paradox, is ‘even more out of touch with any and all scientific and objective consideration of the facts’.

Is it not a contradiction for one to claim, on the one hand, that all men are essentially similar, while insisting, on the other hand, on the ‘right to difference’ and concerning oneself with the fate of minorities? On the contrary: ‘One cannot avoid ethnocides when one does not even have the slightest notion of what an ethnicity is’.

‘In the name of the religious equality of souls, proselytical religions and their missionaries have fought against “shocking” customs which, oftentimes, had a eugenic or social value of their own, and struggled against vitalising native myths, etc. In the name of humanist egalitarianism, rationalistic ideologies have done the very same thing; and nowadays, it is Marxist or Maoist communists, or neo-Democrats, for that matter, that are behaving in the same manner’.

His conclusion is the following: ‘An intelligent type of racism, one that is endowed with a sense of ethnic diversity, is less harmful than an intemperate, egalitarian and all-assimilating kind of antiracism’.

‘The ideologies of happiness’, with their double-edged blades, are just as fearsome: love is reserved for the ‘righteous’ and blame for the ‘wicked’. For unless it is individual, love lacks all meaning and grandeur: you can only love someone. Whenever it takes on a collective and ‘ideological’ shape, love is always totalitarian: to love everyone is to love no one at all. It is in the name of ‘love’ that most harm has been done to mankind, remarked Nietzsche. Proudhon, whose socialism was rooted in an entirely Roman conception of justice, used to say: ‘Love has always seemed most ridiculous to me’; to which Raymond Ruyer adds: ‘Love is neither economical nor economic. Whenever it prevails, proprietorship recedes. Love is lawless, above all law, and the enemy of both law and order. Its sole norm is one’s faithfulness to others. It is anarchic, in the sense that it is directed at whoever is in most urgent need of it, without ever worrying about the fact that its primary contribution is one of disorder whenever providing shelter to the homeless (Saint Vincent de Paul was criticised in this respect). It is widely known that in Lambaréné, there reigned, all around Albert Schweitzer, an occasionally scandalous sort of disorder’.

Ideological epidemics spread through both doctrinal development and heresy — through contagion, intoxication, and intimidation, but also through means that are unique to each one, beginning with intellectual terrorism: ‘If you deny the truth of psychoanalysis, you do so because you have been blinded by your own mental complexes. If you refuse to admire Xenakis796

 or Paul Klee,797

 you will have murdered Mozart’.

There is also the method of ‘analogical blackmail’: ‘Van Gogh’s poverty continues to enrich the countless painters who lack talent. For all those that exploit eroticism, the process set in motion by the Flowers of Evil798

 still serves as a windfall, as does the poverty of Pasteur’s laboratory for today’s research laboratories; it is a goldmine even for those who dedicate themselves to spreading rabies’. In this regard, the media play an ambiguous role: ‘Their actions are both in favour of and against social conservatism. They incite people against social order while simultaneously driving those that have surrendered to this frenzy to leave their civil servant positions and work in the private sector instead’. In other words, they spread the poison but rob it of its potency; they defuse the very bombs that they mass-produce.

Last but not least, just like with carcinogenic viral diseases, there is a self-aggravating principle that pervades these ‘ideological viruses’. This is what, according to Mr Ruyer, distinguishes mental demagogy from its plain political counterpart: it is sufficient to ‘suggest some negative mechanisms which, once in place, will work of their own accord, just like a wheat ear travels up one’s sleeve’.799

 

As a remedy for such ‘epidemics’, Raymond Ruyer goes as far as to propose an ‘intellectual fraud commission’, one that would compel the merchants of cerebral poisons to put labels on their products, declaring the latter to be ‘dangerous for your mental and social health’, as is the case with cigarette salesmen. For the time being, of course, such a project is no more than a theoretical possibility. Should it ever be implemented, we would, incidentally, be faced with a criteria issue; and this is where we would, in all likelihood, detect the presence of ideology.

The Laws of Ideological Demand and Offer

But how do we define ideology, ultimately? And is it not the case that any definition given to it is already arbitrary and, to some extent, ideological per se? This is the question which Mr Jean Baechler,800

 another representative of the liberal current, has attempted to answer.

In Mr Baechler’s eyes, ideology presents itself as an ‘ensemble of mental representations that surface as soon as people establish bonds that tie them to one another’. It can thus be defined as ‘the conscious states of mind connected to political action’; meaning that one cannot separate politics from ideology, nor dream of any sort of ‘pure’ politics: for every non-ideological policy would no longer be political. Ideology is ‘the manner in which men think, speak and write as soon as they practice politics’.

Ideological formulations may well, consequently, amount to a dozen of ‘nuclei’ which Mr Baechler equates to ‘passions’. He writes that a nucleus is ‘what we are left with once all formulations have been disregarded. And yet, what is left when all formulations, meaning all words, have been eliminated may well be nothing more than mere ideas or psychological impulses’ (This opinion converges with Pareto’s ‘residue’ doctrine). Mr Baechler proceeds to enumerate these ‘psychological impulses’ (which enjoy a reality of their own), these ‘quanta of mental energy that have achieved self-awareness’: one’s aspirations for liberty (one that leads either to liberalism or anarchism); the will to power (Prometheanism, scientism, expansionism); avarice or greed (productivism); vanity (elitism, nationalism); envy (socialism, collectivism); one’s taste for obedience (fundamentalism, conservatism); love (pacifism); rebelliousness (revolutionism); hatred (nihilism); pleasure (ludic behaviour); and others.

Defined as ‘a non-verbal nucleus whose mode existence is nonetheless verbal’, ideology takes on an even more inevitable aspect as a result of corresponding, on the one hand, to political action as a means of resolving conflicts that stem from the plurality of choices enjoyed exclusively by man, and, on the other, to the meaningful orientation of basic passions towards acquired values (by means of discourse), an approach that is also the exclusive domain of men, in the sense of being an ‘addition to nature’ and consequently the equivalent of culture.

Mr Baechler then proceeds to analyse the physiology, nature and functions of ideological discourse, before focusing on the laws of ideological offer and demand, ideological consumption, nuclei, systems, and other aspects as well. Last but not least, what he attempts to evaluate is not the veracity nor moral quality of ideologies (since no ideology is essentially true or false, nor even righteous or wicked), but their respective efficacy, with the latter being assessed on the basis of the more or less high likelihood of fulfilling a more or less great number of passions among a more or less significant number of members.

In his view, ‘the main award must undoubtedly go to nationalism’, with socialism and liberalism tying for second place. ‘Nationalism is certain to come first, and by far, because it has all the necessary prerogatives to appeal to people’. As for fascism, Mr Baechler believes that, nowadays, its chances go hand in hand with those of a certain evolution taking place within the Leftist domain; for what the two ideologies have in common, albeit from contrasting points of view, is the denunciation of modernity, the consumerist society, bureaucracy, and gregariousness, as well as the exaltation of ludic and heroic values. ‘Leftism has failed owing to its reliance on marginal forces and as a result of expressing itself using a Marxist and socialist vocabulary that displeased the majority. A future avatar may yet succeed’, he writes.

He then offers the following clarification: ‘At the risk of upsetting the gentle hearts and noble souls out there, the parallel between the declarations made under the Weimar Republic and those issued during the 1960s is absolute on the principial level; it is merely the verbal coating that differs. And what about the nationalism that Leftism obviously lacks, one might ask? It is my opinion that its absence is due to chance, not essence. There is a historical law which dictates that natural communities ultimately take form at any level where wars between different communities may occur. In the West, for centuries on end, this level was determined to be that of castellany and, at a later point, that of principalities. Ever since 1945, however, war has been excluded from the level of European nations, due to modifications that were introduced into the diplomatic-strategic system. When a certain level is precluded, a twofold movement is manifested. A part of the energies fixates upon the lower level, attempting to revive the communities that have been abolished by history. De facto, there is a fraction of contemporary Leftism that is now attempting to resuscitate the ancient principalities. The term that is used to designate this movement is ethnicism. Another part of the energies is, on the other hand, allocated for the potential emergence of a higher level. The establishment of a political Europe or Atlantis would provide Leftism with a fixation point. It is entirely possible that at such a stage, anti-modernity will experience the presence of a new avatar, with a new word assigned to it’.

Ideological ‘Evacuation’?

There is a great deal of truth in these statements, but the initial analysis conducted by Mr Baechler remains rather ambiguous. On the one hand, he acknowledges the fact that one cannot disassociate politics and ideology (although there might not necessarily be any reciprocity: for if every policy is, whether explicitly or not, ideological in essence, it does not follow that every ideology generates a policy); on the other hand, he deplores the presence of ideologies, while simultaneously underestimating their real influence. In harmony with solid logical reasoning, this amounts to stating that the best possible governance system is the least ideological one, and therefore the least political one. What we are faced with here is a contradiction of terms: one cannot ‘evacuate’ the political dimension of human societies; on the contrary, should we ever ‘depoliticise’ the authority of the state, we would witness the emergence of politics in other domains, as it begins to spread in all directions.

The fact of reducing ideology to a certain number of ‘nuclei’ embodied by passions is not any more fulfilling either. It is certain that the ‘non-variables that are an inherent part of the human psyche’ play a certain role in the formation of ideological systems. These non-variables, however, do not suffice to describe the notion of ‘consciousness states’. One must also take into account the existence of collective mentalities, of a plurality of ‘mental forms’ that define an equal number of ideological worldviews on which passions exert a real, albeit secondary action (otherwise, the study of ideologies would only serve as an annex in the psychology of feelings). Mr Baechler is right when highlighting the fact that man’s specificity, compared to animals, lies in the ‘widening of the field of possibilities and the latitude that one enjoys when it comes to choosing between the possibilities’ (‘In short, man’s fundamental characteristic resides in the very plurality of his choices. The latter generates the possibility of disagreement and divergence and thus conflict’; this is why ‘the essence of the political must be sought in the sphere of conflicts’). He is nonetheless mistaken when not mentioning the fact that the collective configuration of the ‘field of possibilities’ presents itself, at least potentially speaking, in different forms that vary in accordance with the time and place in question, defining the resulting ‘states of consciousness’ in structurally diverging ways of perceiving and ‘feeling’ the world.

Last but not least, the contradiction between the ‘ideological’, i.e. the domain of subjectivities and passions, and ‘science’, which is said to be the field of certitudes and facts, only conveys partial truth. For this distinction is founded upon the illusion of the supposedly absolute objectivity of scientific procedure. The scientific perspective, however, which is but one of many worldviews, is far from being sheltered against the impact of ideology. Because it does not embody an end in itself, but is, instead, restricted to a means that serves the needs of men and the societies that the latter form, it is inevitably tainted with different and even contradictory significances. This is why, unlike what Mr Baechler claims, it is not absurd for us to speak of ‘proletarian genetics’ and ‘bourgeois genetics’ in one way or another, just as Marxist theoreticians have done in the past. For the manner in which facts are organised so as be rendered significant matters as much as the facts themselves; and the organisational method depends, in turn, on our ‘states of consciousness’ and passions.

Epistemologically speaking, science does not, ultimately, eliminate a single ounce of subjectivity. As precise as our scientific appreciations of reality may be, they will always be conducted in relation to our own particular position in the world; and we all know that the very appearance under which an observed object is perceived depends on the observer’s position as well.

Furthermore, as demonstrated by Popper, there are no ‘absolute scientific truths’: all that there is are scientific proposals that are deemed true because they have yet to be disproved. The notion of a complete and accomplished science is, in itself, not scientific at all. Hence the following fact, as acknowledged by Mr Baechler: ‘For the time being and an indeterminate future to come, science must coexist with other mental formations’.

In harmony with what Oswald Spengler wrote (in Man and Technology, Gallimard, 1958 and 1969), all scientific theories (in the West, at least) are both ‘a myth relating to the interpretation of the forces of nature’ and a working hypothesis whose focus is not so much on unveiling the secrets of the universe as on rendering the latter suitable for use towards the accomplishment of specific goals; hence the development of mathematical methods and experimentation.

***

Les nuisances idéologiques,801

 an essay by Raymond Ruyer. Calmann-Lévy, 342 pages.

Qu’est-ce que l’idéologie,802

 an essay by Jean Baechler. Gallimard, 406 pages.

***

Anti-‘Sinistrosis’

Mr Jean Servier, a university professor and a great admirer of the Bible, once wrote the following words: ‘Should Western civilisation ever disappear, mankind would not be affected’. Commenting on this claim, Mr Louis Pauwels stated: ‘I can already picture it: among the ruins and a good billion corpses, the professor wanders through the landscape, picking wild berries and completely unaffected’.

Gripping an ‘open letter’ tightly in his clenched fist, Mr Pauwels sets out to wage war upon the ‘vociferous midgets of negativity’: the tearful, the petitioners and the doctors. Tough luck. ‘There is no truth in the claim that our civilisation is inhumane, nor is there any in the assertion that progress is catastrophic or that our society is not fit to be lived in’.

It was already twenty centuries ago that we witnessed half-starved anchorites hurl anathemas at both the world’s pleasures and the very exaltation of life as a result of feeling excluded from or foreign to society: ‘These men condemned all pleasures and distractions, shattered social distinctions through property-based egalitarianism, made no differentiation between masters and slaves in their faith, and poured out their prideful contempt for the entire century’ (Charles Guignebert, Le christianisme antique,803

 Flammarion, 1928).

Whether today or in the past, the ‘vociferous midgets’ hurl their curses upon a ‘lewd Babylon’, asserting that our society is immoral and that economic efficacy is detestable as long as it comes at the price of inequality; they join Tertullian saying: Legis injustae honor nullis (one is not required to respect an unjust law). These prophets of doom belong to the ‘church of Western pessimism’. They juggle a certain number of key words: alienation, mutation, malaise, despair, trepidation, and neurosis.

Mr Pauwels categorises them into ‘pessimists with a mission of interest’, snobs and malcontents. The former are deliberate propagandists. They are well aware of who will benefit from their demoralisation campaigns. As for the others, they abide by current trends and go with the flow. They unleash stupidity just as Nero unleashed fire upon Rome — in order to watch the city burn.

Like all other tyrants, the church of pessimism strives to appeal to our youths. This is because young people ‘bear the vices of rapid prosperity within’. Consumed by inner fury for having been given everything without there being anything to gain, they try to convince themselves of their own misery and extreme oppression. From psychodrama to psychotropics, they settle into despair the way others would into an armchair. ‘These novel vagrants take a Boeing to fly to Kathmandu, while some of them spew endless indictments against technology — on the radio’.

The church of pessimism ‘extends its benediction to all that is adverse’; for it is ever so ‘ordinary’ to be for something. Since the supreme snobbism of a decadent society lies in savouring the luxury of encouraging those who would insult it, one declares that Europe is dying as a result of its excessive desire for ‘possession’ or that Sweden has been stricken with ‘the disease of happiness’. Switzerland, they say, will soon fall prey to poverty and anguish. In parallel, one surrenders to entire litanies on the natural nobility of the Pygmies and that of Bantu philosophy. Following the dress rehearsal to Montherlant’s La ville dont le prince est un enfant,804

 a certain French weekly offered us the following headline: ‘An Unbearable Work of Art’. Following that of Thierry Maulnier’s Soir du conquérant,805

 one was treated to this statement in Le Monde: ‘Although it is indeed beautiful, no one writes in this manner anymore’. Self-negation is the trend these days. ‘A mind that embraces mournfulness only because others do so is damned: such is the mea culpa of the civilised, one that crowns the Barbarian king’. 

Those genuinely desperate are, however, few, totalling a mere 5% or so of the general population. ‘Of which 2% are hopeless cretins’, Mr Pauwels specifies, before adding: ‘Jacques Bergier806

 advocates the establishment of cretin reserves. One readily preserves pink flamingos, whose Intelligence Quotient (I.Q.) is actually lower. It is indeed a noble view, but a gullible one nonetheless. For the cretins have already found their own ghetto in the mass media’.

An Inversion Frenzy

Half a century ago, ‘scientism’ was still, more or less, part of the Left. Communism was defined as ‘the Soviets, and electricity’. As for the Right, it declared itself to be ‘spiritual’. The advocacy of ‘natural life’ and ‘rural values’ was quite simply reactionary. Since then, however, we have witnessed a criss-crossing of sorts. The rebirth of egalitarian ontology and the ‘spontaneism’807

 that is so dear to barricaders808

 have triggered a new wave of delirium. ‘There is a certain manner of using words that is utterly logicidal.809

 We are faced with a great and repetitive folly that hypnotises all common sense’. A triumphant phraseology has reclaimed its own rights: ‘Words hover above France just as flies hover above a field’.

As indicated by its own name, ‘sinistrosis’ is a Leftist disease (in French, senestre means ‘Left’).810

 Over and over again, those that have been afflicted by it repeat the catchphrase of the madman that thumps away at his own skull: it feels so good when one stops.

In May 1968, Mr Louis Pauwels himself fell prey, as did many others. However, as soon as the tree bore its fruits, he found himself completely disillusioned. He now writes: ‘It was a time marked by an inversion frenzy. The truth was declared reactionary and reason fascistic’. In fact, it is rationality that is banished because it generates a kind of discrimination. During the interwar period, surrealist André Breton811

 declared: ‘Arrest all physicians! Shut down all laboratories!’ Today, one would rather exclaim: ‘Lock up all biologists!’ Leftists target computers just as the silk workers of Lyons attack weaving looms. Where then does one situate the notion of ‘progress’ nowadays?

As the new Cathars, the ‘vociferous midgets’ detect the demon’s imprint in this world. The eternal bliss that they promise us is not to be found in the ‘beyond’, but ‘straight ahead’, in a novel theocracy erected upon the ruins. The apocalypse awaits. Alas, this Parousia812

 is taking forever to manifest. Weary of making predictions and overwhelmed with the frustration of being constantly proven wrong, all the Cassandras813

 are now exerting themselves to lend fate a helping hand. And it is then that they are at their most fearsome: the world had better perish than contradict their claims.

In The Work, Wealth and Happiness of Mankind (1934), H. G. Wells814

 predicted that the coming class struggle would not target the rich, but rather the capable. Indeed, this is precisely what we are now witnessing.

‘All things considered, I find the presence of two unequal but free individuals preferable to that of two equal men in prison’, Mr Pauwels specifies. In the eyes of the church of pessimism, whose reasoning is channelled in the very opposite direction, this statement is utter blasphemy. Is suffering intolerable? Well, then, let everyone suffer, for it is the health enjoyed by some that is responsible for the loathsome fate of the sick. Are some people impoverished? Let us, then, eliminate the rich. Oh, so the Third-World is disadvantaged? By all means, let the West become the latter’s expiatory victim.

This is where we touch upon the core of the issue. Mr Pauwels has gathered perfectly well that fashionable ideologists have their own hidden motives for attempting to persuade their contemporaries of their misery. It is their very self that is stricken: the horror that they display in the face of the world is none other than the morbid repugnance with which certain incurable individuals regard what Nietzsche called the ‘great health’. Those that are naturally anguished thus transfer upon the world the angst that they bear within, assigning their own defects to it and accusing it of having made them what they are. ‘The perverted open their mouths and loudly bemoan the fact that “nothing is worth it anymore”, instead of making the following honest acknowledgement: “Alas! It is I that am no longer worth anything”’.

With Arrabal, it is an entire segment of the intelligentsia that whispers: ‘Viva la muerte!’815

 The conclusion is as follows: ‘Separated from them by a period of 60 years, Chesterton816

 was actually right. These saviours of mankind are passionate about death. Their radical dissenting feeds upon a radical hatred of life. Red neuroses reek of corpses’.

Louis Pauwels declares: ‘To my mind, heroes are men that have chosen to side with happiness’. Anouilh’s Antigone,817

 however, exclaims: ‘Happiness! You weary me with your happiness!’ And yet there is no contradiction here, for what Mr Pauwels terms ‘happiness’ is simply a pronounced taste for life, an epicurean sort of pantheism, our certainty of the fact that it is actually our own responsibility to shape this world according to our perception of it. A single step further would suffice to bestow upon this realism its one true name: the tragic sense of life. 

The most quoted authors in this respect are incidentally Marcus Aurelius818

 and Montherlant. The latter writes: ‘There is no greater proof of intelligence than perceiving the world as it actually is and finding it to be good, which, in familiar terms, means feeling comfortable in one’s own skin’ (Carnets,819

 Gallimard 1963).

Planète magazine has a certain propensity for celebrating the charms of the Orient. Mr Pauwels now writes: ‘I shall not travel towards sublime peace with oriental slippers on my feet, in a display of hatred for my own world. I shall, instead, keep marching upon my Western path, in full awareness of my heritage and with utter faith in my own power’.

***

Lettre ouverte aux gens heureux,820

 an essay by Louis Pauwels. Albin Michel, 212 pages.

***

Angst

This is how Mr Louis Pauwels once described the militant students of May 1968: ‘They are fraught with the vices of rapid prosperity’. Mr Paul Sérant821

 asks: ‘Does this rapid prosperity that you credit our new world with thus have some unfortunate counterpart?’ To which he then adds: ‘Looking around, what I discover in others is angst rather than euphoria, more worries than tranquillity, more fatigue than enthusiasm and more dejection than energy’.

In his Open Letter to Happy People, Mr Pauwels targeted ‘sinistrosis’, meaning the snobbism of renouncement. He pointed an accusatory finger at the new prophets of the Apocalypse who attempt to persuade us that the society we live in is the worst possible of all, driving the West towards suicide and into the decadent splendours of a new Satyricon. In his Lettre à Louis Pauwels sur les gens inquiets et qui ont bien le droit de l’être,822

 Mr Sérant adopts, but with nuance, his interlocutor’s principal affirmations. He warns the latter against scientism and naïve optimism and contests his ‘idyllic descriptions’. In his eyes, people have a right to worry as much as a ‘right to happiness’.

In short, Mr Pauwels states that things are not all that bad, while Mr Sérant declares that things are not going so well. What is interesting about this dialogue is, however, something else: the authors’ personalities, both of whom ultimately belong to the same side.

In the immediate post-war period, our two writers were seduced by a bizarre character that exerted equal influence upon Aldous Huxley, Pierre Schaeffer, Katherine Mansfield, René Daumal and D. H. Lawrence: Caucasian physician Gurdjieff. Stalin’s co-disciple Gurdjieff had come to Europe in the 1920s and presented himself as ‘the announcer of the good that’s to come’. Having previously acted as the Dalai Lama’s private tutor, Gurdjieff was convinced that the universe contained an encrypted message that one had to decipher to gain access to wisdom. He also believed himself to have achieved a highly elaborate synthesis of Western scientific thought and the teachings of the Orient. His was an eternal fascination for the ‘Oriental mirage’, the vertigo and seduction of emptiness. In May 1954, in La Parisienne,823

 Mr François Michel had already proceeded to denounce ‘Gurdjievism’ using the following formula: ‘(+) + (−) = 0’.

Mr Gurdjieff

In 1945, the external world no longer appealed to Paul Sérant. He thus began a quest ‘on the side of the soul and the eternal’: ‘Why not, Mr Gurdjieff?’

At the time, Mr Pauwels was already a student of oriental mysticism. The two men met while working at Combat, a French newspaper. Whereas Louis Pauwels was the editor-in-chief, Paul Sérant worked in the foreign policy service department. Both were young, demanding and exasperated and met at night, between the deadline of the provincial edition and the ‘putting to bed’ of the Parisian edition. 

In the café where Jaurès was assassinated, at the corner of rue Montmartre and rue du Croissant, they held the most unusual discussions. In his Monsieur Gurdjieff,824

 Louis Pauwels writes: ‘Witnessing the printing of the lies and stupidities borne by the modern world on a daily basis, we were at the centre of the whole hustle and bustle. At peak time, as the tide of deceiving appearances crashed against the bar upon which our elbows were propped, we spoke of Tradition, René Guénon’s825

 radical rejection, the Gnostic path and the techniques of inner experience’.

According to Gurdjieff, what accounts for our behaviour are unknown mechanisms which ‘Training’ allows us to master. One must ‘watch themselves live’. Such is the awakening through ‘detachment’.

‘After two years of “working” in the sense that Gurdjieff intended, I found myself in hospital, diminished as if I had been deported, having almost entirely lost an eye and staring through the spyglass of suicide with the other, as I desperately called for help at about 3.00 in the morning’, Mr Pauwels relates.

Gurdjieff passed away in 1949. Soon, Mr Paul Sérant broke with his ‘Training’. The self-detachment that he had never been able to believe in entirely had ended up being a source of concern. He had caught sight of the early stirrings of some sort of perversion: ‘immorality accepted as such’. (‘When one takes for granted the fact that all men are mere machines and begins to become one themselves, a dangerous temptation may well surface: if, indeed, others are but machines, why not use them as such?’) He thus finds himself wondering whether ‘a methodical practice of internalisation is not inevitably harmful to Westerners’. 

In 1950, he publishes a novel that draws inspiration from his own experience: Le meurtre rituel826

 (Table Ronde). The topic is centred around a young couple who have their love shattered by the influence of a ‘spiritual master’, driving the young man towards cynicism and the young woman towards suicide. In Mr Gurdjieff, Mr Pauwels quotes the above-mentioned novel most extensively.

The passion for esotericism, however, remained unaltered. Paul Sérant was still haunted by his inner accomplishment. He kept repeating to himself the words uttered on a Christmas night by Meister Eckhart: ‘What does it matter that Christ once chose to incarnate himself, when it has not been inside me’.

In 1953, he publishes an essay on René Guénon (La Colombe). An extraordinary character himself, Guénon defies the modern world on a global scale, just like Evola, accusing it of having entered a degeneration process that began with the Renaissance, a process characterised by ‘progressive materialism’. He claims that our current age is none other than the Indian Kali Yuga: the dark age that shall bring the Cycle to its end. 

That is when Mr Sérant writes: ‘One could never sufficiently stress the fact that Guénon’s work expresses, and with a unique sort of power, contemporary man’s refusal to become a termite, the mere wheelwork of a mechanised order’.

Mr Pauwels’ and Mr Sérant’s signatures were thereafter seen side by side in numerous newspapers. Their paths, however, soon diverged. Shortly after publishing Matin des magiciens,827

 Louis Pauwels went on to launch Planète magazine in cooperation with Jacques Bergier. As for Paul Sérant, he went back to politics (Où va la droite?,828

 Le romantisme fasciste,829

 Les vaincus de la Libération),830

 before developing a passion for regionalism (La France des minorités,831

 La Bretagne et la France).832

 

In his Open Letter, Mr Pauwels mocked the ‘Guénonian Saint-Justs’. Mr Sérant responds: ‘There are many things to condemn about Guénon, but the main elements of his work have, in my view, lost none of their topical significance’.

Mr Paul Sérant quotes these elements throughout his chapters. He reproaches the modern world for having granted the utilitarian field primacy over everything that exceeds it. He then proceeds to enumerate the consequences: the reign of quantity, mass production (with occupations robbed of their ‘qualitative nature’), scientific ‘terrorism’, the ossification of social structures, the rationalisation of myths, the conceptualisation of ideals, the creation of artificial needs, and demagoguery. As a result, the Ile-de-France area is flooded by secondary residences. But where has Partie de campagne, the film that Jean Renoir favoured us with,833

 gone to?

Should we be surprised at our youths’ rebellion? Here is Paul Sérant’s answer: ‘I refuse to allow myself to criticise young people for not being too fond of this consumerist society — as if the latter had what it takes to satisfy them’. And what about drugs and suicide by fire? ‘At no time is the appeal of artificial paradises as great as when natural paradises seem lost!’

A Uniform Planet

The Church’s decomposition is an unmistakeable sign. Just yesterday, its bishops were ever so willing to believe that the devil made regular appearances in the Lodges. Nowadays, however, a mere mentioning of Satan’s name conjures up a smile. ‘This crisis that has befallen Catholicism has been triggered in the name of progress. Religion has failed to maintain itself outside and above political conflicts; it is no longer anything but an element deemed secondary in relation to political options, or is, alternatively, completely denatured through ideological contamination’. Faith has become an ‘opinion’ phenomenon.

It is the grey world of a uniform planet that heralds its presence at the end of the process: ‘One will encounter the same crowds everywhere, dressed identically and able to understand the same basic English. On the cultural level, one can expect to be offered the same UNESCO snack everywhere, the same cocktail of Christianity, democratism, Freudism and Marxism, served by the same priests and the same syncretistic and universalistic politicians’. Could this be the best of all possible worlds? ‘To mistakenly believe oneself in paradise was, to Simone Weil, the very definition of hell’.

The tempests of history are not a source of fear for Paul Sérant: ‘What I do fear is our own mediocrity with respect to what we have already experienced and what are we now living through’. It is not power that he condemns, but the fact that those who wield it are no longer equal to the task of exercising it. ‘The machinery was made for men; but when these men are no longer made for the machinery, what do you propose we do?’

Mr Pauwels is thus said to have forgotten the lessons taught by Gurdjieff and Guénon. Therein lies the real reproach and the real debate: ‘Having contributed to enabling traditional doctrines to emerge from the shadows where some aspired to keep them, you now seem concerned with distancing yourself from these very doctrines. One is under the impression that it is a burden that you long to be relieved of’.

Could it be that Mr Louis Pauwels has exorcised his own demons in his Open Letter, just as Mr Paul Sérant has done in Ritual Murder with his? 

So, which is it then: rose-coloured glasses or tinted ones? There is, in fact, some truth in both books. Mr Pauwels formulates urgent truths and presents arguments. On his part, Mr Sérant points out the natural requirements of the human mind. One approves of the modern world while still acknowledging its imperfections, whereas the other insists on its flaws while recognising its advantages. It is all a question of priorities. 

The simultaneous truthfulness of their contradictory viewpoints will, ultimately, only shock the supporters of a unidimensional world. If any contradiction is indeed to be found, it is between two relative antitheses. Has it, indeed, not always been so? Karl Marx and Friedrich Nietzsche wrote and lived in the same period. Both of them passed judgement upon their contemporary society. As a result of the worst sort of inequality, the former detected the greatest injustice in it; as for Nietzsche, he also descried the worst kind of injustice in society, but due to a most disastrous equality pervading it. From their respective points of view, they were both right.

***

Lettre à Louis Pauwels sur les gens inquiets, an essay by Paul Sérant. Table Ronde, 213 pages.

***

Having passed away in November 1949 at the age of eighty-three, Gurdjieff was laid to rest in the cemetery of Avon, France. In 1976, his book entitled Récits de Belzébuth à son petit-fils,834

 which had long remained unpublished, was released by Denoël. Julliard publishings had previously brought out his Rencontres avec des hommes remarquables.835

 Katherine Mansfield, who spent the last part of her life next to Gurdjieff at the Institute of the Basses-Loges Priory, evoked her memories of him in her Journal (Stock, 1975). Another testimony of interest is that of Mrs. Irène-Félicienne Marie, found in her own text titled Gurdjieff (in Revue des deux-mondes,836

 August 1976).

***

For the Sake of Intelligence, Happiness and Will

‘It is a huge folly, and a hollow statement at that, for one to say: We have landed on the moon, but people still lack a sense of honesty, loyalty and fraternity. For we have already had our Christ and saints; we have had Rousseau and Tolstoy, and Marx as well; and yet, we have failed to become angelically good. I, for one, do not see why we would expect electricity and oil to bestow upon us what our Messiah and thinkers have not been able to’.

In Ce que je crois,837

 Mr Louis Pauwels, the fifty-six-year-old author, journalist, film maker and playwright who also acts as the director of Question de magazine,838

 admits that what matters to him most is a policy that strives to be ‘metapolitical’, a religion that is not quite a religious system.

His creed can be summarised in these few words: ‘I do believe that I have a soul. I do believe in my just and eternal soul’. He then adds: ‘I think that the soul takes shape through a combination of spirit and body, which does not happen to everyone’. 

Self-Causality

The following notion was familiar to the Ancients: one is not born with a soul; one earns it or gains it. Likewise, one is not born human — one can, however, sometimes become one. In his preface to the scenario of President Faust, a film that was made for television, Mr Pauwels summarises his character’s story using these words: ‘Having made himself inhuman, and having longed to be superhuman, he ended up becoming human’.

This profession of faith is obviously not that orthodox. He does, incidentally, admit: ‘I do not believe in Jesus’ divinity. I do not believe that he was actually born of a virgin through the Holy Spirit. I do not believe in the Eucharist’s material substantiality, nor in actual resurrection. I do not believe that, having become a man and been forsaken, some God would find it necessary to die upon the cross and resurrect in the flesh so as to reclaim eternity’.

He expands on his statement: ‘I believe in man’s absolute freedom; that I myself am, should I choose to be so, master of my own representations, and that both good and evil thus depend on me. I believe in a kinship between man and God. I believe in the very definition of virtue and happiness and that God is within my own soul. I believe that man is not complete and that a certain part of his own creation rests in his own hands. I believe that it is up to him to make his soul blossom’.

These words echo Plotinus’ doctrine,839

 and especially that of Meister Eckhart, the Rhine mystic (1260–1327), regarding the presence of a ‘spiritual spark’ (scintilla in anima). Eckhart used the latter expression to refer to ‘the peak of being’ in which the soul unites with God. What he infers from this, and quite boldly too, is that the mystic ‘himself conducts the creative work of God once in state of union with Him’ (Ernst Benz, The Mystical Sources of German Romantic Philosophy. Vrin, 1968), going as far as to speak of a Selbstschöpfung, meaning a ‘self-creation’. ‘Wherever I wanted myself to be and was nothing else, I was the very cause of my own self. I was what I willed, and what I willed was myself’, he writes.

Mr Pauwels declares: ‘I personally believe that the soul emerges when, within the body, the spirit distances itself from its own self’.

The fact of believing is thus more important than the object of one’s faith. Mr Louis Pauwels writes: ‘I ended distinguishing only two types of man: the majority, for whom reality is twofold and comprises their own person and the world, and those who, like myself, perceive reality as being threefold and comprising their own person, the world, and a certain presence within themselves and the world that transcends both their mere selves and the world’. At a time when so many Christians are turning to Jesus and forgoing God, he adds: ‘I go to God without Jesus’.

Hence the following phrase, written as an epigraph in his book: ‘I want to be given a religious burial — no matter the religion’.

In his eyes, the capital sin lies in the separation of the perceptible from the spiritual. The body, the soul and the spirit represent the different dimensions of a single unitary structure. There are various levels of reality, but no ‘Hinterwelt’ (world beyond): ‘The real world is as it is. There is no substitute for it’.

The purpose of life is henceforth clear: to gain the faculty to be self-causal (‘Sacrificing myself to myself’, as stated in ‘Odin’s Rune Song’ in the Edda).840

 It is a matter of living in accordance with one’s self-created image, of ‘deserving one’s soul’ by means of an active presence that simultaneously acts as a means of self-detachment: ‘Be in this world like a kingfisher that plunges and rises without having coalesced its feathers’ (Bhagavad Gita). On his part, Nietzsche declared: ‘Become who you are’ (in contrast with only ‘being oneself’). Those that have a soul have lived; the others are all stillborn.

While proposing that we redefine the sacred, Louis Pauwels issues a warning against second-rate mysticism, a third of which is mendacious and the other two thirds marijuana-induced. This is because, ever since Gurdjieff, he has seen many a butterfly burn its wings while on a quest for the eternal Orient. Such mirages are not foreign to him: ‘We have no need of lazy people’s thirst for holidays’. Targeting amateurs, he quotes a Chinese proverb: ‘Were it enough to sit with one’s legs crossed to experience a state of awakening, all frogs would be Buddha’. He then adds this precept: ‘Do not invoke spirits — become a spirit yourself’.

It is the sacred that we must now focus on. Knowledge is never but a means, only enriching those who dominate it (incidentally, when one dominates themselves, one can dominate all the rest). ‘Now that we are able to control the atom and travel to Mars, ideology is of little importance’; ‘Evil does not stem from the knowledge that carries things out, but from the discourse that distorts facts’. In other words, it is not the machines that are a source of alienation for us, but the false notion that we have of the role that they are expected to play in relation to ourselves. ‘Modernity is defined by things. And things are nothing more than that: just things. In a technological society, one can readily be alone with oneself and indulge in silent prayer’.

Historical Messianism

In President Faust, Mephisto comes across as the embodiment of crowd mentality: the ‘eternal no’ that Goethe spoke of. This is why he irresistibly attracts dissenting ideologists; those who denounce ‘injustices’ but are themselves sustained ‘by the added value of collective production’; those who believe that expressing approval is beneath them; those whose spirit says ‘no’ because they lack the soul that would say ‘yes’.

Based on fashionable ideologies, Louis Pauwels discerns the presence of a ‘cyclical mental disease’: historical messianism. ‘I stand against messianism, because every kind of messianism essentially implies a dismal conception of man. We are nothing — sinners in the eyes of the Christians, machines to the materialists; but someone or something will come: the Christ or revolution’, he explains.

Messianism conveys anti-culture: ‘Every culture relates to the eternal, demystifying what is current and resisting the pressure it exerts. Anti-culture, which longs to ignore the past, is also ignorant of the fact that with every generation, mankind reverts to childhood and is in need of a past of some kind so as to avoid confusing nursery school games with ingenious intentions’. In the past, people used to say that ‘the trees conceal the forest’; nowadays, it is topicality that conceals the presence of history. Anti-culture proceeds to artificially exaggerate both the value and the weight of the present moment; by the same token, topicality is no longer put into perspective: ‘Short-sighted thinking bans us from attaining more extensive thoughts’. Hence the perpetual agitation and hysterical worship of ephemeral trends: ‘Each passing day is only an absolute to those that have something perishable to sell’.

The deceptions of historical messianism generate three ‘pestilences’: Rousseauian folly, utopian delirium, and a destruction frenzy.

Regarding ‘ecological’ protests, Mr Pauwels highlights some obvious facts: ‘That nuisances can only be reduced through increased expansion; that pollution is largely due to everyday commodities (heating, transport) which no one is willing to live without; and that what the West’s destitute, and particularly the poor who inhabit underdeveloped countries, are actually demanding is not antipollution, but anti-rationality’.

We encounter such delirium on a daily basis: ‘Puritanism has shifted its focus, relinquishing the sexual for the sake of the social’. As for the above-mentioned ‘destruction frenzy’, it is the work of the great simplistic unilateralisms, of all the theories which Louis Pauwels rightfully labels ‘reductionistic’ and which claim that ‘man is merely an ensemble of various mechanisms (as stated by behaviourists and those that espouse Pavlovian theories); that man is defined by his sole actions (French existentialists); that man is nothing more than an economic dependency (Marxists); and that man is merely the embodiment of his own libido’s avatars (Freudians)’. All of these theories share the common habit of ‘explaining the high through the low’: momentum through frustration, the will through mental complexes, the elites through the masses, and quality through quantity (‘Psychoanalysis, whose scientific career was so short-lived, has enjoyed a huge one in the field of literature. And this literature is a genuine hymn to reductions that are carried out from below, a long saga of degradation’).

Taking a stand against man’s pseudo-sciences (‘dead man’s sciences’), Mr Pauwels makes the following affirmation: ‘What we lack are two kinds of science: that of a strong and healthy Earth and that of crowning points’.

Perceiving Work as Wisdom and Spirituality

Christianity is assessed on the basis of the Church’s crisis: ‘Have you ever noticed how easy it has become to be a Christian? All it takes is for one to read the papers and take sides; but do you know what countless men seek? They seek to become something that is not easy for anyone to be’. A ‘secular’ and socialised type of Christianity, perhaps? ‘A neo-zealotism — after 2000 years of Christic symbolism, one that has often garnered admiration, is this a renewal or the end of Christianity? That is the question’.

Louis Pauwels contrasts one’s unwillingness to make efforts and one’s contempt for work with a perspective in which work acts not only as a source of material goods, but also as an embodiment of wisdom and spirituality. ‘To use a word which, although Christian in essence, no Frenchman will be able to comprehend today, I am convinced that work does indeed act as a path towards personal salvation’. He evokes the memory of his adoptive father, who was a common man, a spiritual aristocrat, and who taught him that angels have no wings of their own and that it is through one’s hands that one can ascend to the heavens. His job involved manual work: ‘His workbench was an altar’. Work ennobles those who act upon themselves when doing their job. Those with a predilection for well-done work are the saints of our age.

Last but not least, the author enumerates the ‘rights of the living man’: the right to be indifferent, the right to laugh, the right to behave naturally and the right to indulge in the joy of life. Just like the Ancients, he celebrates ‘the virtues and intelligence of happiness’ in the face of the new prophets that long to subject us to misery due to their own disappointment with history.

Ideologists strive to change man without impacting our ‘nature’ — our surrounding world — in any way. Mr Pauwels suggests that we reclaim the ‘eternal man’ and leave the imprint of our superhuman will upon our world, a world that is ever in a state of becoming (‘Nature is a power just waiting to be humanised’).

Epicurus on one side, the Stoics on the other. ‘I am not a determinist. I doubt that there is an actual direction that history is meant to follow. What I do believe in is individual consciousness, personal determination and free will’, Louis Pauwels proclaims. In a time and place ‘where culture is infused with a certain dose of civil war’, it is high time someone introduced a principle of uncertainty into history. As Paul Nizan841

 used to say, ‘to know what one will become is to lead a dead existence’.

***

Ce que je crois, an essay by Louis Pauwels. Grasset, 301 pages.

Président Faust, a scenario by Louis Pauwels. Albin Michel, 170 pages.

***

Louis Pauwels pursues his ‘credo’ in Blumroch l’admirable ou le déjeuner du surhomme842

 (Gallimard, 1976). In it, he reaffirms his confidence in the powers of the spirit and humanity’s regeneration at the hands of the ‘superhuman’. Without fear nor hatred, he resorts to a specific formula to declare himself in favour of a certain social hierarchy: ‘Equality is an injustice committed against the capable’. He then specifies that ‘man can indeed be transformed. Modifications do take place, whether by mere chance or as a result of some unknown forces at play. The purpose of science is to make such modifications voluntary. Mankind strives never to be in want of anything but may well end up missing its mark. To render modification voluntary: such is the coming century’s Promethean project’. Finally, he adds: ‘There is only thought if there is a challenge’.

As regards the doctrine of the ‘soul’s spark’, one must obviously refer to Meister Eckhart’s ‘Treatises’ (Seuil, 1971), translated by Mrs. Jeanne Ancelet-Hustache. Unfortunately, the ‘Of the Perfection of the Soul’ sermon is not included in this edition, a sermon that one can only find in an older collection entitled Oeuvres de Maître Eckhart, Sermons-traités843

 (Gallimard, 1942). Concerning Meister Eckhart, see also Jeanne Ancelet-Hustache’s Maître Eckhart et la mystique rhénane844

 (Seuil, 1956 and 1961), as well as Reiner Schürmann’s Maître Eckhart ou la joie errante845

 (Denoël-Planète, 1971–72).

***

Against Love, Youth and Plebes

Anti-authority, anti-literature, and anti-psychiatry: dissent is all the rage these days. Mr Robert Poulet846

 thus plays the game with calculated naivety. He tackles the three fanciful attitudes which are always adopted by societies that have run out of breath: sentimentality, pedolatry,847

 and populocracy. His book brings together three essays published in the 1960s, several months apart: Contre l’amour,848

 Contre la jeunesse,849

 and Contre la plèbe.850

 

Could we be dealing with taboos here? These three topics seem to have evaded the attention of dissenters, who do not usually do things by halves. This is because these fantastical attitudes are henceforth part of the landscape, only surfacing as propaganda topics and with such power that the author insisted on explaining himself.

He writes: ‘I have travelled the length and breadth of the world, seen every conceivable milieu and experienced many an adventure and misadventure, which has allowed me to acquire the most complete information on childhood and the phantom of passion. As for the third point, it would very hard indeed to claim that a man who has successively been a soldier, a worker, a peasant and a convict could ever be ignorant of the people’.

Born in Liège into an old family from the Charolais region, Mr Robert Poulet entered the sphere of literature through the most circuitous of paths. Having been, in turn, a patrol officer, an agricultural worker, a turner at a garage and an actor, he met Robert Denoël851

 in 1931. He is now a literary critic for Rivarol852

 and Spectacle du Monde.853

 According to his own words, he is married, joyful, mystical and pessimistic.

Love does exist, but it differs from what people believe. The love that Mr Poulet attacks is written with a capital letter; with a capital ‘H’,854

 as Flaubert855

 used to say. It is the alliance of convenience passion with pastimes and tickles.

The word itself has been misused for an entire century now. An alibi: ‘Everything will turn out fine, we love each other’. Interpretative delirium: ‘The heart has spoken’. In the expression ‘crazy love’, there is a word that is used twice. Blindness. ‘One enjoys friendship because of certain facts; love, by contrast, is enjoyed in spite of certain realities’ (Montherlant). There can be no excuses for incoherence, even when the heart is at its very source.

Lamartine’s ‘Crazy Love’ for Photo Novellas

Love has been dishonoured as a result of being forced to aim higher than it ever could. Young Werther856

 is consumed by passion, I see — well, good for him; or not. ‘It is not Phaedra that is sublime, but merely the way she is depicted by Euripides857

 and Racine.858

 In actual fact, Phaedra is sick, no more, no less’. In this respect, Talleyrand’s words are truer than ever: ‘All that is excessive is insignificant’. What Mr Poulet dreams of is Japanese-style literature, a poetic art without superlatives in which Petrarch859

 would say the following of Laura:860

 ‘I am rather fond of her and would be quite willing to spend a moment or two with her’; or perhaps: ‘I will make her life most pleasant, as long as she does nothing to inconvenience me’.

Love-induced despair is the fate of weak souls. ‘One slides into despair; it is an all too easy solution; at the slightest pruritus of the heart, one surrenders to sadness just as one would blow their nose’. Those whose hearts are ‘as vast as that’ are ripe for conquest. They turn into anvils, awaiting the fall of the hammer. Our society, however, is moved to tears whenever required. Love Story and Mourir d’aimer861

 both achieved exemplary cinematographic success, each acting as the embodiment of a different kind of stupidity.

Falsely romantic foolishness thus ends harshly and depressingly, stretching from Lamartine’s works to photo novellas.

None of this would be a serious matter if the experience were understood once and for all, but despite having been taught the lesson a hundred times over, people still ask for more. When Christopher Columbus got off his ship in America, he thought he was in the Indies. When setting foot upon the soil of life, a woman lover is ever convinced that she is in Cythera.862

 Does clairvoyance condemn one to solitude? Montesquieu used to say: ‘What a ridiculous sex woman is’. Montherlant offers the following clarification: ‘Such a claim is not entirely accurate. A woman only becomes ridiculous when she is in love’ (Le démon du bien);863

 to which Mr Poulet then adds: ‘When one attempts to open the eyes of a woman that has fallen in love, she proceeds to cover her ears. What she loves is an image, and the truth is of no interest to her’. The conclusion? ‘There are none that can answer for another’s heart, nor for their own in 10 years’ time. A well-bred person can, however, answer for their own honour during their entire lifetime’.

Blind to his own desire, man is equally blind to his past. Childhood drifts ever further away, and nostalgia sorts out all the memories. In Mr Poulet’s view, to project one’s dreams of purity into childish ‘green paradises’ is but a mistake.

Psychoanalysts have given credence to the myth of children’s ‘polymorphous perversity’; there is, however, an opposite myth, namely that of ‘childish innocence’ and the child-king. This myth prevails in the United States, where all that is adult arouses horror. In actual fact, the only reason why children come across as being innocent is because they lack the necessary means to impose their own whims (‘There are no wise children, only docile ones’). And unlike what is sometimes believed, it is only through practice that they acquire qualities: ‘Not only are honour, bravery and pity manly notions, but are specific to judicious men with sufficient experience of life’.

‘Standing in a corner and believing themselves sheltered from the eyes of others, three boys immediately put on a show where genuinely unimaginable brutalities, cowardly behaviour and perfidies are on full display’.

Yet children have rosy cheeks and smooth skin. Adults are affected by this and give in to the blackmail that these smiling little beings resort to. There is some cowardice to be found here. One purchases their own good conscience using caramel toffees and pocket money. The fact of considering children to be geniuses and addressing them as if they were savant poodles is, incidentally, a source of reassurance for them. The concern felt by a father upon hearing his son utter something reasonable will undoubtedly trigger a feeling of ‘dethronement’ on that day.

Teaching has replaced education. Our century has decreed that brains are worth more than spines; but what is knowledge in the absence of character? Mr Poulet affirms: ‘Intelligence among young boys is akin to a fast car driven by a negro’.

Universities are increasingly isolating their students from the realities of existence. They act as the extension of the familial cocoon with false impressions of ‘life’. This is why, despite having reduced the illiteracy rate, compulsory education has done very little in terms of eradicating inanity. The line that separates childhood from adulthood has gradually been erased (one has, for instance, simultaneously sexualised childhood and infantilised sex). It is our entire society that is (pathologically) reverting to childhood. As a result, the notion of ‘majority’ has, naturally, undergone a certain transformation. 

There is a grave consequence to this: power is being granted increasingly early, yet people are becoming adults at an increasingly later age. Student syndicalism gave us a foretaste of what the juvenile Republic would be like: sects, palavers, and hollowness.

Having targeted young people, Mr Robert Poulet naturally moves on to plebes — with the word itself referring to ‘all that is below a certain level of sensibility’. Between the age of fifteen and twenty, everyone is, in fact, somewhat plebeian. ‘It is an age when, under the illusion of rising above themselves, one actually crawls beneath’.

The parallel is a striking one indeed. Disappointed with the fact that life does not reflect their idealised and reassuring conception of things, young people have temper tantrums and stamp their feet. Likewise, ‘our people hate thinking because, as an emancipation tool, thoughts have been a source of disappointment to them’.

Mr Poulet knows that the manner in which one defines ‘mankind’ is but a matter of opinion; or perhaps a zoological concept. The only fact of life is the existence of people, i.e some people. Different ones. Well-bred or poorly bred men in all milieus. Men who do build their own selves, but among whom certain things cannot be achieved through education; which is true of both the quality of their souls and the very shape that their instincts take. The author writes: ‘What accounts for the passion with which today’s thinkers and politicians reject all racial considerations is not the memory of the conflicts and crimes that such ideas have inspired; for there are other ones that have had the same impact. The real reason lies in the prevailing feeling that if the essential differences between men were to be recognised, the entire undertaking that aims to construct a universal society founded upon egalitarianism would end in miserable failure’.

To Achieve a Certain Level of Incompetence

There is a certain logical continuity that pervades the whole book, for individuals abide by the ‘Peter principle’: they have an irresistible propensity for wanting to access their own sphere of incompetence. What they want is to become something that they were never meant to be. Women thus want to replace men, masses the elites, and the young the adults. Mr Poulet was most accurate in detecting this desire’s profound essence: ‘What the plebeians want is not to take the place of the patricians, but to be patricians themselves. This has turned social justice into a pipe-dream’.

Such thoughts are part of a dissension style that one may label reactionary. And yet Mr Poulet does not fulminate against commencing loves. He is fond of the humble and knows that youthfulness is pleasant to look at. He does, however, want to reinstate a certain equilibrium: ‘One may strike a match at the age of 4; wield a pistol at the age of 9; copulate at the age of 13; come up with one’s own ideas at the age of 16; but such behaviour can only lead to accidents’.

It is of course easy to adopt an ironic attitude and only see the bad side of things, but these words were written years ago. Since then, we have witnessed the booming of the masses, the ‘liberation of women’, and the revolutionary uprising of schools. Current myths are no longer covered by ideological immunity. This might explain why the book has been republished. Mr Robert Poulet only exaggerated through anticipation. He conjugated the future using the indicative, and it is now the past simple that applies to his words.

***

Contre l’amour, la jeunesse, la plèbe,864

 an essay by Robert Poulet. Denoël, 368 pages.

***

Having previously published a philosophical novel (Histoire de l’être,865

 Denoël, 1973) in which he developed a personal ontology that implied the redefinition of logic as rationality, Mr Poulet went on to release an autobiographical book entitled Ce n’est pas une vie866

 (Denoël, 1976). In the former, he proceeded to push his own will to detachment to its very limit: ‘I want to be a rock, to become a rock as soon as I set eyes on any object that is foreign to my nature. I shall seal all my orifices with utmost power and put a stop to the restlessness that spreads within the confines of my own skull. I shall not be anything but the embodiment of Being. How could I not! I must now sink into my own destruction, or into a state that borders on nothingness as much as at all possible’.

***

A Clear View of the Left

Thomas Molnar embarked on a voyage to the land of Utopia. Upon his return, he published a road book that bore the following title: La gauche vue d’en face.867

 In it, he writes that ‘the philosophy of the Left suffers from having radically broken with reality. It promises people an earthly paradise, including a first-class ticket to access the latter. It is, in fact, a self-condemning sort of philosophy’.

Born in Budapest, fifty-six-year-old Thomas Molnar arrived in the USA in 1949. He lives in the very centre of New York City and works as a professor in the local University. He thus finds himself at the heart of the dispute, and doubly so. He teaches French literature and the history of ideas and belongs to the thought current in which Joseph de Maistre868

 (Les soirées de Saint-Pétersbourg),869

 Edmund Burke870

 (Reflections on the Revolution in France), Bonald,871

 Donoso Cortès,872

 Plinio Correa de Oliveira873

 and, to some extent, Ortega y Gasset,874

 Tocqueville and Maurras have achieved great fame. In July 1969, he released an essay on the Impasse Faced by the Left (L’impasse de la gauche, published in Esprit, a magazine run by Jean-Marie Domenach)875

 and, shortly afterwards, a book on the notion of utopia,876

 followed by another on Sartre, the Dissenting Philosopher (Sartre, philosophe de la contestation, Sept couleurs). Soon enough, Domenach welcomed him into his Seuil editions publishing company.

As the Intelligentsia Stages Its Own Happenings

When seen for what it really is, the intellectual Left is characterised by the vastness of its promises, as well as that of its critics. Everything for everyone to immediately enjoy; unimpeded pleasures. The formula is definitely an alluring one, for only the human mind is endowed with imagination. Man is a project, according to Sartre; man must be overcome, Nietzsche proclaims.

‘This critical mindset is, in fact, a spirit that negates reality in all its specificity. Far from being materialistic, the utopian Left is profoundly imbued with idealism’.

Because he rejects the world, Marx suggests changing it instead of trying to understand it. Understanding it would only be a means of accepting it. If the Left comes across as the ‘movement party’, it is because it always keeps its Rousseauian hope of abolishing reality alive. ‘It thus shifts the debate from the sphere of reality to that of impassioned metaphysics’.

What accounts for this perennial desire to question everything, this obsession with freedom that they always confuse with liberation? Could the intellectual Left be the party that brings together those that are never content with being who they are? As noted by Protestant theologian Rudolf Bultmann, ‘radical freedom would be the freedom not to be oneself’. Could our essence, and the world’s as well, be the work of an evil demiurge? Not according to Reverend Cardonnel (Témoignage chrétien): ‘Nature is not synonymous with the creation. The ones that give nature its shape are but the hideous deformation of the creator at work. Who chose to follow the path of nature, very logically and to the very end? Adolf Hitler!’

In his Lettre ouverte aux hommes de gauche877

 (Albin Michel), Pierre de Boisdeffre878

 makes the following remark: ‘The Left has a taste for victory, but whenever it achieves one, it displays an inability to exploit it’. Thomas Molnar adopts this very same idea but explains why. 

‘For 150 years, Leftist governments have been proving that their rule can indeed be a reasonable one. There is, however, a small issue here: although the Left has proven itself, it has not been in accordance with its own ideology, but rather in contradiction with the latter. This is because the Left’s ideology is the only one to radically denounce the present reality and be reluctant to make concessions towards it. It cannot be maintained in all its purity once a Leftist government seizes power’. Therein lies the eternal argument that opposes the ‘revisionists’ to the ultras: no revolution is ever as appealing as when it is still a project in the making. (Incidentally, the communist ideology is not alone to be questioned in this regard: ‘Under Johnson,879

 the Democratic Party actually split into two halves, in accordance with the dichotomy between ideology and realism’.)

In another work entitled The Counter-Revolution, Thomas Molnar specifies: ‘Utopian philosophers dream of an ideal city, but do not acknowledge all the “repercussions” that make this ideal possible. What they want is Antigone without Creon,880

 Beethoven without Napoleon,881

 and the Hellenistic culture without Alexander.882

 Daily existence, in all its complex reality, is an obstacle to them; which is why they strive to abolish time’.

In order to console itself, the intellectual Left indulges in happenings. One proceeds to burn cars, organise riots, and sacrifice expiatory victims, while resorting to verbal and dialectical magic. Soon, the psycho-dramatics come to an end and life simply goes on. That was the case at the Châtelet,883

 where participants chanted ‘Let us march, let us march!’ without moving at all.

In the process, a certain part of the Left refuses to take up the challenges of technology any longer, despite having previously espoused scientism. In an essay focused on The Left and the Industrial Society (Marabout), Mr Henri Simonet884

 wonders why he is not in the presence of two irremediably antagonistic forces. As for Jérôme Deshusses,885

 who published a pamphlet on The Reactionary Left (Laffont, 1969), he is convinced that this is indeed the case.

In his Combat,886

 Maurice Clavel exclaimed: ‘The ideologies of science and progress have now been claimed by the bourgeoisie!’

What ‘Reality’?

Mentally speaking, however, the act of defining the Left as the ‘party of non-reality’ is not entirely satisfying, as it only exhausts a certain part of the question. One still lacks an explanation as to why such a party manages to score points. Thomas Molnar writes: ‘the popularity of revolutionary writers stems from the speculative nature of their theories’. This is indeed true, but, once again, fails to resolve the problem: not all utopias have been equally successful. Why do socialist and communist ideologies continue to exert such an attraction when they have failed in the actual realisation of their projects and their very implementation has led to the greatest genocides in human history? Why is it that we regularly witness the emergence of new forms of Leftist extremism that simultaneously drive their predecessors towards the centre, as the socialists have taken over from the radicals, the communists from the socialists, and the Leftists from the communists? In which dispositions of the human soul are the roots of utopian seductiveness to be found? Mr Molnar gives no answer in this regard, perhaps because such an endeavour would involve raising the issue of values and establishing a genealogy of morality.

The term ‘reality’ itself is ambiguous. One had better speak of different levels of reality, as these levels cannot be equated to one another by means of reduction. It is also necessary to examine potential realities and specify what exactly, politically speaking, the notion of the ‘possible’ corresponds to. The imaginary is not necessarily ‘unreal’: what is unreal, on the other hand, is anything that could never come to pass as a result of its very nature. In the absence of these clarifications, ‘reality’ may well remain indistinguishable from the current state of affairs (in this regard, it is collectivism that embodies reality in the USSR). One may be a ‘revolutionary’ when striving to change the existing system in its entirety, without, however, being deprived of a sense of reality. The Left’s revolutionaries are not utopianists because they long to ‘change everything’ when it comes to social organisation, but because their social project is in contradiction with the basic facts that define the various levels of reality. There are thus some distinctions that Mr Molnar’s work says nothing about.

Last but not least, one must differentiate the ‘realism’ of one’s ends from that of one’s means. The success achieved by modern utopianists is, in part, due to the fact that they are endowed with rigorous praxis; their analyses of the present moment are so precise that they somehow manage to correct the blurriness and practical impossibility that pervade their vision of the future. It is the very opposite that applies to the Right: the overall project (which, more often than not, remains implicit and even non-conscious) is rooted in reality, but as regards the means of action, it is the greatest sort of unrealism that prevails (perhaps because the actual need for such means is less explicit).

Before being carried out politically, all the great revolutions of human history had already been conducted potentially: in people’s mentalities. Reiterating the views of Bernard Faÿ887

 (La francmaçonnerie et la révolution intellectuelle du XVIIIème siècle,888

 de Cluny, 1935), Mr Molnar makes the following observation: ‘The French Revolution was not conducted on 14th July, 1789. It had been carried out earlier in the very depths of the people’s minds and sensibility, which had been permeated by the writings of the philosophers’.

It is this very ‘metapolitical’ action which, more often than not, the Right fails to perceive. It ‘only seeks political power, leaving what it usually neglects (the press, education, popular culture) in the hands of its adversaries, which allows for the subversion of its own objectives’. Its lack of rigorousness and determination, its absence of unity, its repugnance (or laziness) as regards making efforts towards a theoretical formulation capable of determining the right line to follow, its rejection of long-term perspectives, its lack of a doctrinal synthesis which could crystalise energies (in parallel to action) — it is these traits in particular that account for its repeated failures.

Still commenting on the French Revolution but drawing a parallel to the present era, Mr Molnar highlights the responsibilities of the ancient monarchy. He quotes Rivarol,889

 according to whom ‘the king no longer believed in the fundamental principles of the monarchy and was beginning to gradually accept the new ideas’. He adds: ‘We are all familiar with the representation of the Marriage of Figaro, in which the entire court, including the royal couple, applauds the verses that Figaro addresses to Count Almaviva and in which he reproaches him for not having done anything in life but taken the trouble to be born’. (Ever since Louis XIV had, once and for all, favoured the ascension of the bourgeoisie at the expense of the nobles, the very spirit of the court was, indeed, anything but aristocratic.)

At a time when the crowds of rioters had amassed before the gates of the Versailles palace, Louis XVI,890

 who was being urged to sound a call to arms, responded indignantly, saying: ‘Are we to open fire against women? You can’t be serious!’ (Upon hearing of this, Bonaparte is said to have exclaimed: Coglione!) Shortly afterwards, on 7th November, 1789, the King wrote to an emigrant that had asked him to mobilise his partisans: ‘I could indeed give the battle signal, but what a horrible battle it would be, ending with an even more horrendous victory!’ Four years later, he would be guillotined.

One can only imagine what Lenin would have done in this situation.

***

La gauche vue d’en face,891

 an essay by Thomas Molnar. Seuil, 153 pages.

The Counter-Revolution, an essay by Thomas Molnar. UGE-10/18, 315 pages.

***

Neither Marx Nor Jesus

‘The 20th-century revolution will take place in the United States. Indeed, it has already begun. It shall not spread to the rest of the world unless it succeeds in North America first’.

Mr Jean-François Revel, a fifty-three-year-old essayist, collection editor and chronicler at L’Express, has never considered the world of ideas to be that distant a universe. In La cabale des dévôts and Pourquoi des philosophes892

, as well as Histoire de la philosophie occidentale893

 (of which only the first two volumes have ever been published), he welcomes the excesses of a certain philosophical speculation. As a polemist, he has released Le style du général,894

 En France895

 and Lettre ouverte à la droite.896

 In La tentation totalitaire,897

 he proceeds to highlight the necessarily oppressive character of all Marxist ideologies. He puts his conviction forward in the very first lines of Ni Marx ni Jésus.898

 

Lenin used to say that for a revolution to take place, it is necessary for the rank and file to no longer be willing and for the authority to no longer be able. Nowadays, adds Mr Jean-François Revel, this development must simultaneously be accompanied by a criticism of injustice, governance, political power, culture, and the ‘censorship of the previous civilisation’. In his view, these conditions have only been met (or are only being met) in the United States. This does not mean that the revolution will succeed in America, but that it has no hope of taking place elsewhere.

The USSR is no longer a central source of revolutionary impulses. The Kremlin is ceaselessly purging its Zinovievs899

 and Trotskys,900

 in addition to its ‘white’ Russians. Already under Stalin, the Soviet hymn had replaced the International — for the USSR is a superpower whose ambitions mirror its essence. The writings of both Solzhenitsyn and Amalrik901

 have persuasively proven that ‘one can move from liberty to socialism, but not from socialism to liberty’.

In Western Europe, it all seems as if the Left were condemned to the repetition of historical phases that have already been overcome. Mr Revel writes: ‘The Left does not make its decisions on the basis of power considerations but renders them in accordance with programmatic elegance. It focuses on everything but what is within its own reach’. By burdening major parties with a bad conscience, ‘small groupings’ are said to have triggered a renewal in the topics and analyses; in most cases, however, they have contented themselves with espousing psycho-dramatics: in May 1968, at the Sorbonne, one was subjected to various adaptations of Zola’s works every single evening, believing that the imagination would somehow take over. This was not to be, however, and instead of taking over, imagination simply turned into secession. Baudelaire proposed that two additional rights be added to the list of ‘human rights’: the right to contradiction and the right to departure. There is indeed a certain form of dissent that has made ample use of these. 

‘The past and their attachment to it; recurrence and rehashing — that is all one notices: the invocation of doctrines and events that history has already devoured, aborted and archived. Could imagination be synonymous with repetition? Could revolution be mere retelling?’

In Mr Revel’s eyes, ‘Third-Worldism’ is not a more appropriate solution either. Maoism is a specific model, one that seems to suit the Chinese and no one else. ‘Socialistic’ proletarian nations are only socialistic by name. Furthermore, ‘conducting a revolution in the Third World is an impossible endeavour in the absence of economic acceleration, and the latter is impossible in the absence of aid offered by a highly revolutionary developed country’. It is a vicious circle. ‘The cruel law of underdevelopment is that revolutions are equally underdeveloped in those parts of the world’.

All that we are left with is thus the United States; and in this regard, Jean-François Revel has no difficulty whatsoever in responding to America’s Leftist adversaries. All he has to do is remark that the entire arsenal of dissent at our disposal comes from the other side of the Atlantic. ‘Counter-culture’, black power, sexual emancipation, anti-authoritarian education, pop music, abstract art, Freudo-Marxism, women’s lib’, gay power, free universities and ‘communities’ are all products made in the USA. The ‘new Left’, however, which was born somewhere between Columbia and Berkeley, is nothing but an epiphenomenon: ‘The sense of revolution encountered in the USA today, even within the political Right, is greater than the one found anywhere else, even among Leftists’.

And yet whosoever speaks of revolution refers to ‘a novel event that has never taken place before and that occurs along pathways that differ from all known historical channels’. Does American dissent fulfil this definition? Mr Jean-François Revel has noticed the danger. ‘The worst fate that could befall the American free movement would be a relapse into 19th-century ideology’.

A Scenario Envisioned by Freud

And what if this had already occurred and the profound values which the current dissent refers to were not those of a novelty or revolutionary prefiguration, but those of an ‘eternal America’, an America that (joylessly) celebrated its bicentenary in 1976?

In The Americans — A Study in National Character (Cresset Press, London, 1948), Geoffrey Gorer902

 pointed out the fact that the founding of America acted as a reproduction of the mythological scene envisioned by Freud when describing the birth of civilisation: ‘In Freud’s writings, the sons join forces to kill their tyrannical father; then, fearing that one of them could replace their murdered father, they enter into a mutual contract that establishes their legal equality, an equality that is based on having each one renounce all claims to their father’s authority and privileges. The England governed by George III thus took on the role of the despotic and tyrannical father, the American settlers that of the conspiring sons, and the Declaration of Independence and American Constitution that of the contract through which all Americans were henceforward guaranteed freedom and equality on the basis of their common renouncement of a most envied and most detested paternal privilege: authority’. (Such an interpretation would explain, at least in part, the extraordinary trendiness enjoyed by the psychoanalytical doctrine upon its arrival to the USA.)

As written by Mr Robert de Herte903

 and Hans-Jürgen Nigra,904

 ‘the Americans have extracted three fundamental convictions from their own origins: the belief that America, the new Promised Land, is the prefiguration of the cosmopolis, the coming universal Republic, and that the American “mission” is to set an example and perhaps even attempt to export the universal model of democratic Good; the belief that all men are equal and that each one of them can have it all (with God’s help, perhaps); and, last but not least, the belief that authority is, in itself, something both harmful and detestable and that all institutions that find themselves compelled to resort to it (the government, the army, and so on) are but necessary evils whose prerogatives are to be restricted’ (Il était une fois l’Amérique,905

 in Nouvelle école, issue number 27–28, autumn–winter 1975).

An Eternal Present

The United States is not a country like any other; it is a land without a people. Across our whole planet, it is the nation that represents unity of destiny, which consecrates (and, in turn, accentuates) a certain human homogeneity — a homogeneity that may be tradition-based, cultural, ethnic, etc. There is no such thing at all in the USA, a land that is but a simple agglomeration of men and women that have come from all corners of the world, having initially nothing in common but a desire to break with Europe and to participate in a certain way of life as part of their everyday existence (in this respect, a way of life is the opposite of a lifestyle). Wherever the prevailing principle is that of cosmopolitism, there cannot, in fact, be any homogeneity on a human level. The only unity that can be established takes place on a material level, on the level of things. This is why the American way of life is the sole genuine source of national consolidation in this country, where, instead of saying ‘you are a gentleman’ (as is the case everywhere else), one uses the following expression to show one’s appreciation of someone: ‘You are the goods!’

America’s cosmopolitan characteristic accounts for its lack of culture, in the inevitably organic sense of the word. Keyserling remarks: ‘Never has there been any culture that has not been traditional. Why? Because life’s genuine form and order demand that the present, past and future share a ratio that is in keeping with a just relationship. This implies the presence of a predetermined relation between the principles of tradition and those of progress’ (America Set Free, Stock, 1931). Such a relation is an impossibility in a country that is, in fact, characterised by its refusal to put things into perspective.

Born of a breaking with its (European) past, America cannot envision a future that would not act as an indefinitely extended path of utopian ‘progress’; yet it lacks the necessary support to entertain such ‘imagination’. In connection to historical becoming, America experiences an eternal present, as part of an irreversible succession of present moments that constitute the framework of the pursuit of happiness to which each person is ‘entitled’ according to what the Declaration of Independence guarantees. Its implicit thought consists in a unidimensional reduction of temporal tridimensionality; its social objective resides in the maximal concurrence of all people within a single dimension of simultaneousness. As has been repeatedly pointed out, the American unconscious is based on a spatial sort of mystique (the notion that there is always some space to exploit beyond the border), as opposed to a temporal one. Hence the importance of ‘spatial conquest’, which acts as a substitute for the temporal conquest represented by innovation whose roots reach deep into traditional culture. This is the reason why the existence of an American culture is, in itself, nonsensical. For culture is, essentially speaking, a product of the typical. In the USA, however, the isolated takes precedence over all that is typical. What is isolated can be added up together but never ‘merge’ into the synthesis embodied by a single people; what is produced is thus not culture, but civilisation. (Keyserling gives us a good example when highlighting the fact that in the US, ‘prettiness occupies the exact same position in relation to beauty as popularity [conceived of at kindergarten level] does compared to spiritual value’. Indeed, within any nation that lacks homogeneity, the sense of beauty can bear no connection to the implicit norms of the popular spirit, and neither can the sense of spiritual value. All that one can have is a notion of abstract beauty that does not relate to anything specific.)

As a result of this, American universalism proves to be incompatible with the existence of cultures and styles that differ from it. It is no coincidence that the spreading of the American way of life has gone hand in hand with the reduction of the differences between countries and peoples. Americans are irresistibly driven to impose their own model and absorb all the qualitative differences that stem from our world’s diversity into their own quantitative civilisation. They are doomed to cause the decline of every culture they touch and to uproot all traditions. By exporting their way of life, they invariably obliterate the very spirit of peoples, because their own existence derives from such an act.

Rejecting the Reason of State

Recently, Mr Thomas Griffith906

 wrote: ‘More than any other nation worldwide, the United States is haunted by the notion of equality, which is at the very basis of its Constitution’ (Time, 15th April, 1974). Indeed, America is the only Western country never to have had as little as a semblance of aristocracy — with ‘aristocratism’ consisting particularly in knowing how to bestow value upon things that have no price (as noted by Keyserling, ‘money is, in America, the symbol of all accomplished tasks’). Originally, this rejection of aristocracy was, in fact, part of America’s breaking with Europe.

America does not love the best; it only loves winners: those who succeed without ceasing to be ‘like everyone else’. This notion of ‘success’, one that is exclusively material and social, replaces the conception of superiority. It shapes the prevailing optimism. The rejection of authority even leads to a certain distrust of ‘specialists’, of anyone who might be tempted to transform their knowledge into power. In no other country has the ‘fortuitous’, the maverick, the soldier of fortune been honoured as much. In the Far West, one of the most widespread proverbs was the following: ‘First comes the liar, then the dirty liar, then the specialist’. The entire conception of American-style ‘success’ (the myth of the hardworking and virtuous boy who, having begun ‘from scratch’, achieves success) stems from this, as well as from the biblical idea that an ‘ordinary man’ is always worth more than a ‘superior’ one, since only the meek are pleasing to the eye of God. In parallel, the topic of ‘equal initial opportunities’ is founded upon the fundamental conviction that thanks to a decent education and good ‘socialisation’, anyone would be capable of any feat. ‘Individual initiative’, which is no way incompatible with the collectivism of mores, is, in this respect, perceived as the best possible means for one to question hierarchies. 

Career militaries, who act as the archetypal embodiment of authority, are all particularly targeted with contempt and, at times, even hatred. Ever prompt in denouncing the ‘military-industrial complex’, the opponents of the Vietnam War have forgotten — or are, at least, pretending to have — that the Americans are among the least militaristic peoples in the world. In no other Western country have military values been considered so distant from the norms of civil life as in the US. Throughout its history, America has strived to stay out of conflicts, only engaging in the latter when coerced and forced, and mostly in response to ‘provocations’. As is the case in all bourgeois systems, the army is considered a mere police force: this was already true of the American cavalry during the ‘conquest of the West’ (which was actually the conquest of empty space, since the total number of American Indians was never in excess of one million). Likewise, in no other country have military defeats ever generated such waves of culpability; for there are only two options: either the American army comes out victorious or it refuses to keep playing.

Likewise, the purpose of the government is not to give the people a destiny that would serve as its reason for living, but only to ensure its means of existence. The American state is not a whole that grows, but merely one that adds things together. The rejection of the reason of state stems logically from the rejection of the very notion that a country is more than the mere sum of its citizens, that it is actually in the name of this ‘more’ that heads of state govern and that it is for this reason that they enjoy prerogatives which ‘common men’ do not have. The development and result of the Watergate affair are the perfect illustration of this repugnance for the notion of a ‘reason of state’: in Europe, the very same event would only have had negligible consequences (depending on the perspective one espouses, one may either deplore this fact or commend it). Furthermore, the reason of state lies, by definition, beyond Good and Evil: the considerations that motivate it transcend any and all such values. It is thus incomprehensible and almost repugnant to the inhabitants of a land whose two cornerstones are the Constitution and the Bible. For the Americans, the ideal government is one that manifests its presence as little as possible. The state, therefore, does not actually rule: it only manages things. It is but an annex of social security.

Since politics in the traditional sense of the word is rooted in the very notion of a reason of state, in the conception that the sovereign principle is one of authority, what America generates is but a distorted image of it. Its essence is no longer that of power; it has simply been annexed to morality. Supreme political values intersect with those of the Bible: egalitarian justice, moralism, and an aspiration of universal peace. Archetypal politics is no longer embodied by a foreign policy that brings certain power relations into play, but by a domestic policy restricted to mere management. Hence the system’s astounding stability, in which the interaction of the two or three parties (whose programmes are virtually identical) boils down to regular alternations founded upon electoral pageants, cheerleading and bribery.

What American politicians must do is above all strive to convince their electorate that they are ‘citizens like any other’. They govern in accordance with opinion polls, and those that genuinely decide are not so much statesmen as public opinion representatives, media network owners, lobby leaders and lawyers.

The American Way of Death

Immediately after America gained its independence, the US Congress adopted the following resolution: ‘It is in the very interest of the United States to meddle as little as possible in the policies and controversies of European nations’. Expressed by George Washington and repeated by Monroe,907

 this resolution became the golden rule that defines the absence of an American foreign policy. And here is another significant detail: the US has not had a Foreign Affairs Ministry since 1787. The person that occupies such a post simply bears the title of ‘Secretary of State’. Isolationism has become a constant feature of American history, with foreign ‘commitments’ resulting from operations in which the United States has become involved or from ‘crusades’ with a moral dimension to them (against Nazism, Communism, etc.).

When giving a speech in Paris on 10th June, 1971, under the auspices of the Institute for Western Studies (IEO), Mr Thomas Molnar explained: ‘The source of the second wind enjoyed by old revolutionary ideas lies in the messianic belief embraced by numerous Americans since the days of Thomas Jefferson908

 and the Founding Fathers, a belief centred around the notion that destiny has entrusted them with the mission of exporting the benefits of ideal American democracy to every corner of the world’. Nowadays, America’s global significance is due to its weight and not its will to achieve a grand design or implement a great policy.

Every single component of the American nation is different. The only similarity is that of the American way of life, and it is precisely at this level that difference is rejected (in contrast with a homogeneous country, where the diversity of lifestyles, acting as a reflection of the various living conditions, embodies the most natural rule). The reason is that in the US, the pressure exerted by the public opinion (and measured through polls) is particularly intense. It is so unrelenting that every single social act is completely ritualised. Whosoever finds himself genuinely different ends up on the analyst’s couch or seeks out the appropriate group therapy. Such is the collectivism of mores.

In this regard, Keyserling once wrote: ‘The difference between what is happening in Bolshevik Russia and in America is merely a matter of prosperity: the level is different, but the levelling is identical. […] This extraordinary resemblance between Russia and the USA is one of the most informative observations I have ever made. The dissemblance between the two is, in fact, due to a simple language difference: the essence remains the same, whatever the causes which, in each case, have enabled it to have its own empirical existence. Both countries are fundamentally socialistic, but the socialism expressed by America takes on the shape of general prosperity and, in Russia, that of general poverty’ (America Set Free, op. cit.). In both countries, the human aspirations that are deemed essential are social ones, and ‘economy is destiny’ (one encounters analogous observations in Spengler’s Jahre der Entscheidung909

 and, in a different form, with Gobineau and Renan).

On thus realises that if a revolution is ever to take place in the USA, it has already happened. In relation to the mental universe that characterises the European world, the formation of the USA has actually been a decisive rupture. In 1776, for the very first time, a country decided to found itself upon an egalitarian principle that had become fully conscious. For the first time ever, in defiance of the obvious facts, a legal proclamation was issued stating that ‘men are born free and equal’. America’s entire raison d’être, existence and history stem from this revolution, through which it voluntarily severed its ties to its European ‘father’: it was the first (major) democratic revolution in human history.

From 1960 to 1970, the number of ‘radical’ American students increased more than twofold, and it has not ceased to grow since. This phenomenon is, nonetheless, nothing new. About half a century ago, Keyserling had already made the following observation: ‘American socialism is, in part, the result of three causes: its youth, the predominance of a feminine spirit and a moralistic attitude. Since women represent mankind’s altruistic part, they are social both in principle and by nature. Furthermore, group consciousness always precedes, temporally speaking, individual consciousness. Last but not least, the fundamental moralism of the American type of man must necessarily favour the growth of social tendencies, since morality’s primary preoccupation does not lie in perceiving man as a unique entity, but in the relation between a “you” and a “me”. There are also further reasons behind the existence of American socialism, reasons which could be labelled accidental. Today, the spirit of 18th-century revolutions, whose essence lay in a rebellion against any and all value hierarchies, still reigns supreme. It is the very soul of the entire political constitution of the United States’ (op. cit.).

This ‘spirit of 18th-century revolutions’ is precisely what characterises the current wave of dissent best. Admittedly, today’s ‘radicals’ preach catastrophism more willingly than their belief in indefinite progress. And yet there is a certain inner logic to be found here. In their desire to ‘forget’ their own past, Americans have always been convinced that ‘tomorrow’ could only be better than ‘today’. Once they discover that this may not necessarily be the case, they become persuaded that ‘tomorrow’ can only be worse. Having surrendered to disappointment, pathological optimism does not turn into realism, but, instead, into excessive pessimism. Each is but the relative antithesis of the other. The aspiration that lies at the source of this twofold approach is one and the same.

It is no coincidence at all that the American type of dissent (which Mr Revel acknowledges to be solely possible ‘in the interstices of an economy of abundance, thanks to its surpluses’) has rushed into cheap evangelism crossbred with orientalism. It was inevitable for the hippie movement to lead to a Jesus revolution, to the search for ‘a world of brothers and sisters whose love for one another would be genuine’ (as stated in the ‘political’ programme of the Black Workers’ Congress). Indeed, just like their Puritan ancestors, the ‘radicals’ seek to reclaim a mental disposition whose historical antecedents are the Jewish apocalypses and the values of primitive Christianity.

The Legacy of the Mystic Pioneers

In a recent book entitled The New Left and Christian Radicalism (William B. Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, Michigan), Mr Arthur G. Gish910

 has drawn a convincing parallel between the representatives of the ‘New Left’ and the anabaptists of the 16th century. He writes: ‘They too, along with Thomas Münzer,911

 longed to establish on earth a kingdom of God founded upon community of property and women, as well as social equality’.

There is no essential difference between these American ‘revolutionaries’ and the Founding Fathers of the 18th century, those mystical pioneers that Fitzgerald912

 described so well (in The Great Gatsby), those who were driven out of Europe and who perceived the ‘New World’ as both an Israel and an Eldorado. They are the new pietists, the worthy sons of both William Penn, the founder of the ‘city of brotherly love’ (Philadelphia), and Brigham Young, the man who wanted to establish the ‘City of God’ in the Great Salt Lake valley. What they reproach the current generation for is not the fact of conveying the very principles that they espouse, but the fact of having actually betrayed them, of not having implemented them sufficiently, of having forgotten that enrichment is merely the presupposition of philanthropy. Far from longing to change the very system in which they live, they yearn to return to its source by reclaiming the egalitarian spirit of ‘biblicism’ and ‘enlightened’ philosophy. Faced with a crumbling American dream, what they propose is not a transcendence (which would, by contrast, be truly revolutionary), but a regression.

There is, however, a further thing that leads one to question this movement’s ‘revolutionary’ character: it is the fact that in the United States, no anti-establishment protest ever seems to be able to trigger real change. It is fascinating to note, as Stanley Hoffman913

 has, that ‘America absorbs virtually everything and feeds upon all that contests’. It is a fact that, throughout its history, America has never ceased to rehabilitate its marginal elements. The only ‘heroes’ that it has endowed itself with have been those outlaws whose ‘wrongdoings’ gave it a clear conscience: the bandits of the Far West and the gangsters of the 1930s, whose exploits novels and films never grow weary of recounting. Is it not true that these ‘beloved bandits’ were themselves self-made men who just happened to be on the wrong side?

In spite of its criticisms targeting American ‘imperialism’ (an imperialism that lacks the slightest imperium), it is therefore completely natural for the European ‘New Left’ to manifest such an irrepressible attraction for this America that presents it with such a faithful tableau of its aspirations. 

This attraction is not a recent one. One might as well date its beginnings to the delusions of young Lafayette.914

 In France, the Liberation’s entire intellectual Left had a diet of American jazz, novels and films. It was a time when Marceau Pivert, Pierre Monatte, Roger Hagnauer and Alfred Rosmer reproached Daniel Guérin915

 for displaying ‘excessive severity’ in his book entitled Où va le people américain?916

 (Julliard, 1950). Following the ‘snags’ of the Cold War, decolonisation was supposed to give the intelligentsia the opportunity to rediscover eternal America, under the banner of ‘Kennedyism’ and the new society.

More recently, sociologist Edgar Morin returned in a state of elation from his sojourn in Californian ‘communities’. He states that what he has found there is an ideal, one that he defines in the following manner: ‘Neo-Rousseauism, a need for Christian purity, childlike warmth, libertarian tradition, utopian communism, and a “Kathmandian” rejection of the West’ (Journal de Californie,917

 Seuil, 1970).

Mr Jean-Marie Domenach barely brushes against paradox when affirming that ‘nowadays, the United States is the world’s greatest communist country’ (Esprit, October 1970). In fact, as specified by Mrs. Annie Kriegel,918

 the communists, whatever the case, ‘are quite fond of America in their own way, [since] they feel that they are in tune with the aspirations, the needs and the expectations that govern the persistent use of the New World metaphor (Communismes au miroir français,919

 Gallimard, 1974). She then goes on to add: ‘Whether access into the Promised Land is channelled through migration or through conversion, it was necessary, in both cases, for these people to tear themselves away from the old land of Sin and Misdeed; it was necessary them to personally choose and elect a new way of existing in this world. The emigrant and the communist share the same brutal experience — that of rupture’ (ibid.).

‘In the course of colonialisms, it is above all by not being American today that we will avoid becoming Russian tomorrow’, Jean Cau writes (in Pourquoi la France,920

 Table ronde, 1975). This is because a people that has lost its own soul is no longer capable of defending its physical freedom.

Now that Moscow has disappointed the ‘New Left’, it is Washington that has taken over. Marx plus Jesus equals ‘Coca-Cola Marxism’.

***

Ni Marx ni Jésus, an essay by Jean-François Revel. Laffont, 263 pages.

***

Questioned by Psychologie magazine in September 1972, Mr Revel declared: ‘Just like many other supporters of the French Left in the wake of the Liberation, I had assumed that there would be a process that would extend the Resistance and enable us to introduce into Western Europe the famed “open socialism”, meaning the synthesis of political and social democracy, a synthesis that would neither be embodied by American-style capitalism nor by Soviet socialism. Twenty-five years later, I found myself compelled to desist this hypothesis. Considering the current situation of the political and social forces in Western Europe and in light of the intellectual degradation that afflicts the European Left, I now regard this state of affairs as an even less attainable endeavour than it was twenty years ago’.

This evolution seems to have culminated in a book in which Jean-François Revel vivaciously denounced the thought that the notions of ‘socialism’ and ‘liberty’ could ever be connected in the long-term (La tentation totalitaire, Laffont, 1976).

Regarding the United States and the American mentality, I recommend having a good look at the synthesis presented by Mr Robert de Herte and Hans-Jürgen Nigra and entitled Il était une fois l’Amérique, which was published in the opinion column of Nouvelle école (issues number 27–28, autumn–winter 1975); as well as at Mrs Elise Marienstras’ essay entitled ‘Les mythes fondateurs de la nation américaine’921

 (Maspéro, 1976).

In his inaugural speech on 20th January, 1977, American President ‘Jimmy’ Carter insisted on starting his presidential term under the sign of humility. Having quoted at length the ‘eternal admonishment’ of the prophet Micah found in the Bible, he proceeded to reaffirm his conviction that the United States was under the obligation to promote an egalitarian ‘world order’, one that would testify to the fact that ‘America’s democratic system is a model’. Alluding to the ‘American ideal’, he made the following declaration to his interlocutors: ‘Let us create together a new national spirit of unity and trust. Your strength can compensate for my weakness, and your wisdom can help to minimize my mistakes. Let us learn together and laugh together and work together and pray together, confident that in the end we will triumph together in the right’. Finally, he insisted on America’s ‘special obligation’: ‘…to take on those moral duties which, when assumed, seem to be invariably in our own best interests’. The President’s programme elicited the following commentary: ‘Our young President did not make a rallying plea, he did not propose great aims nor suggest any “new dreams”. Far from adopting the words of a leader, he made less mention of powers than of the very limitations of presidency, including his own’ (Le Monde, 23rd–24th January, 1977).

***

The Intellectual Party

As explained by Jean Cau in Les écuries de l’Occident,922

 ‘the intellectual party forgives everything (one’s absence of talent, blathering, unintelligibility, vanity, stupidity, mendacity, lack of culture, pretentiousness, privileges, overpaid job, logorrhoea, and even overflowing bank account), under the condition that the person does not commit the supreme crime, id est as long as they do not reveal the fact that today’s Leftist intellectuals constitute a mob, a sect, a church, a party’.

Fifty-year-old Mr Georges Suffert, the former editor-in-chief of Témoignage Chrétien and current assistant manager of Point who previously collaborated with France-Observateur and L’Express, has committed this ‘supreme crime’. In a pamphlet entitled Les intellectuels en chaise longue,923

 he denounces the reign of cultural terrorism established by fashionable ideologies.

It was to this very book that Mr Jacques Médecin, the Deputy-Mayor of Nice and future Secretary of State for Tourism, alluded on 27th September, 1974, when addressing around seventy writers and anti-Marxist researchers that had gathered in Nice on the occasion of the 2nd International Congress for the Defence of Culture. It was a message in which he declared: ‘A cabal of devout individuals has been growing a new Inquisition from seed. There is no salvation outside their church, they say. Class struggle has been adorned with the grace of divine Revelation, with the Trinities varying from chapel to chapel; they have evolved from Freudo-Marxism and Marxist Freudism by crossing the Boulevard Saint-Germain. We are no longer living in the era of a France governed by “200 families”; ours is, instead, a time when 200 intellectuals launch trends and fashions from within their Parisian cenacle’. 

It was Charles Péguy who first coined the expression ‘intellectual party’ in an article published in Cahiers de la quinzaine924

 (1906). Four years later, he wrote the following in Notre jeunesse:925

 ‘The debate does not revolve around an old France that is said to have ended in 1789 and a new one that allegedly began that same year. It is, in fact, a much deeper issue. The actual debate concerns two things: on the one hand, all of ancient France — meaning pagan France (the Renaissance, the humanities, the culture, and ancient and modern literature, whether Greek, Latin or French); heathen and Christian France; the traditional and revolutionary France; the monarchic, royalist and republican France — and, on the other, its counterpart and opposite, namely a primary sort of domination that managed to establish itself around 1881 and is not actually the Republic, despite claiming to be so; it is a parasite that feeds off the Republic and is the latter’s most dangerous foe; what I am referring to in this instance is, specifically, the domination of the intellectual party’.

At that time, the use of the noun ‘intellectual’ was already common practice. It is encountered with Paul Bourget926

 as early as 1882 and with Barrès in 1888. Its origin, however, is to be primarily sought in the work of a rather forgotten writer, Henry Bérenger (1867–1952), who authored L’aristocratie intellectuelle927

 (1895) and La France intellectuelle928

 (1899). In his very first novel, entitled L’effort929

 (1893), Bérenger writes: ‘The intellectual is threatened by a fearsome malady: analytical excess may pulverise his spirit to the point where his self seems nothing more than an illusory unit to him, a point of intersection where thousands of various elements meet and that lacks any and all reason to exist. To perceive oneself as an illogical illusion is to deny oneself. […] Self-negation is the abstract form of suicide’.

Systematic Opposition

It was probably because he had read Bérenger that Clémenceau930

 chose to give the petition released in L’Aurore on 14th January, 1898 the title Manifeste des intellectuels,931

 a petition which, in the wake of Zola’s J’accuse,932

 gathered the signatures of Dreyfus’933

 partisans (see William M. Johnston’s The Origin of the Term ‘Intellectuals’ in French Novel and Essays of the 1890s in Journal of European Studies, vol. IV, 1974, pages 43–56).

‘Intellectuals’ thus found themselves in the hot seat at the very outset. One has since encountered analogous criticisms in various forms with Julien Benda (La trahison des clercs,934

 1927), Georges Suarez (Peu d’hommes, trop d’idées,935

 1928), Henri Béraud (La croisade des longues figures,936

 1930), Georges Bernanos (La grande peur des bien-pensants,937

 1931), Marcel Aymé (Le confort intellectuel,938

 1949), Raymond Aron (L’opium des intellectuels,939

 1955), etc.

There are two criticisms that surface over and over again under the quill: the intellectuals’ passion for pure ideas and their attitude of systematic opposition. 

‘Words are not what they refer to’, the logicians of the early 20th century remind us. It is a lesson that is quickly forgotten. In Socrate fonctionnaire940

 (Laffont, 1970), a work where he proceeds to denounce the ‘voluptuousness of words and the worship of hollowness’, Mr Pierre Thuillier, section editor at La Recherche, writes the following: ‘Many more or less “revolutionary” students extend, each in their own way, the verbal mandarinate, believing themselves to be the holders of sacred words’. Verbal alchemy captivates intellectuals just as light attracts butterflies.941

 

Drieu used to say: ‘If we are no more than literary hacks, how could people ever take our words seriously?’

In Les mots942

 (Gallimard 1964), Mr Jean-Paul Sartre confesses: ‘Long have I mistaken my quill for a sword. I am, however, currently aware of our helplessness. No matter: I still produce books and shall continue to do so’.

Never before has the number of published words contrasted so much with their genuine value as it does today. It only takes a few years for almost all of them to seem flat and banal. An author that is praised one day falls into obscurity the next, as soon as the spotlights of fashion cast their beams upon others instead. It matters not, however: when words and the things they refer to become one and the same, a headlong rush remains possible. Mr Suffert writes: ‘The more the intellectual party is mistaken, the more it develops. It fears neither the rebellion of those in minority, nor reality’s implacable judgement. If the facts prove it wrong, it simply separates itself from the great minds that have shown their lack of intuition and flair, promoting those members that have managed to remain relatively clearsighted and displayed sufficient wisdom not to target the party itself. And then it all starts anew’. 

Education itself does not resolve anything: knowing is not synonymous with understanding. And as written by Mr Jean Baechler, knowledge even remains ‘the privilege of well-educated men, cultivated individuals, and all those who manifest some sort of superiority, excellence or eminence in the intellectual field. This serves as an explanation for the supreme paradox of modernity: the most intelligent people are also the stupidest. The intellectual community has fallen prey to a kind of schizophrenia, in which the constant development of knowledge and intellectual agility go hand in hand with an equally developed loss of one’s sense of reality and common sense. One thus displays ever greater subtlety in expressing utter nonsense’ (Qu’est-ce que l’idéologie?,943

 Gallimard, 1976).

The Week of Marxist Thought that took place from 16th to 22nd January, 1974, focused on the following topic: ‘Morality and Society’. During the debates, the president of the Judeo-Christian Friendship Association, writer Jacques Madaule, declared: ‘One cannot conceive of a culture that is not in a state of crisis, for a culture that would not experience such a state would be a dead one’.

Mr Jean-Luc Chalumeau,944

 to whom we owe the existence of an overview of contemporary French thought, also defines the intellectual as a man of criticism and refusal. ‘In France, most of the intellectual movement is geared towards criticising the established order’.

An Open Letter

It is thus not a matter of passing judgement, but clearly one of criticising. The intellectual takes on a censor’s role under the condition of pronouncing nothing but condemnations. Approbation is repugnant to him, as it seems incompatible with his function. To approve would create an impression of decay; he would perceive himself to be ‘silly’ or ‘banal’. And, above all, such an attitude would rob him of his stardom. The intelligentsia thus comes across as ‘the eternal not’ (das ewige nein) which Goethe spoke of. Relying solely on the resources of its intellect and not those of its sensibility, it permanently dissects reality so as to turn it into Pilpul.945

 

Perhaps favoured by the very French taste for contestation, this conception of mental existence finds its philosophical alibi in the views advocated by the Frankfurt School: in Adorno’s946

 eyes, any positive action thus acts as the accomplice of the existing system, and it is only the absence of action and systematic criticism that allows one to evade such complicity. It is a doctrine of questioning, one that conceals a genuine instinct of destruction, as well as a certain powerlessness: if the mind cannot create, let it at least bring about the collapse of what others have created.

However, there are perhaps further causes behind the hypercriticism of the intelligentsia: the separating mental attitude espoused by intellectuals, for instance, one that leads them, in an almost spontaneous manner, to present life as being problematic, to display a preference for analysis over synthesis, philosophy over worldview, and concept over image. Incidentally, Mr Jean Baechler has remarked that intellectuals are all the more prone to attacking the whole of society and undermining the foundations of the social consensus as they themselves are ‘least likely to constitute a community that would unite around a unanimous belief’. He adds: ‘This congenital incapacity has to do with the inevitable perception of the plurality of possible solutions or beliefs, but also with the systematic pursuit of both distinction and originality’ (op. cit.).

In August 1925, Aragon, Breton, Eluard, Artaud and other writers of the same tendency sent Paul Claudel947

 an ‘open letter’ which the intellectual party seems to have turned into its very own charter: ‘We whole-heartedly wish for revolutions, wars and insurrections to come and destroy this western civilisation whose vermin you defend all the way to the Orient. We consider this destruction to be the intellectually least unacceptable state of affairs and seize this opportunity to publicly dissociate ourselves from all that is French either by words or by action’, they declared.

About half a century later, in May 1970, Mr Roland Barthes, one of the thought leaders of literary neo-structuralism, issued the following declaration: ‘Taking into account the current historical state of affairs, I doubt that one has any other option but to destroy’.

The notions of selection, competition, confrontation, hierarchy and inequality have become so unbearable to the intellectual party that the sole fact of mentioning them suffices to plunge its members into a kind of hysterical trance. In the name of some implausible peace and disincarnate justice, all that the intelligentsia expresses is its febrile desire to witness the disappearance of everything that Europe has created. It consequently resorts to psycho-dramatics: by organising petitions in support of the Larzac948

 or Chilean refugees, it conducts a transference, which compensates for its own frustrations. 

In December 1942, Drieu la Rochelle wrote in the Nouvelle revue française magazine: ‘Many years ago, I was asked to sign a kind of manifesto or petition that was supposed to contribute, in the name of literature, to the release of a young literary hack from prison, a man who had been incarcerated for allegedly committing a minor criminal offense. I refused to do so, because I did not, first of all, know the man in question, and secondly, because I could not comprehend why he was suddenly asking to be rescued, although he had previously desired and sought adventure’.

Nowadays, intellectuals are fighting alongside the Vietcong in the rice fields, gleefully retracing Guevara’s footsteps in the Bolivian jungle, sword fighting against the multinational hydra, and foiling the traps set by Pinochet’s henchmen — all of this without ever bothering to set foot outside their own homes. 

Some might deem this commotion meaningless; but this is not the case when it is an inherent part of a subversive strategy.

‘Cultural Power’

It is no coincidence at all that the works of Antonio Gramsci are currently being republished. For Gramsci was one of the founders of the Italian Communist Party and the main theoretician behind the cultural seizure of power that took place during the 1920s.

Gramsci draws a fundamental distinction between politics and metapolitics, as well as between a political society and a civil one. In developed societies, a political takeover is impossible as long as ‘cultural power’ has not yet been seized: all that a revolution does is politically mirror a state of affairs that has already been achieved in people’s minds. The ‘passage to socialism’ thus implies a slow subversion, a subversion that impacts culture, the mass media and universities.

So as to accomplish this programme, Gramsci invests all his hopes into those he labels ‘organic intellectuals’. The latter’s role is to provide the opposition with the necessary ideological homogeneity to become dominant on the infrastructural level. A new historical bloc shall thus be born, one that is run by the working class (as for ‘traditional’ intellectuals, they shall either be assimilated or destroyed).

Faced with this ‘intellectual’ menace, the ruling power finds itself virtually disarmed, having become a prisoner of its own principles. It may be able to ban people’s ownership of both weapons and explosives, but it can prohibit neither the distribution and selling of a book nor the performance of a show without violating people’s ‘freedom of expression’, although they may both be used as weapons against it. Within the pluralistic political spectrum, the right to competition is guaranteed for all rival ideologies to enjoy, and society cannot target totalitarian ideologies without becoming tyrannical itself. As a result of this, it commits slow suicide, since pluralism can only be durable when it benefits from a consensus that brings together most members of the given society (it is this very contradiction that liberal societies have never managed to resolve). The established power thus gradually gives in, while the arsenals are never depleted — ‘unisex’ fashion, cubic architecture, Arte Informale, avantgarde theatre, and a musique concrète that correspond to the different aspects of a single undertaking of value substitution, one that is all the more fearsome for not being clearly perceived as such.

‘It is always possible to contrast reasons with other reasons’, says Mr Lepage, one of the heroes in Marcel Aymé’s Confort intellectuel. ‘And yet an obscure poem, a violent image, a beautiful verse that is both gloomy and vague, an ambiguous harmony, a rare sonority, and the mystery radiated by a sumptuous but insignificant word affect people the way alcohol does, injecting into the organism emotional and mental habits that had previously remained unattainable by reasonable means. To welcome revolution in poetic art and taste its novelty is to familiarise oneself with plain and simple revolution and, oftentimes, with the very rudiments of its vocabulary’.

Antonio Gramsci died in 1937. The events that occurred forty years later served as evidence of his views’ soundness. Never has the power wielded by intellectuals been so great within society. Most of them are, furthermore, committed to receiving working wages. This is what accounts for the significant position enjoyed by culture in the ‘historical’ resolution presented by the French Communist Party’s Central Committee, whose meeting was held in Argenteuil in March 1966. 

This situation has now been aggravated by two new facts: the growing importance of leisure, which facilitates the spreading of a certain culture, and that of the media, which, to a great extent, lie in the hands of the intelligentsia (any event that is not covered by the media is basically one that has never taken place).

In The New Industrial State (Gallimard, 1968), economist John K. Galbraith draws attention to the birth of an intellectual ‘counter-power’ in the United Sates, a counter-power that has not ceased to reinforce its position since.

According to what Raymond Cartier (the now former head of Paris-Match) declared in Nice, the Watergate affair laid bare the actual power enjoyed by intellectual pressure groups. The campaign, devised by the journalists of the New York Times and the Washington Post, was, in actual fact, a totalitarian one, since it negated a sovereign popular judgement.

The May 1968 crisis that occurred in France was, most and foremost, an intellectual one. In this regard, it marked the beginning of an era. Mr Suffert writes: ‘Nowadays, the intelligentsia can be found everywhere: not only in publishing houses, but also in editorial rooms, televisions studios, film producer offices, and so on. The proof is that one encounters the very same topics, fashions, and passions everywhere. It is as if there was some sort of indeterminate central committee lurking behind and imposing its own directives. There is none, of course, and there are no directives either. The phenomenon is admittedly subtle, but in a different way. What has occurred is a substitution in which intellectuals have replaced literature with politics, espousing the latter as their supreme value’.

In his Cinéma et politique949

 (Seghers, 1974), Mr Christian Zimmer950

 presents us with a list of 120 politically significant films. 109 of them are of Marxist inspiration, with as many as seventy-five of them released in the post-1968 period. 

When the Bourgeoisie Beats Its Breast

Through a series of portraits (in which one can effortlessly recognise Edgar Morin, Michel Bosquet,951

 Delphine Seyrig952

 and some other personalities), Georges Suffert has ultimately conducted a sort of ethnographic study, one that unveils the habits of intellectual mafiosos, who come together in fractious and buzzing swarms and parasitize the taps of profit.

This is how he describes one’s adherence to the ‘party’: ‘All that it takes for one to access the rank of catechumen is a random degree or, at least, university attendance; membership in any group that preaches counter-culture; and participation in demonstrations in support of Cuba, Vietnam, Larzac farmers or the Lip affair.953

 The next step is a lounge dancing event: to gain virtual entry into the party, it is enough to be received in one of the countless locations where revolution is discussed’. The fact of publishing two or three articles in Le Nouvel Observateur or the opinion column of Le Monde and knowing the right people in both Pariscop and Charlie-Hebdo is a great way to get started. Next, all one has to do is to ‘repeat what one has heard, flowing like rain water into the torrent bed and taking bends in a most timely fashion. One must, in addition, choose their acquaintances carefully and sign petitions’.

Attracted through sheer snobbism to values that are no longer its own, the bourgeoisie has turned itself into the objective accomplice of all those who attempt to strip it of its power. ‘Hypnotised by a word that ended up assuming a certain aura of metaphysical mystery, the bourgeoisie has espoused self-denial and coldly declared that being bourgeois is synonymous with being a beast. It therefore comes as no surprise that damned poets are, at present, pouring their creative drunkenness into the precious resources of heavy industry, while posh people devour books published by writers who, in an effort to appeal to them, actually deride them and promise them a most ignominious death’ (as written by Marcel Aymé in Le confort intellectuel).

In Les écuries de l’Occident, Jean Cau clarifies: ‘Due to the fact that it has never given birth to any values of life, the bourgeoisie allows an ultra-Christian Left to slap it around, despite declaring itself to be godless’.

Magazines such as Change, Tel Quel, and Séméiotikè, which are only read by a small number of select individuals but appreciated by the ‘party’s’ critics, are all run by complacent editors. Having scarcely dismantled their barricades, Krivine,954

 Geismar955

 and Cohn-Bendit956

 were offered publication contracts. One proceeded to translate the works of Bernadette Devlin, Angela Davis, Rudi Dutschke, George Jackson, and Timothy Leary. Comprising a total of twenty volumes, the Encyclopedia Universalis (‘Universalistic’ would have been a more honest choice of words) commits itself to every conceivable New Leftist myth, without any exception.

Published in September 1974, the Robert Dictionary of Proper Nouns (Dictionnaire Robert des noms propres) based its launch campaign on the following statement: ‘With the Robert dictionary, you can now be as well-informed on Lenin as you once were on the topic of revolutions’. In Le Nouvel Observateur (7th October, 1974), Mr Michel Cournot gave it his immediate approval, pointing out the fact that the Robert focused more on May 1968 than on Machiavelli, the Pieds Nickelés957

 comic series or Victor Hugo’s Les Misérables; furthermore, it mentioned958

 Peanuts, the Larzac and the Grenelle Agreements. And here is the conclusion: ‘It is an antiracist and anti-conformist work of art’.

Faced with readers who were all stunned to see entire pages of ‘bourgeois’ advertisements in Rouge,959

 Alain Krivine’s magazine responded as follows: ‘Why not take advantage of the contradictions of a bourgeoisie which, in its hunger for immediate profit and an easier circulation of its own goods, is willing to pay for its advertisements to be published in the revolutionary press?’

In Tel Quel, Mr Philippe Sollers highlights the lesson to be learnt from such a development: ‘One of the essential characteristics of our time and age is that the bourgeoisie, which remains, altogether, economically and politically strong, is experiencing a situation of rapid cultural and ideological decline. Any analysis that lacks understanding of this fact is rendered meaningless today’.

Intellectual Terrorism

There also those who represent a ‘New Right’, of course. Georges Suffert proceeds to describe them using the following words: ‘Life is hard for these young people. Unless they have already managed to attain some sort of fame, they are forced to grovel so as to be admitted into publishing houses or magazines; which is normal, since the latter are all Left-oriented. There are some who are infuriated by this situation, suffer a rush of blood to the head and pen vengeful pamphlets whose purpose is to blow up the new intelligentsia’s citadel. The latter then assesses the work in question and may choose to publish it, watching the resulting spectacle unfold. What an amusing sight indeed: a whole mob of critics voraciously descends upon the buffoon, tearing him apart with its huge, sharp teeth and declaring his work fascistic. If the author displays sufficient talent, another tactic is used: not a single line will be written about his work. After this misadventure, our young man will perhaps realise that in order to succeed in literature, one must be a member of the party’.

The manner in which the intelligentsia welcomes sun lounger intellectuals is, in itself, highly revealing. An entire implicit strategy thus comes to light.

At the time when he was the editor-in-chief of Témoignage chrétien, Mr Suffert was said to be extremely talented. As for Jean Cau, he was once Jean-Paul Sartre’s secretary and thus the darling child of a certain part of the Left. As soon as they slid elsewhere, however, their qualities somehow evaporated. Those who had, until very recently, praised them suddenly became their prosecutors. The ‘party’s’ own theologians declared them to be heretics, schismatics and backsliders. All that was left was for them to be excommunicated. And they were.

As seen in Le Nouvel Observateur, Mr Claude Roy considers Mr Suffert’s essay to be ‘incoherent prattle’, ‘small-scale pamphleteering chaos’ and ‘a small book that lacks genuine seriousness and remains utterly disorganised’. On its part, Politique-Hebdo denounced the ‘mud-like flabbiness pervading’ the book’s ‘views’, detecting several ‘troubling’ passages in it. Mr Jean Daniel declared it to be ‘boring’ (undoubtedly in contrast with Philippe Sollers’ and Marguerite Duras’ books, whose buoyant charm and sparkling humour we are all familiar with). As for Le Monde, it opted for the following headline: ‘Georges Suffert, the New Conformist’.

Had we ever lacked evidence pointing to the existence of the intellectual party, these reactions would have given us ample proof.

The case has thus been tried. Mr Suffert was made to join the ranks of the accused alongside Cau, Dutourd, Pauwels and others. ‘As far as I’m concerned, the issue is now resolved’, Jean Cau writes in Paris-Match. ‘Having been given a life sentence by the I.P. (Intellectual Party), I accepted my situation with increasing joy; and it is a joyful soul that I now weave as I savour my books’ success, sitting firmly and tranquilly on the bench of infamy to which I was condemned by my repulsed peers-prosecutors so many ages ago’.

It was Nietzsche who once wrote: ‘They spew out their bile and call it a newspaper’ (Thus Spake Zarathustra). And it is from such an attitude that intellectual terrorism stems, an intellectual terrorism that has been so skilfully inaugurated by Merleau-Ponty960

 (in Humanisme et terreur).961

 In this regard, Mr Pierre Thuillier962

 remarks: ‘In some Leftist milieus, a simultaneously inexplicable and undeniable form of terrorism reigns supreme. Even students themselves sometimes lack the courage to express their own thoughts; they fear being accused of having bourgeois and deviationist ulterior motives’.

The intelligentsia resorts to three methods to discredit its opponents. 

Silence is the first means and is common practice at the very beginning; which may lead people to believe that intelligence is somehow hemiplegic, with the ‘party’s’ intellectuals remaining in the courtyard and tough-looking activists wandering the gardens in their helmets and boots, throwing grenades as they drift down the planet’s ‘black paths’.

Next in line is the use of blackmail. It is the perfect recourse when silence is no longer possible, and consists in claiming that the reason why a certain ‘avantgarde’ work is deemed unacceptable lies in the fact that it has not been understood. Mr Suffert makes the following observation: ‘There are two groups: those who understand and the rest. The first ones are intelligent and culturally developed; as for the latter, they can only be half-wits’.

Should an adversary state a number of strong facts, one targets him with a commiseration which, in Molière’s plays, is reserved for servants. One declares that what he is producing are ‘commonalities’ and ‘banalities’ and labels him ‘a pompous thinker’. Whenever necessary, the intelligentsia does not hesitate to fall into red-heeled aristocratism. In L’Express, a certain hack had already compared Jean Cau to ‘a Sempé character,963

 with a Basque beret screwed to his skull and a French baguette under the armpit’. As far as Mr Georges Suffert is concerned, Le Nouvel Observateur claims that he is ‘the prototype of the Good Fatso, his large sabots completely stuffed with the thick straw of common sense’.

Last but not least, there is the major excommunication that results from being accused of fascism. One is subjected to it through the combined action of defamatory proceedings (Hitler loved dogs; those who appreciate animal companionship are, therefore, Hitlerian) and trials by public opinion (Mr So-and-so says this, but actually means that). To be absolutely clear, any endeavour that represents a genuine threat to the intelligentsia’s positions is declared ‘fascist’ (or ‘Nazi’). What does it matter if those being accused have never written a single line on either Hitler or Mussolini, that they were born in the post-1945 period and that they are, in some cases, former members of the French Resistance? One can be fascistic by thought nowadays, by action and even by omission (the latter being considered the surest and most trustworthy indication of a ‘barbarism’ that is all the more dangerous because of its insidiousness). 

Following the publication of his Ecuries de l’Occident, Jean Cau was described by L’Express as ‘progressing down the gibbet-infested path of pre-war intellectual fascists’. Having challenged the intelligentsia’s monopoly, Mr Maurice Druon found himself being compared to Goebbels. When Mr Suffert stated that ‘the intellectual party has succeeded in unifying the world of literature with that of showbiz, universities and songs’, Mr Claude Roy, who formerly collaborated with Je suis partout,964

 compared this ‘nonsensical statement’ to ‘the theory of a global Jewish conspiracy’ founded on the contents of the Protocols of the Elders of Zion.

Denying the Right to Deny

In all cases, the purpose is always the same: to trigger a retraction and prompt denial; to lead the person down the humiliating road to Canossa.965

 And since being labelled an imbecile or a war criminal is never a pleasant experience, the accused sometimes attempt to justify themselves, thus participating in their adversaries’ game. It is in this very fashion that, in the name of freedom, one strips the ‘presumed’ enemies of freedom of theirs. Such schemes are, in fact, nothing new (‘Burning is not synonymous with answering’, Camille Desmoulins966

 used to say). In May 1968, one was ‘prohibited from prohibiting’. Nowadays, one is denied the right to deny.

In parallel to this, the intellectual party passes judgement upon people’s views just as Jean-Paul Sartre ‘re-read’ Flaubert — through filtering glasses, meaning in harmony with how much the ideas in question suit their palate. 

Jean-François Revel has labelled this procedure ‘devotional’. He writes: ‘What I mean by devotion is the fact of regularly resorting to what could be called a “consequence-based argument”: whenever one is in the presence of some logical reasoning or the expression of a feeling, one takes into account the desirable or undesirable character of all drawn conclusions (with respect to the prosperity of a theory or the success of a way of thinking or feeling that one values), instead of pondering the actual weight of the evidence and facts which these conclusions are based on’ (La cabale des dévôts, Julliard, 1962).

The ongoing debate that centres around the ‘pseudo-objectivity’ of science stems from such a state of mind. For centuries on end, science was seen as the domain of certitudes: whatever was certain was thus defined as ‘scientific’; but this is no longer the case today. Based on a self-evident fact (namely that scientists themselves are not indifferent to the ideologies that prevail in their era), one sets out to assert that all scientific discourse relates to some implicit ideology and must, therefore, be assessed accordingly. If there is no such thing as ‘innocent discourse’ anymore, all subjective claims must be considered equal. Scientific proposals must thus no longer be evaluated in accordance with how accurately they describe facts, but on the basis of their desirability in relation to an ideology that is deemed preferable for reasons that are never clearly unveiled. It is an arbitrary generalisation that conceals a disenchanted hunger for the absolute.

One thus labels ‘scandalous’ the fact that a scientist, Konrad Lorenz, was awarded a Nobel prize for demonstrating the innateness of the aggressive impulse. One alleges, furthermore, that since professors Jensen, Eysenck and Shockley have highlighted the differences between the average I.Q. of Blacks and that of Whites (differences whose very existence cannot be reduced to environmental factors), they must necessarily be ‘racists’. And when Doctor Georges Heuyer published a psychiatric study in which he defined schizophrenia as an organic malady, Le Monde responded by writing that ‘such an absence of openness’ sends ‘shivers down people’s spines’ (4th October, 1974).

A Henceforth ‘Total’ War

During the 1930s, one readily set out to contrast ‘pure’ literature with a literature of ‘commitment’; in order to be regarded as such, the latter had to manifest certain qualities. Back then, Drieu la Rochelle noted that ‘communising French literature evades the requirements of communism, although it would perhaps be more adequate to state that, due to its own requirement of veracity, it simply feels communist reality slipping away from it’ (in Europe Nouvelle, 22nd June, 1935). This distinction seems to have been completely overcome. Quality is experiencing a gradual loss of significance, as talent verges on becoming an aggravating circumstance. All that matters is the direction followed by the work in question. In other words, whose interests does it serve and what does one actually write about?

Everything is henceforth ‘committed’; Leftism is right in this respect. Having been driven out of the strict domain of statal affairs, politics is proliferating in all directions and invading all sectors. Objectivity is crumbling, dragging down neutrality as well (and in particular). Taking these latest developments into account, every artistic or literary work acts as a source of indirect reinforcement to a certain side or opinion group. Every thought ‘material’ relates to a certain interpretation, to some specific ‘construction’ of reality.

Insofar as it proceeds to organise the world in harmony with a certain point of view, every spectacle falls into the sphere of ideology. This has led Christian Zimmer to write: ‘Either all films are political, or none are. Or, to be more precise, it is cinema itself, when taken as a global phenomenon, that is of a political essence. Leading people to believe that a political cinema story could actually be true is but an ideological ruse, reducing the political to a genre and excluding this totalising vision, the only vision that is both true and demystifying’ (Cinéma et politique,967

 op. cit.). This coincides with the opinion expressed by Mr Michel Mardore:968

 ‘Apoliticism has never existed in the cinematic field. The cinematographic image, which acts as a depiction of life, is essentially as politically committed as life itself; meaning completely’ (Pour une critique-fiction,969

 Cerf, 1973). In this context, the quip made by cinematographer Yves Boisset, according to whom Love Story is ‘the greatest political film to be released in the last few years’, is not entirely unfounded.

The counterweight to the current state of affairs, however, is that the perspective is experiencing a reversal. For if the Right cannot lay claim to objectivity, neither can the Left. If there is indeed no neutral domain upon which the war of ideas is waged, the latter takes on a necessarily total aspect. Mao Zedong once stated: ‘Political power grows out of the barrel of a gun’. Nowadays, it is penholders that are equipped with triggers.

During the Congress of Nice, Mr Michel Mourlet970

 concluded his speech in the following manner: ‘We must henceforth fight against Marxism using the very same weapons that it resorts to in order to abolish our freedom of thought’.

***

Les intellectuels en chaise longue, an essay by Georges Suffert. Plon, 224 pages.

La pensée en France, de Sartre à Foucault,971

 an essay by Jean-Luc Chalumeau. Fernand Nathan, 190 pages.

Morale et société. Semaine de la pensée marxiste 1974,972

 Ed. Sociales, 319 pages.

***

In an essay published by Le Monde de l’éducation973

 in February 1977, Mr Claude Sales974

 defines the ‘intelligentsia’ as a ‘small artisanal society’ that is exclusively Parisian and mostly Leftist, comprising ‘people that are interviewed more than others, attract greater interest, appear more often on the small screen, and are heard more frequently on the radio’. He then goes on to add: ‘The intelligentsia village is composed of three neighbourhoods of more or less equal significance: the university, in which a major part of intellectual advancement takes place; the publishing area, responsible for distribution; and the media, whose role it is to promote’. The role of this micro-milieu, whose entire functioning is isolated from the rest of the world, is simple: it ‘shapes the intellectual opinion, which, in turn, influences the entire public opinion’.

In Germany, sociologist Helmut Schelsky has displayed great accuracy when describing the manner in which the ‘intellectual class’ tends to replace traditional ‘decision-makers’. Spiegel thus labelled his book (Die Arbeit tun die anderen. Klassenkampf und Priesterherrschaft der Intellektuellen, Westdeutscher Verlag, Opladen, 1975) as the ‘bible of neo-conservatism’.

The proceedings of the 2nd International Congress for the Defence of Culture have been published by the AFDC (The French Association for the Defence of Culture, P.O. Box 395–16, 75768 Paris Cedex 16) under the heading ‘Knowledge for the Sake of Freedom’. This collection includes the communications of Jacques Médecin, Julien Freund, Achille Dauphin-Meunier, Jean Cau, Pierre Bercot, Alain de Benoist, François Chamoux, Raymond Cartier, Jacques Chastenet, Louis Leprince-Ringuet, Louis Rougier, Armin Mohler, Thomas Molnar, Louis Pauwels, Frédéric Durand, Georges Elgozy, André Cocatre-Zilgien, René Sédillot, Sigrid Hunke, Robert Aron, Michel Mourlet, Alain-Gérard Slama, Henning Eichberg, Carlo Mongardini, Piet Tommissen, and others. 
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Notes

	[←1
] 

	 TN: Oswald Arnold Gottfried Spengler (29th May, 1880–8th May, 1936) was a German historian and philosopher of history with a profound interest in mathematics, science and art. He has achieved worldwide fame thanks to his book entitled The Decline of the West (Der Untergang des Abendlandes), published in 1918 and 1922. Spengler’s historical model theorises that every single culture is a superorganism with a limited and predictable lifespan.







	[←2
] 

	 TN: And a historian.







	[←3
] 

	 TN: Darius I.







	[←4
] 

	 TN: The lands that constitute the very façade of Asia Minor, in addition to the islands that face them.







	[←5
] 

	 TN: Miletus was an ancient Greek city on the western coast of Anatolia (located near the modern village of Balat in Aydın Province, Turkey). Prior to the Persian invasion in the middle of the 6th century BC, Miletus was considered the greatest and richest of Greek cities.







	[←6
] 

	 TN: Heraclitus of Ephesus (c. 535–c. 475 BC) was a pre-Socratic Greek philosopher and a native of the city of Ephesus, then part of the Persian Empire.







	[←7
] 

	 TN: Nineveh was an ancient Assyrian city of Upper Mesopotamia. It is located on the outskirts of Mosul in modern-day northern Iraq.







	[←8
] 

	 TN: Peisistratos, the son of Hippocrates, was a ruler of ancient Athens during most of the period between 561 and 527 BC.







	[←9
] 

	 TN: Cleisthenes was an ancient Athenian lawgiver considered to have reformed the constitution of ancient Athens and introduced a democratic system in 508/7 BC.







	[←10
] 

	 TN: Aristotle (384 BC–322 BC) was an ancient Greek philosopher and scientist. Along with Plato, he is considered the ‘Father of Western Philosophy’, which inherited almost its entire lexicon from his teachings.







	[←11
] 

	 TN: ‘unity’ would perhaps be a more adequate term.







	[←12
] 

	 TN: Pericles (c. 495–429 BC) was a significant and influential Greek statesman, orator and general of Athens during the so-called ‘Golden Age’.







	[←13
] 

	 TN: Along with his teacher, Socrates, and his most renowned student, Aristotle, Plato (428/427 BC–348/347 BC) laid the foundations of Western philosophy and science. His ‘Allegory of the Cave’ is among his most famous concepts.







	[←14
] 

	 TN: Niccolò di Bernardo dei Machiavelli (3rd May, 1469–21st June, 1527) was an Italian diplomat, politician, historian, philosopher, humanist, and author of the Renaissance period. The term ‘Machiavellian’ is often used in connection with political deception, deviousness, realpolitik and other forms of manipulation, in harmony with what Machiavelli described in his magnum opus entitled ‘The Prince’. It is, however, very doubtful that the author intended his work to serve as a manual for ruthless and unscrupulous rulers.







	[←15
] 

	 TN: Thomas Aquinas was a Dominican friar and Catholic priest who also left a major impact as a philosopher, theologian, and jurist in the tradition of scholasticism.







	[←16
] 

	 TN: Callicles (c. 484–late 5th century BC) was an ancient Athenian political philosopher best remembered for his role in Plato’s dialogue Gorgias, where he ‘presents himself as a no-holds-barred, bare-knuckled, clear-headed advocate of Realpolitik’.







	[←17
] 

	 TN: Socrates (c. 470–399 BC) was a classical Greek (Athenian) philosopher. He is regarded as one of the founders of Western philosophy and as the first moral philosopher.







	[←18
] 

	 TN: Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche (15th October, 1844–25th August, 1900) was a German philosopher, cultural critic, composer, poet, philologist, and Latin and Greek scholar whose work has exerted a profound influence on Western philosophy and modern intellectual history.







	[←19
] 

	 TN: Jean-Jacques Rousseau was a Genevan philosopher, author, and composer whose political precepts influenced not only the Enlightenment across Europe, but also many aspects of the French Revolution and the general direction of modern political and educational thought.







	[←20
] 

	 TN: Titus Lucretius Carus (c. 15th October, 99 BC–c. 55 BC) was a Roman poet and philosopher. His only known work is the philosophical poem De rerum natura, a didactic work centred around the precepts and philosophy of Epicureanism.







	[←21
] 

	 TN: Antiphon of Rhamnus (480–411 BC) was the first of the ten famous Attic orators and a prominent personality in 5th-century Athenian political and intellectual life.







	[←22
] 

	 TN: Marsilius of Padua (c. 1275–c. 1342) was an Italian scholar who was also trained in medicine. His political treatise entitled Defensor pacis (The Defender of Peace) was an attempt to reject papalist claims to a ‘plenitude of power’ in affairs of both church and state and is considered by some to be the most revolutionary political treatise composed in the later mediaeval period.







	[←23
] 

	 TN: Thomas Hobbes (5th April, 1588–4th December, 1679) was an English philosopher who is regarded as one of the fathers of modern political philosophy. His most famous book is Leviathan (1651), in which he proposed the social contract theory that has acted as basis for most later Western political philosophy.







	[←24
] 

	 TN: Maximilien François Marie Isidore de Robespierre (6th May, 1758–28th July, 1794) was a French lawyer and politician, as well as one of the best known and most influential figures associated with the French Revolution and the Reign of Terror. He was outspoken in his defence of the poor and his support for democratic institutions. He also campaigned for universal male suffrage in France and the abolition of slavery in the French colonies. Although he declared himself a passionate opponent of the death penalty, he did not hesitate to play a crucial part in the execution of King Louis XVI so as to establish a French Republic.







	[←25
] 

	 TN: Louis Antoine Léon de Saint-Just (1767–1794) was a military and political leader during the French Revolution.







	[←26
] 

	 TN: Johann Wolfgang von Goethe (8th August, 1749–22nd March, 1832) was a German writer and statesman. His magnum opus is Faust, considered one of the greatest literary works and plays.







	[←27
] 

	 TN: Stefan Anton George (12th July, 1868–4th December, 1933) was a German symbolist poet and a translator to whom we owe several German translations of Dante Alighieri, William Shakespeare, and Charles Baudelaire.







	[←28
] 

	 TN: The Tapestry of Life.







	[←29
] 

	 TN: Carl Schmitt (11th July, 1888–7th April, 1985) was a conservative German jurist and political theorist whose thoughts revolved around the effective wielding of political power. His work has been a source of great influence on subsequent political theory, legal theory, continental philosophy and political theology. Despite their impact, his thoughts are considered controversial due to his alleged close cooperation with and juridical-political support of Nazism; as a result of this, he is often referred to as the ‘crown jurist of the Third Reich’.







	[←30
] 

	 TN: Armin Mohler (12th April, 1920–4th July, 2003) was a Swiss-born Right-oriented political author and philosopher associated with the Neue Rechte (New Right) movement.







	[←31
] 

	 TN: Julien Freund (8th January, 1921–10th September, 1993) was a French philosopher and sociologist. He was labelled an “unsatisfied liberal-conservative” by Pierre-André Taguieff; his work as a sociologist and political theorist is an extension of Carl Schmitt’s.







	[←32
] 

	 TN: The Essence of the Political.







	[←33
] 

	 TN: Carl Philipp Gottfried (or Gottlieb) von Clausewitz (1st June, 1780–16th November, 1831) was a Prussian general and military theorist who emphasised the ‘moral’ (meaning, in modern terms, psychological) and political aspects of war.







	[←34
] 

	 TN: On War.







	[←35
] 

	 TN: Walther Rathenau (29th September, 1867–24th June, 1922) was a German statesman who served as Foreign Minister during the Weimar Republic.







	[←36
] 

	 TN: Ernesto ‘Che’ Guevara (14th June, 1928–9th October, 1967) was an Argentine Marxist revolutionary, physician, author, guerrilla leader, diplomat and military theorist.







	[←37
] 

	 TN: Maurice Duverger (5th June, 1917–16th December, 2014) was a French jurist, sociologist and politician.







	[←38
] 

	 TN: ‘Political Considerations’.







	[←39
] 

	 TN: The Republic of Comrades.







	[←40
] 

	 TN: Planned Economy.







	[←41
] 

	 TN: Arcadia, an Essay on the Topic of Betterment.







	[←42
] 

	 TN: The Crisis of American Capitalism.







	[←43
] 

	 TN: Of Sovereignty.







	[←44
] 

	 TN: The Art of Conjecture.







	[←45
] 

	 TN: Gaston Berger (1st October, 1896–13th November, 1960) was a French futurist, as well as an industrialist, philosopher and state manager.







	[←46
] 

	 TN: The Association for Economic, Industrial and Social Studies.







	[←47
] 

	 TN: The expression is used in English when referring to book that has been written or adapted for a particular purpose or to fulfil a particular need.







	[←48
] 

	 TN: This is a reference to Pierre-Jean de Beranger’s Le Roi d’Yvetot (King of Yvetot), a poem that describes a good, modest and kind king who willingly deprived himself of all wealth and ensured the happiness of his own people.







	[←49
] 

	 TN: Lessons in Constitutional Politics.







	[←50
] 

	 TN: Vilfredo Federico Damaso Pareto (15th July, 1848–19th August, 1923) was an Italian engineer, sociologist, economist, political scientist, and philosopher. In his Trattato di Sociologia Generale (1916), published in English by Harcourt, Brace in a four-volume edition edited by Arthur Livingston under the title The Mind and Society (1935), Pareto developed his conception of the ‘circulation of elites’, the first social cycle theory in sociology. He is often quoted for having stated that ‘history is a graveyard of aristocracies’.







	[←51
] 

	 TN: Charles-Louis de Secondat, Baron de La Brède et de Montesquieu, generally known simply as Montesquieu (18th January, 1689–10th February, 1755), was a French judge, literary figure and political philosopher.







	[←52
] 

	 TN: The Centre for Prospective Studies.







	[←53
] 

	 TN: The Enterprise Evolution Research Centre.







	[←54
] 

	 TN: Roger-Gérard Schwartzenberg is a French politician of the Radical Party of the Left (Parti Radical de Gauche, PRG).







	[←55
] 

	 TN: Pierre-Joseph Proudhon (15th January, 1809–19th January, 1865) was a French politician and the founder of mutualist philosophy. He was the very first to declare himself an anarchist and is widely considered one of the ideology’s most influential theorists.







	[←56
] 

	 TN: War and Peace.







	[←57
] 

	 TN: A Depiction of the Political Forces of Western France.







	[←58
] 

	 TN: Raymond Claude Ferdinand Aron was a French philosopher, sociologist, political scientist, and journalist. He is most famous for his book entitled The Opium of the Intellectuals, whose title acts as an inversion of Karl Marx’s claim that religion is the opium of the people.







	[←59
] 

	 TN: Georges Vedel (5th July, 1910–21st February, 2002) was a French public law professor and author.







	[←60
] 

	 TN: Marcel Prélot (30th October, 1898–26th December, 1972) was a French politician and constitutional expert.







	[←61
] 

	 TN: Political Science.







	[←62
] 

	 TN: Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (27th August, 1770–14th November, 1831) was a German philosopher and a significant figure of German idealism.







	[←63
] 

	 TN: Bertrand William Russel was a British philosopher, writer, historian, logician, mathematician, social critic, political activist and Nobel laureate.







	[←64
] 

	 TN: Karl Marx (5th May, 1818–14th March, 1883) was a German philosopher, economist, historian, political theorist, sociologist, journalist and revolutionary socialist.







	[←65
] 

	 TN: Johann Kaspar Schmidt (25th October, 1806–26th June, 1856), generally known as Max Stirner, was a German philosopher. He is often considered one of the forerunners of nihilism, existentialism, psychoanalytic theory, postmodernism, and individualist anarchism.







	[←66
] 

	 TN: The Ego and Its Own.







	[←67
] 

	 TN: Roger Caillois (3rd March, 1913–21st December, 1978) was a French intellectual whose idiosyncratic work was a combination of literary criticism, sociology, and philosophy.







	[←68
] 

	 TN: Gaston Bouthoul (1896–1980) was a French sociologist who specialised in the study of the phenomenon of war.







	[←69
] 

	 TN: Dominique Venner (16th April, 1935–21st May, 2013) was a French historian, journalist and essayist. He was initially a member of the Organisation known as armée secrète, but later became a European nationalist before withdrawing from politics to focus on a career as a historian. What he specialised in was military and political history.







	[←70
] 

	 TN: A French journalist.







	[←71
] 

	 TN: Maximilian Karl Emil ‘Max’ Weber (21 April 1864–14 June 1920) was a German sociologist, philosopher, jurist, and political economist whose ideas had a profound impact on both social theory and social research.







	[←72
] 

	 TN: The Divagation of Political Thoughts.







	[←73
] 

	 TN: Political Sociology.







	[←74
] 

	 TN: Guide to Politics.







	[←75
] 

	 TN: What is politics?







	[←76
] 

	 TN: The Sociology of Max Webber.







	[←77
] 

	 TN: New Age — Elements for the Theory of Democracy and Peace.







	[←78
] 

	 TN: Contemporary Law.







	[←79
] 

	 TN: The Theories of Human Sciences.







	[←80
] 

	 TN: Pareto — The Theory of Equilibrium.







	[←81
] 

	 TN: Publius (or Gaius) Cornelius Tacitus was a senator and a historian of the Roman Empire.







	[←82
] 

	 TN: The Chatti (also Chatthi or Catti) were an ancient Germanic tribe whose homeland was near the upper Weser.







	[←83
] 

	 TN: The Harii (West Germanic ‘warriors’) were, according to the views expressed by Roman historian Tacitus, a Germanic people.







	[←84
] 

	 TN: Maurice Bardèche (1st October, 1907–30th July 1998) was a French essayist, literary and art critic, journalist, and one of the main proponents of neo-Fascism in post–World War II Europe.







	[←85
] 

	 TN: Sparta and the Southerners.







	[←86
] 

	 TN: François d’Orcival is a French conservative intellectual and the editor-in-chief of Valeurs Actuelles. 







	[←87
] 

	 TN: A French author.







	[←88
] 

	 TN: Jean Mabire (8th February, 1927, in Paris–29th March 2006) was a French author, journalist and literary critic.







	[←89
] 

	 TN: A French author.







	[←90
] 

	 TN: Pierre Eugène Drieu La Rochelle (3rd January, 1893–15th March, 1945) was a French author of novels, short stories and political essays.







	[←91
] 

	 TN: combat base.







	[←92
] 

	 TN: Algerian National Liberation Front.







	[←93
] 

	 TN: Marcel ‘Bruno’ Bigeard (14th February, 1916–18th June, 2010) was a French military officer who fought in World War II, Indochina and Algeria. He was also one of the commanders in the Battle of Dien Bien Phu and is widely considered to have had a major impact on French ‘unconventional’ warfare thinking from that time on.







	[←94
] 

	 TN: Erwan Bergot (27th January, 1930–1st May, 1993) was a French Army officer and author; he served in the French Army during the First Indochina War and Algerian War (notably under Major Bigeard).







	[←95
] 

	 TN: Guillaume d’Estouteville (c. 1412–1483) was a French aristocrat of royal blood who became a prominent bishop and cardinal.







	[←96
] 

	 TN: ‘honour and loyalty’.







	[←97
] 

	 TN: Lewis Burwell ‘Chesty’ Puller (26th June, 1898–11th October, 1971) was a United States Marine Corps lieutenant general who, early in his military career, fought guerrillas in Haiti and Nicaragua. He then went on to serve with distinction in both World War II and the Korean War.







	[←98
] 

	 TN: The Haganah (a Hebrew word meaning ‘Defence’) was a Zionist military organisation that represented the majority of the Jews in Palestine from 1920 to 1948.







	[←99
] 

	 TN: The battle of Camarón.







	[←100
] 

	 TN: The Samurai.







	[←101
] 

	 TN: The Paratroopers.







	[←102
] 

	 TN: The Marines.







	[←103
] 

	 TN: The Haganah.







	[←104
] 

	 TN: Gérard Walter was a renowned French historian.







	[←105
] 

	 TN: Vladimir Ilyich Ulyanov, alias Lenin (22nd April, 1870–21st January, 1924), was a prominent Russian communist revolutionary, politician and political theorist.







	[←106
] 

	 TN: The Thermidor 9th Conjuration — Thermidor was the 11th month in the French Republican Calendar.







	[←107
] 

	 TN: The Origins of Communism.







	[←108
] 

	 TN: VI, 29, actually.







	[←109
] 

	 TN: Augustine of Hippo was an early Christian theologian and philosopher from Numidia whose writings impacted the development of both Western Christianity and philosophy.







	[←110
] 

	 TN: Cyprian (c. 200–258) was bishop of Carthage and a prominent early Christian author and saint.







	[←111
] 

	 TN: Quintus Septimius Florens Tertullianus (c. 155–c. 240 AD) was a prolific early Christian author from Carthage in the Roman province of Africa and a Christian apologist and polemicist who denounced, in a most vociferous manner, what he considered to be heresy, including contemporary Christian Gnosticism.







	[←112
] 

	 TN: All of whom are renowned and influential Christian figures.







	[←113
] 

	 TN: Marcion of Sinope (c. 85–c. 160) was a prominent figure in early Christianity. His theology rejected the deity described in the Hebrew Scriptures and espoused the Father of Christ as the true God, one that is distinct from the creator deity. The Church Fathers eventually condemned him and he was excommunicated.







	[←114
] 

	 TN: The Manicheans adhered to the dualistic religious system of Manes, a combination of Gnostic Christianity, Buddhism, Zoroastrianism and various other elements involving a conflictual doctrine between light and dark, with matter regarded as dark and evil.







	[←115
] 

	 TN: Phaleas of Chalcedon (early 4th century BC) was a Greek statesman of antiquity who believed that all the citizens of a model city should be equal in both property and education.







	[←116
] 

	 TN: Hippodamus of Miletus (498–408 BC), was an ancient Greek architect, urban planner, physician, mathematician, meteorologist and philosopher; he is regarded as ‘the father of European urban planning’. He suggested that society should reward all individuals who produce something useful to society.







	[←117
] 

	 TN: Sir Thomas More (7th February, 1478–6th July, 1535), venerated in the Catholic Church as Saint Thomas More, was an English solicitor, social philosopher, writer, statesman, and noted Renaissance humanist.







	[←118
] 

	 TN: Tommaso Campanella (5th September, 1568–21st May, 1639) was a Dominican friar, philosopher, theologian, astrologer, and poet.







	[←119
] 

	 TN: The Origins of Communism.







	[←120
] 

	 TN: On Power.







	[←121
] 

	 TN: Democracy in the Face of the 20th century.







	[←122
] 

	 TN: The Theory of Democracy.







	[←123
] 

	 TN: A French economist.







	[←124
] 

	 TN: Analyses and Previsions.







	[←125
] 

	 TN: The work bears this very title.







	[←126
] 

	 TN: Social and Private Costs.







	[←127
] 

	 TN: The Economy of Collective Services and Public Expenditure.







	[←128
] 

	 TN: Economic Equilibrium and Growth — Principles of Macro-Economics.







	[←129
] 

	 TN: The National Foundation of Political Sciences.







	[←130
] 

	 TN: The History of Economic Theories.







	[←131
] 

	 TN: New School.







	[←132
] 

	 TN: Soviet Studies.







	[←133
] 

	 TN: The China Notebooks.







	[←134
] 

	 TN: Mao Zedong (26th December, 1893–9th September, 1976) was a Chinese communist revolutionary who became the founding father of the People’s Republic of China, which he then governed as the Chairman of the Communist Party of China from its establishment in 1949 until his death in 1976.







	[←135
] 

	 TN: Leonard Clemence Tindemans (16th April, 1922–26th December, 2014) was a Belgian politician who became the 43rd Prime Minister of Belgium from 25th April, 1974, until his resignation as minister on 20th October, 1978.







	[←136
] 

	 TN: Red Humanity.







	[←137
] 

	 TN: Aleksandr Isayevich Solzhenitsyn (11th December, 1918–3rd August, 2008) was a Russian novelist, historian, and short story writer. He openly criticised the Soviet Union and Communism and helped raise global awareness of its Gulag forced labour camp system.







	[←138
] 

	 TN: Lin Biao (5th December, 1907–13th September 1971) was a Marshal of the People’s Republic of China and played a decisive role in the communist victory in the Chinese Civil War, especially in Northeast China.







	[←139
] 

	 TN: A French author with a pronounced focus on both geopolitics and geostrategy.







	[←140
] 

	 TN: Sébastien Le Prestre de Vauban, Seigneur de Vauban and later Marquis de Vauban (1st or 4th May, 1633–30th March, 1707), commonly known as Vauban, was a French military engineer who rose in his service to the king and was commissioned as a Marshal of France.







	[←141
] 

	 TN: Geopolitics and Geostrategy.







	[←142
] 

	 TN: Paul Vidal de La Blache was a French geographer. He is considered to be the father of modern French geography and the founder of the French School of Geopolitics.







	[←143
] 

	 TN: Arthur Schopenhauer (22nd February, 1788–21st September, 1860) was a German philosopher renowned for his 1818 work entitled The World as Will and Representation (expanded in 1844), in which he describes the phenomenal world as the product of a blind and insatiable metaphysical will.







	[←144
] 

	 TN: Nazism, A Secret Society.







	[←145
] 

	 TN: Adam Alfred Rudolf Glauer (9th November, 1875–8th May, 1945), otherwise known under his pseudo-aristocratic alias Rudolf Freiherr von Sebottendorff (or von Sebottendorf) was a German occultist, author, intelligence agent and political activist. He was an important member of the Thule Society, a post-World War I German occultist organisation that influenced numerous members of the Nazi Party.







	[←146
] 

	 TN: Indo-European Traditions.







	[←147
] 

	 TN: The Brahmanic Olympus.







	[←148
] 

	 TN: Konrad Heiden (7th August, 1901–18th June, 1966) was a German-American journalist and historian of the Weimar Republic and Nazi eras, famous for the first influential biographies of Adolf Hitler.







	[←149
] 

	 TN: Eric Muraise is the pseudonym (or rather anagram) used by part-time author Colonel Maurice Suire.







	[←150
] 

	 TN: The Relations between Polemology, Geopolitics and Geostrategy.







	[←151
] 

	 TN: Born on 31st July, 1942, James Alexander Douglas-Hamilton, Baron Selkirk of Douglas, is a Scottish Conservative politician who served as Member of Parliament for Edinburgh West and then as Member of the Scottish Parliament for the Lothians. Since 1997, he has been a member of the House of Lords as a life peer.







	[←152
] 

	 TN: Johann Peter Eckermann (21st September, 1792–3rd December, 1854) was a German poet and author. His most famous work bears the title Conversations with Goethe, the fruit of his association with Johann Wolfgang von Goethe prior to the latter’s passing.







	[←153
] 

	 TN: Leonidas I was a warrior king of the Greek city-state of Sparta. He participated in the Second Persian War, where he led the allied Greek forces to a last stand at the Battle of Thermopylae (480 BC) while attempting to defend the pass against the invading Persian army.







	[←154
] 

	 TN: Alexander III of Macedon (20th/21st July, 356 BC–10th/11th June, 323 BC), known as Alexander the Great, was a king of the ancient Greek kingdom of Macedon. In his quest to ‘reach the ends of the world and the Great Outer Sea’, he conquered a major part of the known world.







	[←155
] 

	 TN: Hernán Cortés de Monroy y Pizarro Altamirano (1485–2nd December, 1547) was a Spanish Conquistador who led the expedition that resulted in the fall of the Aztec Empire and brought large areas of what is now mainland Mexico under the rule of the King of Castile.







	[←156
] 

	 TN: Yermak Timofeyevich (1532 to 1542–5th or 6th August, 1585) was a Cossack ataman who started the Russian conquest of Siberia during the reign of Tsar Ivan the Terrible.







	[←157
] 

	 TN: Friedrich Ratzel (30th August, 1844–9th August, 1904) was a German geographer and ethnographer; he is renowned for having been the first to use the term Lebensraum (‘living space’) in the sense that the National Socialists later would.







	[←158
] 

	 TN: Sir Halford John Mackinder PC (15th February, 1861–6th March, 1947) was an English geographer, academic, and politician. He is also regarded as one of the founders of both geopolitics and geostrategy.







	[←159
] 

	 TN: Henry Cord Meyer (1912–2001) was an American historian specializing in modern European and Central European history.







	[←160
] 

	 TN: de Benoist uses the equivalent of ‘Middle Europe’ in his translation of Mackinder’s words and in all references to his theories.







	[←161
] 

	 TN: Otto Eduard Leopold, Prince of Bismarck, Duke of Lauenburg (1st April, 1815–30th July, 1898), also known as Otto von Bismarck, was a conservative Prussian statesman who dominated German and European affairs from the 1860s until 1890. He was, additionally, the first Chancellor of the German Empire between 1871 and 1890.







	[←162
] 

	 TN: Georg Wegener (31st May, 1863–8th July, 1939) was a German geographer and explorer.







	[←163
] 

	 TN: Louis XIV (5th September, 1638–1st September, 1715), known as Louis the Great (Louis le Grand) or the Sun King (Le Roi Soleil), was a monarch of the House of Bourbon who reigned as King of France from 1643 until his death in 1715.







	[←164
] 

	 TN: Japan and the Japanese.







	[←165
] 

	 TN: Hans Grimm (22nd March, 1875–29th September, 1959) was a German writer. The title of his 1926 novel Volk ohne Raum was adopted by the Nazis as a political slogan for the expansionist Nazi Lebensraum concept.







	[←166
] 

	 TN: Ewald Banse (23rd May, 1883–31st October, 1953) was a German geographer.







	[←167
] 

	 TN: Arthur Neville Chamberlain (18th March, 1869–9th November, 1940) was a British statesman of the Conservative Party who served as Prime Minister of the United Kingdom from May 1937 to May 1940. Chamberlain is best known for his foreign policy of appeasement and particularly for signing the infamous Munich Agreement in 1938, conceding the German-speaking Sudetenland region of Czechoslovakia to Germany.







	[←168
] 

	 TN: Sir Winston Leonard Spencer-Churchill (30th November, 1874–24th January, 1965) was a British politician, army officer, and author who was also Prime Minister of the United Kingdom during the crucial period of 1940 to 1945.







	[←169
] 

	 TN: Martin Bormann (17th June, 1900–2nd May, 1945) was a prominent official in Nazi Germany as head of the Nazi Party Chancellery. He acquired enormous power by using his position as Adolf Hitler’s private secretary to control the flow of information and access to Hitler.







	[←170
] 

	 TN: Nicholas John Spykman (13th October, 1893–26th June, 1943) was an American political scientist and one of the founders of the classical realist school in American foreign policy. The latter allowed for the transmission of Eastern European political thought into the United States.







	[←171
] 

	 TN: The Relations between Polemology, Geopolitics and Geostrategy.







	[←172
] 

	 TN: Raoul Victor Patrice Castex (27th October, 1878–10th January, 1968) was a French Navy admiral and a military theorist.







	[←173
] 

	 TN: A Global and Strategic Military Problematic.







	[←174
] 

	 TN: Polemological Studies.







	[←175
] 

	 TN: Interception is impossible once the multiple nuclear warheads have separated.







	[←176
] 

	 TN: Karl Haushofer — Life and Works.







	[←177
] 

	 TN: Napoléon Bonaparte (15th August, 1769–5th May, 1821) was a French statesman and military leader who claimed a prominent status during the French Revolution and led numerous successful campaigns during the French Revolutionary Wars. As Napoleon, he was Emperor of the French from 1804 until 1814 and, for a brief amount of time, in 1815 (during the so-called Hundred Days).







	[←178
] 

	 TN: The Free City of Danzig.







	[←179
] 

	 TN: The National Defence Magazine.







	[←180
] 

	 TN: The National Centre of Scientific Research.







	[←181
] 

	 TN: War Discourse.







	[←182
] 

	 TN: Thomas Crombie Schelling (14th April, 1921–13th December, 2016) was an American economist and professor of foreign policy, national security, nuclear strategy, and arms control at the School of Public Policy at the University of Maryland, College Park.







	[←183
] 

	 TN: Gebhard Leberecht von Blücher, Fürst von Wahlstatt (16th December, 1742–12th September, 1819) was a Prussian Generalfeldmarschall (field marshal) who achieved great fame and glory after leading his army against Napoleon I during the Battle of the Nations at Leipzig in 1813 and the Battle of Waterloo in 1815.







	[←184
] 

	 TN: August Wilhelm Antonius Graf Neidhardt von Gneisenau (27th October, 1760–23rd August, 1831) was a Prussian field marshal and a crucial figure in both the reform of the Prussian military and the War of Liberation.







	[←185
] 

	 TN: Charles-Marie-Photius Maurras (20th April, 1868–16th November, 1952) was a French writer, politician, poet, and critic. He played an important part in Action Française, a political movement that was monarchist, anti-Semitic, anti-parliamentarist, and counter-revolutionary.







	[←186
] 

	 TN: Charles André Joseph Marie de Gaulle (22nd November, 1890–9th November, 1970) was a French general and statesman who led the French Resistance against the Nazis in World War II and chaired the Provisional Government of the French Republic from 1944 to 1946 so as to re-establish democracy in France. He was also the founder of the Fifth Republic.







	[←187
] 

	 TN: Julius Evola, or Baron Giulio Cesare Andrea Evola (19th May, 1898–11th June, 1974), was a highly influential Italian philosopher, esotericist and painter. His consistently anti-democratic, anti-liberal and anti-egalitarian thought system is often considered one of the most radical.







	[←188
] 

	 TN: Total War.







	[←189
] 

	 TN: Jean Guitton (18th August, 1901–21st March, 1999) was a French Catholic philosopher and theologian.







	[←190
] 

	 TN: Thought and War.







	[←191
] 

	 TN: The War in the Vendée (1793) was an uprising in the Vendée region of France during the French Revolution.







	[←192
] 

	 TN: Jean Jaurès (3rd September, 1859–31st July, 1914) was a French socialist leader who also worked as a professor and journalist.







	[←193
] 

	 TN: The War in Question.







	[←194
] 

	 TN: Jules Monnerot (1909–1995) was a French essayist, sociologist and journalist.







	[←195
] 

	 TN: Sun Tzu, The 13-Point Plan of the Art of War.







	[←196
] 

	 TN: Thinking in Terms of War — Clausewitz.







	[←197
] 

	 TN: On Democracy in America.







	[←198
] 

	 TN: Sir Basil Henry Blackwell (29th May, 1889–9th April, 1984) was born in Oxford, England. He was the son of Benjamin Henry Blackwell (1849–1924), the man who established Blackwell’s bookshop in Oxford, which went on to become the Blackwell’s family publishing and bookshop empire.







	[←199
] 

	 TN: Eighteen Lessons on the Industrial Society.







	[←200
] 

	 TN: Arthur de Gobineau will be focused on in a further section of the book.







	[←201
] 

	 TN: The Academy’s Work Magazine.







	[←202
] 

	 TN: The Old Regime and the Revolution.







	[←203
] 

	 TN: He was actually born in Paris, as stated elsewhere.







	[←204
] 

	 TN: Comte Gustave Auguste Bonnin de la Bonninière de Beaumont (1802–1866) was a French magistrate, prison reformer, and travel companion to the famed philosopher and politician Alexis de Tocqueville.







	[←205
] 

	 TN: The Origins of Contemporary France.







	[←206
] 

	 TN: The Ancient City.







	[←207
] 

	 TN: John Maynard Keynes (5th June, 1883–21st April, 1946) was a British economist whose ideas fundamentally changed the theory and practice of macroeconomics as well as the economic policies of governments.







	[←208
] 

	 TN: Harold Joseph Laski (30th June, 1893–24th March, 1950) was a British political theorist, economist, writer, and lecturer.







	[←209
] 

	 TN: As Mr de Tocqueville Used to Say.







	[←210
] 

	 TN: Alphonse Marie Louis de Prat de Lamartine (21st October, 1790–28th February, 1869) was a French author, poet and politician who played a pivotal role in the establishment of the Second Republic and the continuation of the Tricolore as the flag of France.







	[←211
] 

	 TN: Jules Michelet (21st August, 1798–9th February, 1874) was a French historian.







	[←212
] 

	 TN: Victor Marie Hugo (26th February, 1802–22nd May, 1885) was a French poet, novelist, and dramatist of the Romantic movement. He is regarded as one of the greatest writers in the history of French literature.







	[←213
] 

	 TN: What Happened to France in 1870.







	[←214
] 

	 TN: Louis-Charles-Élie-Amanien Decazes de Glücksbierg, 2nd Duke Decazes and 2nd Duke of Glücksbierg (29th May, 1819–16th September, 1886), was a French diplomat and statesman.







	[←215
] 

	 TN: Wilhelm Richard Wagner was a German composer, theatre director, polemicist and conductor. He is particularly famous for his operas.







	[←216
] 

	 TN: Gobineau is ours.







	[←217
] 

	 TN: The Life and Prophesies of Count de Gobineau.







	[←218
] 

	 TN: Anton von Prokesch-Osten (10th December, 1795–26th October, 1876) was an Austrian diplomat, statesman and general.







	[←219
] 

	 TN: Marie-Henri Beyle (23rd January, 1783–23rd March, 1842), otherwise known by his pen name Stendhal, was a 19th-century French writer. His most acclaimed novels are Le Rouge et le Noir (The Red and the Black, 1830) and La Chartreuse de Parme (The Charterhouse of Parma, 1839).







	[←220
] 

	 TN: Gobineau the Polemist.







	[←221
] 

	 TN: Often referred to as Henri de Saint-Simon, Claude Henri de Rouvroy, the count of Saint-Simon, was a French political and economic theorist who exerted major influence upon the fields of politics, economics, sociology, and the philosophy of science.







	[←222
] 

	 TN: Political Science Based on Human Science, or the Study of Human Races in Relation to our Philosophical, Historical and Social Understanding.







	[←223
] 

	 TN: Henri de Boulainvilliers (21st October, 1658–23rd January, 1722) was a French nobleman, writer and historian.







	[←224
] 

	 TN: Refined Blood.







	[←225
] 

	 TN: Gobinian Studies.







	[←226
] 

	 TN: Victor Courtet, the First Theoretician of Racial Hierarchy — His Contribution to the History of the Political Philosophy of Romanticism.







	[←227
] 

	 TN: National Library.







	[←228
] 

	 TN: Mgr Félix Antoine Philibert Dupanloup (3rd January, 1802–11th October, 1878) was a French ecclesiastic.







	[←229
] 

	 TN: Latin for ‘lust for knowledge’.







	[←230
] 

	 TN: Ernest Renan’s Youth.







	[←231
] 

	 TN: Pierre Lasserre (1867–1930) was a French literary critic, journalist and essayist.







	[←232
] 

	 TN: William of Ockham (c. 1287–1347) was an English Franciscan friar, scholastic philosopher and theologian.







	[←233
] 

	 TN: The General History and Comparative System of the Semitic Languages.







	[←234
] 

	 TN: On the Origin of Language.







	[←235
] 

	 TN: The French revolution of 1848.







	[←236
] 

	 TN: The Future of Science.







	[←237
] 

	 TN: Ad Maiorem Dei Gloriam is a Latin expression meaning ‘For the greater glory of God’.







	[←238
] 

	 TN: Henri-Benjamin Constant de Rebecque (25th October, 1767–8th December, 1830), otherwise known as Benjamin Constant, was a Swiss-French political activist and writer on the topics of politics and religion.







	[←239
] 

	 TN: The Debate Journal.







	[←240
] 

	 TN: Moral and Critical Essays.







	[←241
] 

	 TN: History of the Origins of Christianity.







	[←242
] 

	 TN: A French historian.







	[←243
] 

	 TN: Paul-Louis Couchoud (6th July, 1879–8th April, 1959) was a French philosopher, a graduate from the prestigious École Normale Supérieure in Paris, a physician, a man of letters, and a poet.







	[←244
] 

	 TN: The Manuscripts of Ernest Renan’s ‘Life of Jesus’.







	[←245
] 

	 TN: Isidore Marie Auguste François Xavier Comte (19th January, 1798–5th September, 1857) was a French philosopher who founded the discipline of praxeology and the doctrine of positivism.







	[←246
] 

	 TN: Étienne Cabet (1st January, 1788–9th November, 1856) was a French philosopher and utopian socialist.







	[←247
] 

	 TN: Pierre Eugène Marcellin Berthelot (25th October, 1827–18th March, 1907) was a French chemist and politician famous for the Thomsen–Berthelot principle of thermochemistry.







	[←248
] 

	 TN: The Rationalist Notebooks.







	[←249
] 

	 TN: Hippolyte Adolphe Taine (21st April, 1828–5th March, 1893) was a French critic and historian.







	[←250
] 

	 TN: The Priest of Nemi.







	[←251
] 

	 TN: The Breton Soul.







	[←252
] 

	 TN: Charles Le Goffic (14th July, 1863–12th February, 1932) was a French poet, novelist and historian.







	[←253
] 

	 TN: Auguste-Maurice Barrès (19th August, 1862–4th December, 1923) was a French novelist, journalist and politician.







	[←254
] 

	 TN: Anthinea.







	[←255
] 

	 TN: France in the Face of Europe.







	[←256
] 

	 TN: Journal of a Wartime Traveller.







	[←257
] 

	 TN: The Intellectual and Moral Reform.







	[←258
] 

	 TN: Marcel Jacques Amand Romain Boulenger (9th September, 1873–21st May, 1932) was a French novelist.







	[←259
] 

	 TN: Renan and His Critics.







	[←260
] 

	 TN: Augustin Thierry (10th May, 1795–22nd May, 1856) was a French historian.







	[←261
] 

	 TN: Claude Bernard was a French physiologist considered by some to have been among the ‘greatest of all men of science’, to use the words of historian I. Bernard Cohen of Harvard University.







	[←262
] 

	 TN: Friedrich Max Müller (6th December, 1823–28th October, 1900), generally known as Max Müller, was a German-born philologist and Orientalist.







	[←263
] 

	 TN: Celtic Magazine.







	[←264
] 

	 TN: A French novelist.







	[←265
] 

	 TN: A French periodical.







	[←266
] 

	 TN: Eight Days at Mr Renan’s.







	[←267
] 

	 TN: A French literary critic.







	[←268
] 

	 TN: Taine and Renan.







	[←269
] 

	 TN: The Christ and Jesus.







	[←270
] 

	 TN: Religious History Magazine.







	[←271
] 

	 TN: Louis Auguste Blanqui was a French socialist and political activist with his own revolutionary theory known today as Blanquism.







	[←272
] 

	 TN: French Socialism.







	[←273
] 

	 TN: The French Precursors of Socialism.







	[←274
] 

	 TN: French Socialism in the Face of Marxism.







	[←275
] 

	 TN: Édith Thomas (23rd January, 1909–7th December, 1970) was a French novelist, archivist, historian and journalist.







	[←276
] 

	 TN: Memoirs of a Revolutionary.







	[←277
] 

	 TN: A French author.







	[←278
] 

	 TN: Another French writer.







	[←279
] 

	 TN: The Necessary Revolution.







	[←280
] 

	 TN: Proudhon, the Father of French Socialism.







	[←281
] 

	 TN: Proudhon and Christianity.







	[←282
] 

	 TN: The Personal Relationship between Marx and Proudhon.







	[←283
] 

	 TN: Proudhon — The Genesis of an Antitheist.







	[←284
] 

	 TN: Proudhon, the Sociologist.







	[←285
] 

	 TN: Proudhon and Marx — A Confrontation.







	[←286
] 

	 TN: The Federalism of P. J. Proudhon.







	[←287
] 

	 TN: Proudhon’s Defense and Contemporary Relevance.







	[←288
] 

	 TN: Proudhon and Bonapartist Demagogy.







	[←289
] 

	 TN: The Social Contract.







	[←290
] 

	 TN: Mr Sorel, Our Master.







	[←291
] 

	 TN: The Illusions of Progress.







	[←292
] 

	 TN: Reflections on Violence.







	[←293
] 

	 TN: On the Church and the State.







	[←294
] 

	 TN: On the Usefulness of Pragmatism.







	[←295
] 

	 TN: The Decomposition of Marxism.







	[←296
] 

	 TN: From Aristotle to Marx.







	[←297
] 

	 TN: The Downfall of the Ancient World.







	[←298
] 

	 TN: Socrates’ Trial.







	[←299
] 

	 TN: Study of Social Becoming.







	[←300
] 

	 TN: Born in 1937, Claude Polin is a French philosopher.







	[←301
] 

	 TN: Statements by Georges Sorel.







	[←302
] 

	 TN: Arthur Moeller van den Bruck (23rd April, 1876–30th May, 1925) was a German cultural historian and author. His most famous book is the controversial Das Dritte Reich (The Third Reich, 1923), which advocated German nationalism and exerted a major influence on the Conservative Revolutionary movement and, at a later point, the National Socialist German Workers’ Party.







	[←303
] 

	 TN: Mikhail Alexandrovich Bakunin (30th May, 1814–1st July, 1876) was a Russian revolutionary anarchist and the founder of collectivist anarchism.







	[←304
] 

	 TN: Charles Secretan (1815–1895) was a Swiss philosopher. The focus of his writing lay in developing a rational, philosophical religion to reconcile the ultimate bases of Christianity with the principles of metaphysical philosophy.







	[←305
] 

	 TN: Materials for a Proletarian Theory.







	[←306
] 

	 TN: Émile Édouard Charles Antoine Zola (2nd April, 1840–29th September, 1902) was a French novelist, playwright, journalist, the best-known practitioner of the literary school of naturalism, and a pivotal figure in the development of theatrical naturalism.







	[←307
] 

	 TN: A French journal of political and literary criticism printed from 1908 to 1924.







	[←308
] 

	 TN: The Misdeeds of the Intellectuals.







	[←309
] 

	 TN: Charles Pierre Péguy (7th January, 1873–5th September, 1914) was an acclaimed French poet, essayist, and editor. His two main philosophies were socialism and nationalism, but by 1908 at the latest, after years of uneasy agnosticism, he had become a believing but non-practicing Roman Catholic.







	[←310
] 

	 TN: A French writer.







	[←311
] 

	 TN: The Socialist Future of Syndicates.







	[←312
] 

	 TN: The Life of Workers.







	[←313
] 

	 TN: Benito Amilcare Andrea Mussolini (29th July, 1883–28th April, 1945) was an Italian politician and journalist who went on to become the leader of the National Fascist Party.







	[←314
] 

	 TN: James Burnham (22nd November, 1905–28th July, 1987) was an American philosopher and political theorist.







	[←315
] 

	 TN: Giambattista Vico (23rd June, 1668–23rd January, 1744) was an Italian political philosopher, rhetorician, historian and jurist during the Age of Enlightenment.







	[←316
] 

	 TN: Sociological Handbook According to Vilfredo Pareto.







	[←317
] 

	 TN: Karl Pearson (27th March, 1857–27th April, 1936) was an English mathematician and biostatistician.







	[←318
] 

	 TN: Ernst Waldfried Josef Wenzel Mach (18th February, 1838–19th February, 1916) was an Austrian physicist and philosopher; he is famous for his contributions to the domain physics, including the study of shock waves.







	[←319
] 

	 TN: Jules Henri Poincaré (29th April, 1854–17th July, 1912) was a French mathematician, theoretical physicist, engineer, and philosopher of science.







	[←320
] 

	 TN: David Émile Durkheim (15th April, 1858–15th November. 1917) was a French sociologist who formally established the academic discipline and, together with Karl Marx and Max Weber, is commonly mentioned as the principal architect of modern social science.







	[←321
] 

	 TN: Pitirim Alexandrovich Sorokin (2nd February, 1889–10th February, 1968) was a Russian-born American sociologist and political activist who attained fame through his contributions to the social cycle theory.







	[←322
] 

	 TN: Antoine Augustin Cournot (28th August, 1801–31st March, 1877) was a French philosopher and a mathematician who also contributed to the development of economics theory.







	[←323
] 

	 TN: Born Károly Manheim, Karl Mannheim (27th March, 1893–9th January, 1947) was a Hungarian-born sociologist. He exerted great influence in the first half of the 20th century and was not only one of the founding fathers of classical sociology, but also a founder of the sociology of knowledge.







	[←324
] 

	 TN: The Handbook of Sociology According to Vilfredo Pareto.







	[←325
] 

	 TN: Pareto — The Theory of Equilibrium.







	[←326
] 

	 TN: The Stages of Sociological Thought.







	[←327
] 

	 TN: Introduction to the History of Pareto’s Sociology.







	[←328
] 

	 TN: Pareto’s Sociology.







	[←329
] 

	 TN: The Maladies of the Personality.







	[←330
] 

	 TN: Science and Hypothesis.







	[←331
] 

	 TN: The Psychology of Crowds.







	[←332
] 

	 TN: The Evolution of Matter.







	[←333
] 

	 TN: The Psychological Laws that Govern the Evolution of Nations.







	[←334
] 

	 TN: Physics report.







	[←335
] 

	 TN: The Evolution of Matter.







	[←336
] 

	 TN: The Birth and Disappearance of Matter.







	[←337
] 

	 TN: A French term referring to the women who knitted as they attended guillotine executions.







	[←338
] 

	 TN: The Work of Gustave Le Bon.







	[←339
] 

	 TN: The collective unconscious, rather.







	[←340
] 

	 TN: Montanism, also called Cataphrygian heresy or New Prophecy, was a heretical movement founded by the prophet Montanus. It surfaced in the Christian church in Phrygia, Asia Minor, during the 2nd century.







	[←341
] 

	 TN: Yesterday and Tomorrow.







	[←342
] 

	 TN: Nicolas Léonard Sadi Carnot (1st June, 1796–24th August, 1832) was a French military engineer and physicist. He is often described as the ‘father of thermodynamics’.







	[←343
] 

	 TN: Meaning ‘Nitrocellulose’.







	[←344
] 

	 TN: Charles Augustus Lindbergh (4th February, 1902–26th August, 1974) was an American aviator, military officer, writer, inventor, explorer, and environmental activist.







	[←345
] 

	 TN: Man, the Unknown.







	[←346
] 

	 TN: Reflections on the Management of Life.







	[←347
] 

	 TN: Henri Philippe Benoni Omer Joseph Pétain (24th April 1856–23rd July, 1951), generally known as Marshal Pétain (Maréchal Pétain), was a French general officer who attained the position of Marshal of France at the end of World War I, during which he became known as The Lion of Verdun. During World War II, he served as the Chief of State of Vichy France (1940 to 1944). Due to his alliance with (or rather subservience to) the invading Nazi forces, he was tried and convicted of treason in the aftermath of the war.







	[←348
] 

	 TN: Day by Day.







	[←349
] 

	 TN: Paul Milliez (15th June, 1912–12th June, 1994) was a French doctor, member of the Resistance under the Occupation, and research pioneer who became famous for his political and social positions.







	[←350
] 

	 TN: Jean Lépine (5th December, 1876–13th June, 1967) was a French doctor.







	[←351
] 

	 TN: The Designing of Civilised Men.







	[←352
] 

	 TN: Born on 7th January, 1925, in Paris, Pierre Gripari was a French writer. He passed away on December 23rd, 1990.







	[←353
] 

	 TN: The Devil, God and Other Mendacious Tales.







	[←354
] 

	 TN: Does God exist? They Answer…







	[←355
] 

	 TN: François-Marie Arouet or, by his nom de plume, Voltaire, was a French Enlightenment writer, historian and philosopher renowned for his wit, his sharp criticism of both the Catholic Church and Christianity, and his advocacy of religious freedom and the separation of church and state.







	[←356
] 

	 TN: Christian Chabanis (9th August, 1936–25th April, 1989) was a French writer, philosopher and journalist.







	[←357
] 

	 TN: Eugène Ionesco was a Romanian-French playwright who wrote mostly in French and was one of the prominent figures of the French Avant-garde theatre. Ionesco’s plays are a tangible depiction of the solitude and insignificance that pervade our human existence.







	[←358
] 

	 TN: Metaphysics and Language.







	[←359
] 

	 TN: This is a reference to Emile Combes and his strongly anticlerical policy, which led to the separation of Church and State in 1905.







	[←360
] 

	 TN: Born Marie Joseph Gabriel Antoine Jogand-Pagès, Léo Taxil was a French author and journalist famous for his uncompromising anti-Catholic and anti-clerical stances.







	[←361
] 

	 TN: In France, that is.







	[←362
] 

	 TN: The Gap.







	[←363
] 

	 TN: Freudian Scholastics.







	[←364
] 

	 TN: The Logic of the Living.







	[←365
] 

	 TN: Arthur Koestler was a Hungarian-British writer and journalist who espoused various political causes, including that of Communism/Stalinism.







	[←366
] 

	 TN: The Problems of Atheism.







	[←367
] 

	 TN: August Wilhelm von Schlegel (8th September, 1767–12th May, 1845) was a German poet who, among other achievements, translated Shakespeare’s works into German, elevating them to the status of classics in his homeland.







	[←368
] 

	 TN: Maurice Clavel (10th November, 1920–23 April, 1979) was a French author, philosopher and journalist.







	[←369
] 

	 TN: Atheism in Contemporary Life and Culture.







	[←370
] 

	 TN: Atheism in Contemporary Philosophy.







	[←371
] 

	 TN: The Moral Doctrine of the Prophets of Israel.







	[←372
] 

	 TN: The Chief Notions of Christian Metaphysics.







	[←373
] 

	 TN: The Issue of God’s Existence in Today’s World.







	[←374
] 

	 TN: The Teachings of Yeshua of Nazareth.







	[←375
] 

	 TN: In actual fact, these words are found in Ecclesiastes 3:19.







	[←376
] 

	 TN: René Descartes (31st March, 1596–11th February, 1650) was a French philosopher, mathematician, and scientist, and is considered by many to be the father of modern western philosophy.







	[←377
] 

	 TN: Jean-Paul Charles Aymard Sartre (21st June, 1905–15th April, 1980) was a French philosopher, playwright, novelist, political activist, biographer, and literary critic and is considered a pivotal figure in existentialist literature and philosophy.







	[←378
] 

	 TN: In the metaphysical sense of the word.







	[←379
] 

	 TN: The fifteenth Ecumenical Council of the Roman Catholic Church.







	[←380
] 

	 TN: You, the Little God.







	[←381
] 

	 TN: Alfred Binet (8th July, 1857–18th October, 1911) was a French psychologist and the inventor of the first practical IQ test, the Binet–Simon test.







	[←382
] 

	 TN: Henri-Louis Bergson was a French philosopher who placed great emphasis on the fact that, in order to comprehend reality, our understanding of the processes of immediate experience and intuition is more significant than abstract rationalism and science.







	[←383
] 

	 TN: The Soul and the Body.







	[←384
] 

	 TN: The Issue of the Soul.







	[←385
] 

	 TN: François Marie Charles Fourier was a French philosopher and a prominent early socialist thinker; he is considered one of the founders of utopian socialism.







	[←386
] 

	 TN: Owenism is the utopian socialist philosophy embraced by 19th-century social reformer Robert Owen. His followers and successors are thus known as Owenites. The purpose of Owenism was to attain the radical reforming of society.







	[←387
] 

	 TN: Babouvism can be defined as a social and political doctrine and movement that promotes a programme of egalitarianism and communism in harmony with the views formulated by François-Noël Babeuf.







	[←388
] 

	 TN: François-René (Auguste), vicomte de Chateaubriand (4th September, 1768–4th July, 1848) was a French author, political figure, diplomat and historian and is considered to have been the founder of Romantic French literature.







	[←389
] 

	 TN: From the Greek νοῦς (nous ‘mind’) and σφαῖρα (sphaira ‘sphere’), the noosphere is the domain or, more accurately, the sphere of human thought.







	[←390
] 

	 TN: The Human Phenomenon.







	[←391
] 

	 TN: Utopia and Civilisations, published by French author and journalist Gilles Lapouge in 1973.







	[←392
] 

	 TN: Born in 1788 in Dijon, France, Étienne Cabet was a French philosopher and utopian socialist who passed away in St. Louis, Missouri in 1856.







	[←393
] 

	 TN: Friedrich Engels (28th November, 1820–5th August, 1895) was a German philosopher, social scientist, journalist and businessman.







	[←394
] 

	 TN: The Basics of Communism.







	[←395
] 

	 TN: Mircea Eliade (9th March, 1907–22nd April, 1986) was a Romanian historian of religion, as well as a fiction author, a philosopher, and a professor at the University of Chicago.







	[←396
] 

	 TN: Aspects of the Myth.







	[←397
] 

	 TN: Nothing new under the sun.







	[←398
] 

	 TN: Giorgio Locchi (1923–25th October, 1992) was an Italian journalist and author and among the founders of Alain de Benoist’s GRECE.







	[←399
] 

	 TN: The notion of Music and the Temporal Aspect of History.







	[←400
] 

	 TN: The author is undoubtedly referring to the Nietzschean notion of a Hinterwelt. 







	[←401
] 

	 TN: René Sédillot (2nd November, 1906–21st October, 1999) was a French historian and journalist.







	[←402
] 

	 TN: History Has No Direction.







	[←403
] 

	 TN: Born in Paris in 1922, Pierre Fougeyrollas was a French philosopher, sociologist and anthropologist.







	[←404
] 

	 TN: Marxism at Issue.







	[←405
] 

	 TN: The Sociology of Communism.







	[←406
] 

	 TN: Claude Lévi-Strauss was a French anthropologist and ethnologist whose work played a decisive role in the development of the theory of structuralism and structural anthropology.







	[←407
] 

	 TN: Henry Marie Joseph Frédéric Expedite Millon de Montherlant was a French essayist, novelist and dramatist.







	[←408
] 

	 TN: Utopia, an Eternal Heresy.







	[←409
] 

	 TN: History.







	[←410
] 

	 TN: In the Face of History — A Few Non-Systematic Remarks.







	[←411
] 

	 TN: Against the End of History, or How to Avoid Exiting the Latter.







	[←412
] 

	 TN: The Life of Pierre Teilhard de Chardin.







	[←413
] 

	 TN: The Historical Vision of Teilhard de Chardin.







	[←414
] 

	 TN: A Prophet in the Making.







	[←415
] 

	 TN: In Hegelian philosophy, synthesis represents the final stage in the process of dialectical reasoning, in which a new idea resolves the conflict between thesis and antithesis.







	[←416
] 

	 TN: Jean Edmond Cyrus Rostand (30th October, 1894–4th September, 1977) was a French biologist who was also active in the philosophical domain.







	[←417
] 

	 TN: Étienne Gilson was a French scholar of mediaeval philosophy.







	[←418
] 

	 TN: Antoine Marie Jean-Baptiste Roger (29th June, 1900–31st July, 1944), comte de Saint-Exupéry, was a French author, poet, aristocrat, journalist, and pioneering aviator who received several awards during his lifetime.







	[←419
] 

	 TN: Henri Fesquet is a French author born in 1916.







	[←420
] 

	 TN: Teilhard de Chardin’s Religious Thought.







	[←421
] 

	 TN: France — A Mission Country?







	[←422
] 

	 TN: Introduction to Christianity.







	[←423
] 

	 TN: The Heart of Matter.







	[←424
] 

	 TN: ‘Cabal of the Devout’, a reference to the ‘devout party’ and the Company of the Blessed Sacrament.







	[←425
] 

	 TN: Jean-François Revel (born Jean-François Ricard; 19th January, 1924–30th April, 2006) was a French journalist, philosopher, and member of the Académie française. Having adhered to socialist beliefs in his youth, Revel later became a significant European proponent of classical liberalism and free market economics.







	[←426
] 

	 TN: The contents of.







	[←427
] 

	 TN: A Letter on Chimpanzees.







	[←428
] 

	 TN: Clément Rosset (12th October, 1939–28th March, 2018) was a French philosopher and author.







	[←429
] 

	 TN: Saint Ignatius of Loyola was a Spanish Basque priest and a theologian. He is famous for being both the founder and first Superior General of the religious order known as the Society of Jesus (Order of the Jesuits).







	[←430
] 

	 TN: In the Wake of the Sinanthropus.







	[←431
] 

	 TN: The Divine Sphere.







	[←432
] 

	 TN: A French writer.







	[←433
] 

	 TN: A French film director.







	[←434
] 

	 TN: The ‘Semana Santa’, i.e the annual tribute to the Passion of Christ.







	[←435
] 

	 TN: Nicolas Boileau-Despréaux, generally referred to as Boileau, was a French poet and a critic.







	[←436
] 

	 TN: A Challenged Church.







	[←437
] 

	 TN: A French daily newspaper whose title means ‘Humanity’.







	[←438
] 

	 TN: Christian Members of the Communist Party?







	[←439
] 

	 TN: Jacques Milhau is a professor emeritus and has published several works.







	[←440
] 

	 TN: Post-Marx Faith.







	[←441
] 

	 TN: Christians and Communists — Week of Marxist Thought.







	[←442
] 

	 TN: Philosophy and Religion.







	[←443
] 

	 TN: The Marxists and the Evolution of the Catholic World.







	[←444
] 

	 TN: Communists and Christians — Communists or Christians?







	[←445
] 

	 TN: Témoignage Chrétien, or Christian Testimony, is a French weekly.







	[←446
] 

	 TN: Marxist Analysis and Christian Faith.







	[←447
] 

	 TN: Meaning ‘New City’.







	[←448
] 

	 TN: A Materialistic Interpretation of the Gospel According to Mark.







	[←449
] 

	 TN: The Bible’s Materialistic Approaches.







	[←450
] 

	 TN: The Angel.







	[←451
] 

	 TN: ‘Libidinal Economics’ is considered one of Jean-François Lyotard’s greatest works. Lyotard was a renowned French philosopher, sociologist, and literary theorist.







	[←452
] 

	 TN: A French philosopher.







	[←453
] 

	 TN: Wilhelm Reich (24th March, 1897–3rd November, 1957) was an Austrian psychoanalyst and doctor of medicine. His greatest works include Character Analysis (1933), The Mass Psychology of Fascism (1933) and The Sexual Revolution (1936).







	[←454
] 

	 TN: The Golden Monkey.







	[←455
] 

	 TN: Maurice Druon (23rd April, 1918–14th April, 2009) was a French novelist.







	[←456
] 

	 TN: The Accursed Kings.







	[←457
] 

	 TN: The Great Families.







	[←458
] 

	 TN: The Memoirs of Zeus.







	[←459
] 

	 TN: Alexander the Great.







	[←460
] 

	 TN: A Church in the Wrong Century.







	[←461
] 

	 TN: La Croix, meaning The Cross, is a daily general-interest Roman Catholic newspaper published in Paris.







	[←462
] 

	 TN: France Catholique, or Catholic France, is a French weekly.







	[←463
] 

	 TN: Témoignage chrétien, meaning Christian Testimony, is a French weekly of Christian inspiration established in Lyons in 1941.







	[←464
] 

	 TN: Aspects de la France, or Aspects of France, is a French periodical with traditionally Maurassist and monarchist convictions.







	[←465
] 

	 TN: Catharism was a Christian dualist and Gnostic movement that dominated a large part of Southern Europe between the 12th and 14th centuries.







	[←466
] 

	 TN: Bogomilism was a Christian neo-Gnostic or dualist sect established by a priest, Bogomil, during the reign of Tsar Peter I in the 10th century. It is likely to have surfaced in what is now the region of Macedonia before spreading further.







	[←467
] 

	 TN: The Waldensians, named after their founder, Peter Waldo, constituted a pre-Protestant Christian movement that began in Lyons around 1173.







	[←468
] 

	 TN: The Song of the Partisans.







	[←469
] 

	 TN: A Church in the Wrong.







	[←470
] 

	 TN: Long Live the Consumerist Society.







	[←471
] 

	 TN: Herbert Marcuse was a German-American philosopher, sociologist and political theorist with strong ties to the Frankfurt School of Critical Theory.







	[←472
] 

	 TN: Henri Lefebvre was a French Marxist philosopher and sociologist who first proposed the notion of the ‘right to the city’.







	[←473
] 

	 TN: Marxism.







	[←474
] 

	 TN: Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart (27th January, 1756–5th December, 1791) was a prolific and influential composer of the classical era. His prodigious talent allowed him to begin composing at the age of five.







	[←475
] 

	 TN: Pieter Bruegel (also Breughel) the Elder (c. 1525–1530–9th September, 1569) was the most significant artist of Dutch and Flemish Renaissance painting.







	[←476
] 

	 TN: William Shakespeare (c. 26th April, 1564–23rd April, 1616) was an English poet, playwright and actor, widely regarded as the greatest writer in the English language and the world’s pre-eminent dramatist. He is often called England’s national poet and the ‘Bard of Avon’.







	[←477
] 

	 TN: Fernando Arrabal Terán (born 11th August, 1932) is a Spanish playwright, screenwriter, film director, novelist and poet.







	[←478
] 

	 TN: Tendency of the Rate Profit to Fall.







	[←479
] 

	 TN: The Decolonisation of Europe.







	[←480
] 

	 TN: Fatherland and Progress.







	[←481
] 

	 TN: Thierry Maulnier was a French literary critic, journalist, essayist, and dramatist.







	[←482
] 

	 TN: National Society and Class Struggle.







	[←483
] 

	 TN: The Combat Notebooks.







	[←484
] 

	 TN: War at Issue.







	[←485
] 

	 TN: Jules Monnerot (28th November, 1909–4th December, 1995) was a French essayist, sociologist and journalist.







	[←486
] 

	 TN: Arcadia.







	[←487
] 

	 TN: Bertrand de Jouvenel des Ursins (31st October, 1903–1st March, 1987), was a French philosopher, political economist and futurist.







	[←488
] 

	 TN: Dadaism was an art movement of the European avant-garde in the early 20th century.







	[←489
] 

	 TN: Sigmund Freud (6th May, 1856–23rd September, 1939) was an Austrian neurologist and the founder of psychoanalysis.







	[←490
] 

	 TN: Behind the Mirror.







	[←491
] 

	 TN: Konrad Lorenz (7th November, 1903–27th February, 1989) was an Austrian zoologist, ornithologist and ethologist.







	[←492
] 

	 TN: Arnold Gehlen (29th January, 1904–30th January, 1976) was a conservative German philosopher, sociologist and anthropologist.







	[←493
] 

	 TN: James Sacra Albus (4th May, 1935–17th April, 2011) was an American engineer, Senior NIST Fellow and the founder and former head of the Intelligent Systems Division of the Manufacturing Engineering Laboratory at the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) in the US.







	[←494
] 

	 TN: Louis Pauwels (2nd August, 1920–28th January, 1997) was a French journalist and author.







	[←495
] 

	 TN: Henri Laborit (21st November, 1914–18th May, 1995) was a French surgeon, author and philosopher.







	[←496
] 

	 TN: After his son, who was the very first to bear this name.







	[←497
] 

	 TN: The Indo-European Cosmogonic Myth: Reconstruction and Reality.







	[←498
] 

	 TN: Nikolai Alexandrovich Berdyaev (18th March, 1874–24th March, 1948) was a Russian political and Christian religious philosopher who placed great emphasis upon the existential spiritual significance of both human freedom and the human person.







	[←499
] 

	 TN: Gen 10:9, actually.







	[←500
] 

	 TN: Gen. 11:4.







	[←501
] 

	 TN: Herem or cherem (Hebrew: חרם, ḥērem), as used in the Tanakh, means to ‘devote’ or, rather, to ‘destroy’. It is also known as ‘the ban’ and refers to spoils and captives that are not to be kept but destroyed and thus ‘given’ to Yahweh.







	[←502
] 

	 TN: Sojourning.







	[←503
] 

	 TN: André Neher (22nd October, 1914–23rd October, 1988) was a French Jewish philosopher and scholar.







	[←504
] 

	 TN: The Essence of Prophetism.







	[←505
] 

	 TN: In addition to being a philosopher, a historian and an author, Joseph Ernest Renan (28th February, 1823–2nd October, 1892) was a French expert in the field of Semitic languages and civilisations (philology).







	[←506
] 

	 TN: History of the People of Israel, volume one.







	[←507
] 

	 TN: Marxist Thought and the City.







	[←508
] 

	 TN: The Right to the City.







	[←509
] 

	 TN: From the Rural to the Urban.







	[←510
] 

	 TN: Urban Revolution.







	[←511
] 

	 TN: Our City.







	[←512
] 

	 TN: A Plea for the City.







	[←513
] 

	 TN: The Cities of the Future.







	[←514
] 

	 TN: The Homeless — The Biblical Significance of the Great City.







	[←515
] 

	 TN: Man and the City.







	[←516
] 

	 TN: Translated from French as ‘Psychoanalysis and Urbanism’; the original title is Die Unwirtlichkeit unserer Städte. 







	[←517
] 

	 TN: A Denatured Nature.







	[←518
] 

	 TN: Dancing with the Devil.







	[←519
] 

	 TN: Born in Paris in 1939, Claude-Marie Vadrot is a journalist who presents himself as ‘an expert on countries devoured by conflict, environmental questions and issues that relate to the protection of nature’.







	[←520
] 

	 TN: A French magazine.







	[←521
] 

	 TN: The Sociology of Sexuality.







	[←522
] 

	 TN: The Savage.







	[←523
] 

	 TN: Open Mouth.







	[←524
] 

	 TN: Better Living.







	[←525
] 

	 TN: The Word and the Tool.







	[←526
] 

	 TN: Georg Groddeck was a physician and an author and is regarded as one of the fathers of psychosomatic medicine.







	[←527
] 

	 TN: Roland Jaccard is a Swiss psychologist, journalist, author, literary critic, essayist and editor.







	[←528
] 

	 TN: The Lost Paradigm: Human Nature.







	[←529
] 

	 TN: Roger Garaudy, who changed his name to Ragaa Garaudy, was a French philosopher, French resistance fighter and acclaimed communist author. He converted to Islam in 1982. His books and ideas have led many to accuse him of Holocaust denial.







	[←530
] 

	 TN: Defining Marxist Morality.







	[←531
] 

	 TN: You are the Energy.







	[←532
] 

	 TN: Georges Liébert is a prominent French intellectual.







	[←533
] 

	 TN: Discussing Savage Thoughts.







	[←534
] 

	 TN: The Okapi.







	[←535
] 

	 TN: Raymond Ruyer (1902–1987) was a 20th-century French philosopher.







	[←536
] 

	 TN: What Is Physis and How Does One Define It?







	[←537
] 

	 TN: Martin Heidegger (26th September, 1889–26th May, 1976) was a German philosopher and a prominent thinker of the Continental tradition and philosophical hermeneutics.







	[←538
] 

	 TN: David Banon is a philosopher specialising in the interpretation of the Jewish Bible and its history.







	[←539
] 

	 TN: Emmanuel Lévyne seems to be a writer that specialises in Jewish religious topics, having written several books with such a focus.







	[←540
] 

	 TN: Dissenting and Revolutionary Judaism.







	[←541
] 

	 TN: Clément Rosset was a French philosopher. He passed away on 27th March, 2018.







	[←542
] 

	 TN: Science and Life.







	[←543
] 

	 TN: Jakob Boehme (24th April, 1575–17th November, 1624), was initially a shoemaker, before turning to philosophy and inspiring many others with his thoughts and views.







	[←544
] 

	 TN: Edouard Bonnefous was a French politician who passed away in 2007.







	[←545
] 

	 TN; Jean Dorst (7th August, 1924–8th August, 2001) was a renowned French ornithologist.







	[←546
] 

	 TN: Sigrid Hunke (26th April, 1913–15th June, 1999) was a German author who, among other things, believed in the beneficial influence of Islamic tradition upon the West.







	[←547
] 

	 TN: Man or Nature?







	[←548
] 

	 TN: Declaration of the Rights of Nature.







	[←549
] 

	 TN: Utopia or Death!







	[←550
] 

	 TN: Pierre Longone (1911–2008) was a non-Maurassian militant monarchist and both the founder and first editor of INED’s newsletter entitled Population and Sociétés. 







	[←551
] 

	 TN: Population and Societies.







	[←552
] 

	 TN: Wilfrid Beckerman, not to be confused with Wilfred Beckerman, is an economist.







	[←553
] 

	 TN: Science and Life.







	[←554
] 

	 TN: Free Belgium.







	[←555
] 

	 TN: Alfred Sauvy (31st October, 1898–30th October, 1990) was a demographer, anthropologist and historian of the French economy.







	[←556
] 

	 TN: Those who espouse the views advocated by Malthus and his theory which claims that population tends to increase at a faster rate than its means of subsistence and that unless it is checked by moral restraint or disasters such as disease, famine, or war, widespread poverty and degradation inevitably result.







	[←557
] 

	 TN: From History to Futurology.







	[←558
] 

	 TN: Pierre Chaunu (17th August, 1923–22nd October, 2009) was a French historian.







	[←559
] 

	 TN: Essays on the History of Death in the West, from the Middle-Ages until Today.







	[←560
] 

	 TN: Philippe Ariès was a French medievalist and historian of the family and childhood.







	[←561
] 

	 TN: Famous for his books on the French Revolution, François Furet was a French historian and the president of the Saint-Simon Foundation.







	[←562
] 

	 TN: Population and Societies.







	[←563
] 

	 TN: The 20th century.







	[←564
] 

	 TN: The White Plague.







	[←565
] 

	 TN: As Childbearing and the Completed Fertility Rate Decrease.







	[←566
] 

	 TN: Born on 10th February, 1946, Brice Lalonde is a former green party leader in France.







	[←567
] 

	 TN: A French journalist.







	[←568
] 

	 TN: François Lebrette is a French author.







	[←569
] 

	 TN: Born in Lyons, Maurice Herzog (15th January, 1919–13th December, 2012) was a French mountaineer and administrator.







	[←570
] 

	 TN: The SCPRI, rather.







	[←571
] 

	 TN: Colette Guedeney and Gérard Mendel were both well-respected psychoanalysts.







	[←572
] 

	 TN: Terrors of the Year 2000.







	[←573
] 

	 TN: The End of the World?







	[←574
] 

	 TN: A Question of.







	[←575
] 

	 TN: Donald Allen Wollheim (1st October, 1914–2nd November, 1990) was an American science fiction editor, publisher and writer.







	[←576
] 

	 TN: Zero Growth?







	[←577
] 

	 TN: The White Plague — How to Prevent the West from Committing Suicide.







	[←578
] 

	 TN: Atomic Anguish and Nuclear Power Plants.







	[←579
] 

	 TN: The End of the World?







	[←580
] 

	 TN: Adultery.







	[←581
] 

	 TN: A French daily paper.







	[←582
] 

	 TN: Inessa Fyodorovna Armand was a French-Russian communist politician, a member of the Bolsheviks and a feminist who spent most of her life in Russia.







	[←583
] 

	 TN: ‘We March Ahead’.







	[←584
] 

	 TN: Edvard Alexander Westermarck (20th November, 1862–3rd September, 1939) was a Finnish philosopher and sociologist who studied exogamy and the incest taboo.







	[←585
] 

	 TN: Hans Friedrich Karl Günther (16th February, 1891–25th September, 1968) was a German physician, author and eugenicist in both the Weimar Republic and the Third Reich. He was also known as Race Günther (Rassengünther) or Race Pope (Rassenpapst) and is considered to have had a major influence on Nazi racialism.







	[←586
] 

	 TN: I have found no evidence of a book bearing such a title.







	[←587
] 

	 TN: W. H. R. Rivers (12th March, 1864–4th June, 1922) was an English anthropologist, neurologist, ethnologist and psychiatrist.







	[←588
] 

	 TN: François Maspéro (19th January, 1932–11th April, 2015) was a French writer and journalist, who made his name as a publisher of leftist books in the 1970s.







	[←589
] 

	 TN: Sexuality and Repression.







	[←590
] 

	 TN: A hypothetical universal energy.







	[←591
] 

	 TN: Georges Albert Maurice Victor Bataille was a literary figure and a French intellectual who left his mark upon the fields of literature, philosophy, anthropology, economics, sociology and the history of art.







	[←592
] 

	 TN: Simone Lucie Ernestine Marie Bertrand de Beauvoir was a French writer, intellectual, existentialist philosopher, political activist, feminist and social theorist.







	[←593
] 

	 TN: Jeannette Vermeersch was a French politician. She is particularly famous for having been the companion and wife of Maurice Thorez, the general secretary of the French Communist Party (PCF).







	[←594
] 

	 TN: Communism and the Status of Women.







	[←595
] 

	 TN: Alexandra Mikhailovna Kollontai was a Russian communist revolutionary.







	[←596
] 

	 TN: Julien Cheverny is a pseudonym used by Alain Gourdon, a French author.







	[←597
] 

	 TN: Western Sexology.







	[←598
] 

	 TN: Walter Hollitscher (16th May, 1911–6th July, 1986) was a philosopher, Marxist, publicist and psychoanalyst.







	[←599
] 

	 TN: A Dissenting Universe.







	[←600
] 

	 TN: Sexuality and Femininity.







	[←601
] 

	 TN: Born in Rome on 2nd December, 1929, Elena Gianini Belotti is an Italian writer.







	[←602
] 

	 TN: Évelyne Sullerot (née Hammel; 10th October 1924–31st March 2017) was a French feminist.







	[←603
] 

	 TN: Tomorrow’s Women.







	[←604
] 

	 TN: Gisèle Halimi is a French lawyer, feminist activist, and essayist.







	[←605
] 

	 TN: Women’s Cause.







	[←606
] 

	 TN: Françoise d’Eaubonne was a French feminist, famous for having coined the term ‘ecofeminism’ in 1974.







	[←607
] 

	 TN: Baroness Suzanne Lilar (née Suzanne Verbist; 21st May, 1901–12th December, 1992) was a Flemish Belgian essayist, novelist, and playwright who wrote in French.







	[←608
] 

	 TN: Women — Antifeminism and Christianity.







	[←609
] 

	 TN: New Psychoanalytical Magazine.







	[←610
] 

	 TN: Jean-Bertrand Pontalis (15th January, 1924–15th January, 2013) was a French philosopher, writer, editor and psychoanalyst.







	[←611
] 

	 TN: Joyce McDougall was a New Zealand-French psychoanalyst who wrote four major books in the field of psychoanalysis.







	[←612
] 

	 TN: Eugénie Lemoine-Luccioni (1912–2005) was a French psychoanalyst, writer and literary critic.







	[←613
] 

	 TN: The Sharing of Women.







	[←614
] 

	 TN: Gender-Related Medication and Toxin Potency.







	[←615
] 

	 TN: Literally ‘A Psychoanalysis of America’ — the original title seems to be America Set Free. 







	[←616
] 

	 TN: Count Hermann Alexander von Keyserling (20th July, 1880–26th April, 1946) was a Baltic German philosopher.







	[←617
] 

	 TN: The Misconception Surrounding the Second Sex.







	[←618
] 

	 TN: The Erotic Function.







	[←619
] 

	 TN: Otto Weininger was an Austrian philosopher.







	[←620
] 

	 TN: The nonego.







	[←621
] 

	 TN: Hue and Cry Against Democracy.







	[←622
] 

	 TN: The Status of Women in the Bible.







	[←623
] 

	 TN: A rabbinic school.







	[←624
] 

	 TN: Johannes Leipoldt (20th December, 1880–22nd February, 1965) was a German Protestant theologian and religious scholar with a focus on the New Testament.







	[←625
] 

	 TN: 12:1–5, actually.







	[←626
] 

	 TN: Flavius Josephus was a first-century Romano-Jewish scholar, historian and hagiographer. He was born in Jerusalem — which was then part of Roman Judea — to a father of priestly descent and a mother who claimed to have royal ancestry.







	[←627
] 

	 TN: Gershom ben Judah, (c. 960 -1040) commonly known as Rabbi Gershom of Mainz, was a famous Talmudist and Halakhist.







	[←628
] 

	 TN: The Cimbri were a Germanic people who, together with the Teutones and the Ambrones, fought the Roman Republic between 113 and 101 BC.







	[←629
] 

	 TN: Sarah B. Pomeroy (born 13th March, 1938) is an American ancient historian, author, translator, and former professor of classics.







	[←630
] 

	 TN: Euripides (c. 480–c. 406 BC) was a tragedian of classical Athens.







	[←631
] 

	 TN: A gynaecium was the part of a building that was set apart for women in an ancient Greek or Roman house.







	[←632
] 

	 TN: His daughter, actually.







	[←633
] 

	 TN: Cato Priscus or Cato the Elder was a Roman senator and historian known for his conservatism and opposition to Hellenisation.







	[←634
] 

	 TN: Louis Bridel (1852–1913) was a Swiss jurist.







	[←635
] 

	 TN: Woman and Law — A historical study of the Feminine Condition.







	[←636
] 

	 TN: Uisneach.







	[←637
] 

	 TN: Gynophobia or the Fear of Women.







	[←638
] 

	 TN: Translated literally, the expression means: ‘A woman is entirely in her womb’.







	[←639
] 

	 TN: Origen of Alexandria, otherwise known as Origen Adamantius, was a Hellenistic scholar, ascetic and early Christian theologian. His prolific writings include approximately 2,000 treatises covering various theological topics.







	[←640
] 

	 TN: Jerome was not only a priest, a confessor and a theologian, but also a historian. He is famous for having translated most of the Bible into Latin, and it is this version that later became known as the Vulgate.







	[←641
] 

	 TN: Titus Flavius Clemens, generally known as Clement of Alexandria, was a Christian theologian and a teacher at the Catechetical School of Alexandria. Unlike many other Christians, he had a decent knowledge of classic Greek philosophy and literature.







	[←642
] 

	 TN: John Chrysostom, the Archbishop of Constantinople, was a prominent early Church Father renowned for his preaching and public speaking, his condemnation of ecclesiastical and political abuse of authority, and his ascetic preferences.







	[←643
] 

	 TN: The term Synod of Mâcon usually refers to either the second or the third council of Christian bishops in the city of Mâcon. Both councils were organised upon the request of Burgundian king Guntramto.







	[←644
] 

	 TN: The Council of Trent was the 19th Ecumenical Council of the Roman Catholic Church and was held between 1545 and 1563 in Trent (Trento), northern Italy, in response to the Protestant Reformation.







	[←645
] 

	 TN: The Councils of Toledo comprise eighteen councils held at Toledo in the Visigothic kingdom of Spain between 400 and 702.







	[←646
] 

	 TN: Chrétien de Troyes was a late-12th-century French poet and trouvère famous for his writings on Arthurian subjects and for having been the very first to include Lancelot’s character in them.







	[←647
] 

	 TN: Gottfried von Strassburg is the author of the Middle High German courtly romance Tristan, written as an adaptation of the 12th-century legend of Tristan and Iseult. Gottfried’s work is generally considered one of the great narrative masterpieces of the German Middle Ages, equalling Wolfram von Eschenbach’s Parzival and the Nibelungenlied.







	[←648
] 

	 TN: Raimbaut of Orange (c. 1147–1173), known as Raimbaut d’Aurenga in his native Old Occitan, was the lord of Orange and Aumelas and a highly influential troubadour.







	[←649
] 

	 TN: Balthasar Bekker (20th March, 1634–11th June, 1698) was a Dutch minister and a philosophical and theological writer.







	[←650
] 

	 TN: The New Heloise.







	[←651
] 

	 TN: Anne Louise Germaine de Staël-Holstein (22nd April, 1766–14th July, 1817), commonly known as Madame de Staël, was a French woman of letters of Swiss origin.







	[←652
] 

	 TN: Honoré de Balzac (20th May, 1799–18th August, 1850) was a French novelist and playwright.







	[←653
] 

	 TN: Intimate companions.







	[←654
] 

	 TN: Alfred Joseph Naquet (6th October, 1834–10th November, 1916), was a French chemist and politician whose proposal for the reinstatement of divorce was discussed in May 1879, 1881 and 1882 before becoming law two years later.







	[←655
] 

	 TN: The Two Standards.







	[←656
] 

	 TN: Franz Liszt was a prolific 19th-century Hungarian composer, virtuoso pianist, conductor, music teacher, arranger, organist, philanthropist, author, nationalist and Franciscan tertiary.







	[←657
] 

	 TN: David Herbert Lawrence (11th September, 1885–2nd March, 1930) was an English novelist, poet, playwright, essayist, literary critic and painter.







	[←658
] 

	 TN: Emmanuel Mounier (1st May, 1905–22nd March, 1950) was a French philosopher, theologian, teacher and essayist.







	[←659
] 

	 TN: Denys Louis de Rougemont (8th September, 1906–6th December, 1985) was a Swiss writer and cultural theorist who wrote in French.







	[←660
] 

	 TN: Jean Paul Gustave Ricœur (27th February, 1913–20th May, 2005) was a French philosopher best known for combining phenomenological description with hermeneutics.







	[←661
] 

	 TN: Western Sexology.







	[←662
] 

	 TN: Women — Antifeminism and Christianity.







	[←663
] 

	 TN: The Status of Women in Antiquity and the Middle-Ages.







	[←664
] 

	 TN: Women in the Modern World.







	[←665
] 

	 TN: Lewis Henry Morgan (21st November, 1818–17th December, 1881) was a pioneering American anthropologist and social theorist.







	[←666
] 

	 TN: Juliet Mitchell (born 1940) is a British professor, psychoanalyst, socialist feminist and author.







	[←667
] 

	 TN: John William Money (8th July, 1921–7th July, 2006) was a psychologist, sexologist and author specialising in research into sexual identity and gender biology.







	[←668
] 

	 TN: Doctor Anke A. Ehrhardt is the Vice Chair for Faculty Affairs and a Professor of Medical Psychology in the Department of Psychiatry at Columbia University. She is the head of the Division of Gender, Sexuality, and Health and is Director of its Program for the Study of LGBT Health.







	[←669
] 

	 TN: Ernst Wilhelm Julius Bornemann (12th April, 1915–4th June, 1995) was a German crime writer, filmmaker, anthropologist, ethnomusicologist, psychoanalyst, sexologist, communist agitator, jazz musician and critic.







	[←670
] 

	 TN: Women in the Pre-Patriarchal Period.







	[←671
] 

	 TN: The Women of Gennevilliers.







	[←672
] 

	 TN: Michèle Manceaux (17th February, 1933–31st March, 2015) was a French journalist and writer.







	[←673
] 

	 TN: If I Should Lie.







	[←674
] 

	 TN: Françoise Giroud, born Lea France Gourdji, was a French journalist, screenwriter, writer and politician.







	[←675
] 

	 TN: Susan Griffin (born 26th January, 1943) is a radical feminist philosopher, essayist and playwright particularly famous for her innovative, hybrid-form ecofeminist works.







	[←676
] 

	 TN: Jean Cau (8th July, 1925–18th June, 1993) was a French author and journalist.







	[←677
] 

	 TN: The Stables of the West.







	[←678
] 

	 TN: Feminism.







	[←679
] 

	 TN: Masculine and Feminine Roles.







	[←680
] 

	 TN: Jules-Amédée Barbey d’Aurevilly (2nd November, 1808–23rd April, 1889) was a French novelist and short story writer who specialised in mystery.







	[←681
] 

	 TN: The Women Incendiaries by Edith Thomas.







	[←682
] 

	 TN: Meaning ‘The Burning Duster’, a sort of magazine published by the French Women’s Liberation Movement.







	[←683
] 

	 TN: The Stubborn Women, a collective book focused on feminist issues.







	[←684
] 

	 TN: The Witches, a women’s magazine.







	[←685
] 

	 TN: Maurice-Yvan Sicard was a French journalist and Far-Right activist who wrote under the pseudonym Saint-Paulien.







	[←686
] 

	 TN: Evelyn Reed (1905–1979) was an American communist and women’s rights activist.







	[←687
] 

	 TN: A French feminist and communist.







	[←688
] 

	 TN: Born into a left-wing working-class Parisian family, Christiane Rochefort (17th July, 1917–24th April, 1998) was a French feminist author.







	[←689
] 

	 TN: Children First.







	[←690
] 

	 TN: Clitoridotomy, I believe.







	[←691
] 

	 TN: Pornocracy or Women in Modern Times.







	[←692
] 

	 TN: A French author.







	[←693
] 

	 TN: In Defence of Proudhon and His Topicality.







	[←694
] 

	 TN: A French syndicalist and writer.







	[←695
] 

	 TN: Maurice Clavel (10th November, 1920–23rd April, 1979) was a French author, journalist and philosopher.







	[←696
] 

	 TN: Masculine Feminine.







	[←697
] 

	 TN: My Misogyny.







	[←698
] 

	 TN: Women in the Modern World.







	[←699
] 

	 TN: Tomorrow’s Women.







	[←700
] 

	 TN: Make Way for Women.







	[←701
] 

	 TN: The Images of Women.







	[←702
] 

	 TN: Let There Be Woman.







	[←703
] 

	 TN: Although the French title means ‘The Natural Law’, the source book seems to be ‘The Social Contract: A Personal Inquiry into the Evolutionary Sources of Order and Disorder’.







	[←704
] 

	 TN: Robert Ardrey (16th October, 1908–14th January, 1980) was an American playwright, screenwriter and science writer.







	[←705
] 

	 TN: The Political Role of Women.







	[←706
] 

	 TN: Henry Marie Joseph Frédéric Expedite Millon de Montherlant (20th April, 1895–21st September, 1972) was a French essayist, novelist, and dramatist.







	[←707
] 

	 TN: As stated in his Beyond Good and Evil. 







	[←708
] 

	 TN: According to Britannica.com, it is the very opposite that is true — what was previously the VELS (Voluntary Euthanasia Legislation Society) was later renamed the ‘Euthanasia Society’.







	[←709
] 

	 TN: A medical newspaper only available to subscribers.







	[←710
] 

	 TN: Catholic Life.







	[←711
] 

	 TN: Respect for Life, Respect for Death.







	[←712
] 

	 TN: The Laënnec Notebooks.







	[←713
] 

	 TN: A Western Genius.







	[←714
] 

	 TN: Death Has Changed.







	[←715
] 

	 TN: Alfred Fabre-Luce (16th May, 1899–17th May, 1983) was a French journalist and writer.







	[←716
] 

	 TN: The Right to Die.







	[←717
] 

	 TN: Should one Kill out of Love?







	[←718
] 

	 TN: The Confidential File on Euthanasia.







	[←719
] 

	 TN: Analyses and Research.







	[←720
] 

	 TN: A Small Bibliography of Death.







	[←721
] 

	 TN: The Religious Social Science Archives.







	[←722
] 

	 TN: The National Centre for Scientific Research.







	[←723
] 

	 TN: Art and the Anartists.







	[←724
] 

	 TN: Art and the Rose.







	[←725
] 

	 TN: The ‘May Salon’ exposition.







	[←726
] 

	 TN: A competition for inventors that continues to be held annually to this day. It was originally intended to encourage small toy and hardware manufacturers, but has, over the years, grown into an annual event that includes a multitude of innovative ideas.







	[←727
] 

	 TN: An Acclaimed French art festival.







	[←728
] 

	 TN: Michel Tapié was a French art critic, curator, and collector.







	[←729
] 

	 TN: John Milton Cage Jr. (September 5, 1912–August 12, 1992) was an American composer and music theorist. He was also a pioneer of indeterminacy in music, electroacoustic music, and non-standard use of musical instruments and one of the leading figures of the post-war avant-garde.







	[←730
] 

	 TN: Julian Beck (31st May, 1925–14th September, 1985) was an American actor, director, poet, and painter. He is best known for co-founding and directing The Living Theatre, as well as his role as Kane, the malevolent preacher in the 1986 movie Poltergeist II: The Other Side.







	[←731
] 

	 TN: Art? What on Earth for?







	[←732
] 

	 TN: It seems that Alain de Benoist is still referring to Mrs Parmelin.







	[←733
] 

	 TN: André Malraux was a French novelist, art theorist and Minister of Cultural Affairs who was awarded the Prix Goncourt for his novel La Condition Humaine (Man’s Fate, 1933).







	[←734
] 

	 TN: The French Letters.







	[←735
] 

	 TN: Charles Pierre Baudelaire (9th April, 1821–31st August, 1867) is a renowned French poet who was also active as an essayist and art critic. He was, additionally, a pioneering translator of Edgar Allan Poe.







	[←736
] 

	 TN: Art and the Rose — Although I myself have never read this book, the author may be alluding to the socialists, whose symbol is a ‘rose’.







	[←737
] 

	 TN: Séverin Faust (29th December, 1872–23rd April, 1945), widely known by his pseudonym Camille Mauclair, was a French poet, novelist, biographer, travel writer, and art critic.







	[←738
] 

	 TN: Pictorial Madness.







	[←739
] 

	 TN: Carnac (Breton: Karnag) is a commune located beside the Gulf of Morbihan on the south coast of Brittany, in the Morbihan department of north-western France. It is famous for its ‘Carnac stones’, which rank among the most extensive Neolithic menhir collections in the world.







	[←740
] 

	 TN: Baalbek is a city in the Anti-Lebanon foothills, east of the Litani River in Lebanon’s Beqaa Valley; its Temple of Bacchus is famous all over the world.







	[←741
] 

	 TN: Tiwanaku (Spanish: Tiahuanaco or Tiahuanacu) is a Pre-Columbian archaeological site in western Bolivia.







	[←742
] 

	 TN: Fátima is a civil parish in the municipality of Ourém, in the Portuguese Santarém District, where Christians believe the Virgin Mary appeared on numerous occasions in 1917.







	[←743
] 

	 TN: Mysteries of the Universe.







	[←744
] 

	 TN: The Wonders of Easter Island.







	[←745
] 

	 TN: The Presence of the Future.







	[←746
] 

	 TN: Paths of the Impossible.







	[←747
] 

	 TN: Black Guides.







	[←748
] 

	 TN: Fantastic Realism.







	[←749
] 

	 TN: Mysterious Adventures.







	[←750
] 

	 TN: Dawn of the Magicians.







	[←751
] 

	 TN: A comic book character.







	[←752
] 

	 TN: From the Adventures of Tintin.







	[←753
] 

	 TN: The Book of Tradition.







	[←754
] 

	 TN: The Secret Treasure of Ishrael.







	[←755
] 

	 TN: Ancient Provence.







	[←756
] 

	 TN: The Enigma of the Black Virgins.







	[←757
] 

	 TN: The Nibelungs.







	[←758
] 

	 TN: The Odyssey’s Secret Code.







	[←759
] 

	 TN: The Origins of Egypt.







	[←760
] 

	 TN: Knowledge of the Megaliths.







	[←761
] 

	 TN: The Gothic Mystery.







	[←762
] 

	 TN: Jesus, or the Deadly Secrets of the Knights Templar.







	[←763
] 

	 TN: The Secret Life of Paul.







	[←764
] 

	 TN: Nero was the last Roman emperor of the Julio-Claudian dynasty. His name is often mentioned in connection to Rome’s burning.







	[←765
] 

	 TN: Simon Magus, also known as Simon the Magician or Simon the Sorcerer, is a religious figure whose confrontation with Peter is recorded in Acts 8:9–24. The act of simony, or paying for position and influence in the church, is named after him.







	[←766
] 

	 TN: Louis Charpentier (1905–1979) was a French journalist, author, editor and traveler.







	[←767
] 

	 TN: The Giants and the Mystery of Our Origins.







	[←768
] 

	 TN: Mysteries of the Chartres Cathedral.







	[←769
] 

	 TN: The Black Book of Flying Saucers.







	[←770
] 

	 TN: The UFO files.







	[←771
] 

	 TN: Robert Charroux was the best-known pen-name of Robert Joseph Grugeau (7th April, 1909–24th June, 1978). He was a French author known for his writings on the ancient astronaut theme.







	[←772
] 

	 TN: The One-Hundred-Thousand -year-old Unknown History of Man.







	[←773
] 

	 TN: The Book of the Mysterious Unknown.







	[←774
] 

	 TN: The Enigma of the Great Pyramid.







	[←775
] 

	 TN: Return to the Stars.







	[←776
] 

	 TN: The Archives of Lost Knowledge.







	[←777
] 

	 TN: A French novelist.







	[←778
] 

	 TN: A famous collection of French historical manuals dating back to the first half of 20th century and used in schools and educational establishments.







	[←779
] 

	 TN: Erich Anton Paul von Däniken is a Swiss author of several books which make claims about extra-terrestrial influences on early human culture, including the best-selling Chariots of the Gods?, published in 1968.







	[←780
] 

	 TN: Eternal Man.







	[←781
] 

	 TN: Chronicles of Lost Civilisations.







	[←782
] 

	 TN: Durrant’s real name is Didier Serres.







	[←783
] 

	 TN: The Bizarre Phenomena of Space.







	[←784
] 

	 TN: Mysterious Flying Saucers.







	[←785
] 

	 TN: Insight into Flying Saucers.







	[←786
] 

	 TN: Mysterious Celestial Objects.







	[←787
] 

	 TN: The Strangers.







	[←788
] 

	 TN: God of Religion, God of Science.







	[←789
] 

	 TN: The Philosophy of Values.







	[←790
] 

	 TN: ‘Freedom of Spirit.







	[←791
] 

	 TN: Eulogy of the Consumerist Society.







	[←792
] 

	 TN: Edgar Degas (19th July, 1834–27th September, 1917) was a French artist famous for his paintings, sculptures, prints, and drawings. He is especially identified with the subject of dance. He is also considered to be one of the founders of Impressionism, a fact which he himself rejected, regarding himself as a realist.







	[←793
] 

	 TN: Place Vendôme is a square in the 1st arrondissement of Paris, France, located to the north of the Tuileries Gardens and east of the Église de la Madeleine. It is a highly popular tourist site.







	[←794
] 

	 TN: Philippe Sollers was born Philippe Joyaux on 28th November, 1936, in Bordeaux, France). He is a French writer and a critic.







	[←795
] 

	 TN: Taizé is a commune in the Saône-et-Loire department in the region of Bourgogne-Franche-Comté in eastern France. The author seems to be alluding to the ‘Taizé Community’, which is an ecumenical Christian monastic community.







	[←796
] 

	 TN: Annis Xenakis was a Romanian-born, Greek-French composer, music theorist, architect, and engineer.







	[←797
] 

	 TN: Paul Klee was a Swiss German artist whose uniquely individual style was influenced by art movements including Expressionism, Cubism, and Surrealism.







	[←798
] 

	 TN: Baudelaire’s masterpiece.







	[←799
] 

	 TN: This seems to be a reference to Erasmus Darwin’s ‘Loves of the Plants’.







	[←800
] 

	 TN: Jean Baechler, born on the 28th of March, 1937 in Thionville (Moselle), is a French sociologist, a professor of Historical Sociology at the Sorbonne, and a member of the Academy of Moral and Political Sciences.







	[←801
] 

	 TN: Ideological Nuisances.







	[←802
] 

	 TN: What Is Ideology?







	[←803
] 

	 TN: Ancient Christianity.







	[←804
] 

	 TN: The City Whose Prince Is but a Child.







	[←805
] 

	 TN: Eve of the Conqueror.







	[←806
] 

	 TN: Jacques Bergier (1912–1978) was a chemical engineer, a member of the French-resistance, a spy, a journalist and a writer. He also co-wrote the best-seller The Morning of the Magicians with Louis Pauwels.







	[←807
] 

	 TN: Revolutionary spontaneity.







	[←808
] 

	 TN: Those that defend barricades during street clashes.







	[←809
] 

	 TN: A neologism that refers to the death of logic.







	[←810
] 

	 TN: In Latin, it is specifically the word ‘sinister’ that refers to the Left.







	[←811
] 

	 TN: André Breton (18th February, 1896–28th September, 1966) was a French writer, poet, and anti-fascist. He is most renowned for being the founder of Surrealism.







	[←812
] 

	 TN: An ancient Greek word meaning ‘presence’, ‘arrival’, or ‘official visit’.







	[←813
] 

	 TN: This may not have been the wisest choice of words, since in Greek mythology, Cassandra or Kassandra was a daughter of King Priam and Queen Hecuba of Troy who was cursed to utter prophecies which were true but which no one believed.







	[←814
] 

	 TN: Herbert George Wells (21st September, 1866–13th August, 1946), widely referred to as H. G. Wells, was an English writer. He was prolific in many genres and authored dozens of novels, short stories, and works of social commentary and satire. He also contributed to the biographical and autobiographical sphere.







	[←815
] 

	 TN: Long live death!







	[←816
] 

	 TN: Gilbert Keith Chesterton (29th May, 1874–14th June, 1936), simply known as G. K. Chesterton, was an English author, poet, philosopher, dramatist, journalist, orator, lay theologian and biographer, in addition to being a literary and art critic. He is often referred to as the ‘prince of paradox’.







	[←817
] 

	 TN: Jean Marie Lucien Pierre Anouilh (23rd June, 1910–3rd October, 1987) was a French dramatist whose career spanned five decades. Even though his work ranged from high drama to absurdist farce, Anouilh is most famous for his 1943 play Antigone, an adaptation of Sophocles’ classical drama, which was regarded as an attack on Marshal Pétain’s Vichy government.







	[←818
] 

	 TN: Marcus Aurelius (26th April, 121 CE–17th March, 180 CE) was Roman emperor from 161 to 180. He was a practitioner of Stoicism, and it is his untitled writing, commonly known as Meditations, that has served as a crucial source of our modern understanding of ancient Stoic philosophy. It is, in fact, considered by many experts to be one of the greatest philosophical works.







	[←819
] 

	 TN: Notebooks.







	[←820
] 

	 TN: An Open Letter to Happy People.







	[←821
] 

	 TN: Paul Sérant is the pen name of Paul Salleron (19th March, 1922–2nd October, 2002), a French journalist and author.







	[←822
] 

	 TN: A Letter to Louis Pauwels on Troubled People that Have Every Right to Be So.







	[←823
] 

	 TN: La Parisienne was a monthly literary magazine published in Paris from 1953 to 1958; it should not be confused with the women’s magazine bearing the same name.







	[←824
] 

	 TN: Mr Gurdjieff.







	[←825
] 

	 TN: René Guénon (1886–1951) was a French metaphysician, author and editor who played a crucial role in laying the metaphysical foundations for the Traditionalist or Perennialist school of thought in the early twentieth century. He later converted to Islam.







	[←826
] 

	 TN: Ritual Murder.







	[←827
] 

	 TN: Morning of the Magicians.







	[←828
] 

	 TN: Where Is the Right Heading To?







	[←829
] 

	 TN: Fascist Romanticism.







	[←830
] 

	 TN: Those Vanquished by the Liberation.







	[←831
] 

	 TN: The French Minorities.







	[←832
] 

	 TN: Brittany and France.







	[←833
] 

	 TN: A Day in the Country, released in 1946, ten years after its incomplete filming.







	[←834
] 

	 TN: Beelzebub’s Tales to His Grandson.







	[←835
] 

	 TN: Meetings with Remarkable Men.







	[←836
] 

	 TN: A French language monthly literary and cultural affairs magazine published in Paris since 1829.







	[←837
] 

	 TN: What I Believe In, a collection of literary essays launched in Paris back in 1953.







	[←838
] 

	 TN: A Question Of.







	[←839
] 

	 TN: Plotinus (204–270 CE) was a major Greek-speaking philosopher of the ancient world whose philosophy was rooted in three principles: the One, the Intellect, and the Soul.







	[←840
] 

	 TN: ‘Odin’s Rune Song’ is a section of the Hávamál, where Odin describes his sacrifice of himself to himself. The approximate translation is: ‘I know that I hung on a windy tree, nine long nights, wounded with a spear, dedicated to Odin, myself to myself, on that tree of which no man knows from where its roots run’.







	[←841
] 

	 TN: Paul-Yves Nizan (7th February, 1905–23rd May, 1940) was a French novelist, philosopher and journalist.







	[←842
] 

	 TN: Blumroch the Admirable, or What the Superman Dines On.







	[←843
] 

	 TN: The Works of Meister Eckhart — Sermons and Treatises.







	[←844
] 

	 TN: Meister Eckhart and the Rhineland’s Mysticism.







	[←845
] 

	 TN: Wandering Joy: Meister Eckhart’s Mystical Philosophy.







	[←846
] 

	 TN: Robert Poulet (4th September, 1893–6th October, 1989) was a Belgian author, literary critic and journalist.







	[←847
] 

	 TN: The idolisation of children.







	[←848
] 

	 TN: Against Love.







	[←849
] 

	 TN: Against Youth.







	[←850
] 

	 TN: Against Plebes.







	[←851
] 

	 TN: A French publisher of Belgian origin, Robert Denoël was born on 9th November, 1902. He was murdered on 2nd December, 1945, in Paris.







	[←852
] 

	 TN: Rivarol is a French nationalist weekly magazine.







	[←853
] 

	 TN: Le Spectacle du Monde was a French language magazine. It was published in France between 1962 and 2014.







	[←854
] 

	 TN: Although ‘love with a capital H’ is sometimes used when referring to a mixture of Love and ‘Hatred’, this seems to be a reference to the kind of love that contains a certain dose of ‘Happiness’.







	[←855
] 

	 TN: Gustave Flaubert (12th December, 1821–8th May, 1880) was a very influential French novelist. He is often considered a pivotal figure in the field of French literary realism.







	[←856
] 

	 TN: The Sorrows of Young Werther is a loosely autobiographical epistolary novel by Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, originally published in 1774.







	[←857
] 

	 TN: Euripides (c. 480–c. 406 BC) was a tragedian of classical Athens. Along with Aeschylus and Sophocles, he is one of the three ancient Greek tragedians whose plays have survived in significant numbers.







	[←858
] 

	 TN: Jean Racine, or Jean-Baptiste Racine (22nd December, 1639–21st April, 1699), was a French dramatist and is regarded as one of the three great playwrights of 17th-century France and an important literary figure in the Western tradition. Most of his plays were tragedies.







	[←859
] 

	 TN: Francesco Petrarca (20th July, 1304–19th July, 1374), commonly anglicised as Petrarch, was a scholar and poet of Renaissance Italy and one of the first humanists. His rediscovery of Cicero’s letters is often believed to have initiated 14th-century Renaissance.







	[←860
] 

	 TN: Laura de Noves (1310–1348) was the wife of Count Hugues de Sade (Marquis de Sade’s ancestor). She may have been the Laura that Humanist poet Francesco Petrarch wrote so extensively about; however, no positive confirmation has ever been given in this regard. What is certain is that Petrarch’s Laura had a great influence on his life and lyrics.







	[←861
] 

	 TN: ‘To Die of Love’ is a Franco-Italian movie that came out in 1971.







	[←862
] 

	 TN: Aphrodite, the goddess of love, is also known as Cytherea because of her alleged birth in the sea near Cythera.







	[←863
] 

	 TN: The Demon of Goodness.







	[←864
] 

	 TN: Against Love, Youth and Plebes.







	[←865
] 

	 TN: A History of Being.







	[←866
] 

	 TN: This Is Not a Life.







	[←867
] 

	 TN: A Clear View of the Left.







	[←868
] 

	 TN: Joseph-Marie, comte de Maistre (1st April, 1753–26th February, 1821) was a French-speaking Savoyard philosopher, author, solicitor and diplomat who promoted social hierarchy and a return to monarchy in the aftermath of the French Revolution.







	[←869
] 

	 TN: St. Petersburg Dialogues.







	[←870
] 

	 TN: Edmund Burke (12th January, 1730–9th July, 1797) was an Irish statesman and a native of Dublin. He was a writer, an orator, a philosopher and a political theorist who remained deeply sceptical about the benefits of democracy.







	[←871
] 

	 TN: Louis de Bonald, whose full name was Louis Gabriel Ambroise, Vicomte de Bonald (2nd October, 1754–23rd November, 1840), was a French philosopher and politician whose stances were counter-revolutionary.







	[←872
] 

	 TN: Juan Donoso Cortés, marqués de Valdegamas (6th May, 1809–3rd May, 1853) was a conservative Spanish author, Catholic political theorist, and diplomat.







	[←873
] 

	 TN: Plinio Corrêa de Oliveira (13th December, 1908–3rd October, 1995) was a Brazilian intellectual and Catholic activist who espoused traditionalist views.







	[←874
] 

	 TN: José Ortega y Gasset (9th May, 1883–18th October, 1955) was a Spanish philosopher and essayist whose thought system was largely rooted in the importance of life itself.







	[←875
] 

	 TN: Jean-Marie Domenach (13th February, 1922–5th July, 1997) was a French author and intellectual. He was both a Leftist and a Catholic thinker.







	[←876
] 

	 TN: Utopia, the Perennial Heresy.







	[←877
] 

	 TN: Open Letter to the Supporters of the Left.







	[←878
] 

	 TN: Pierre Jules Marie Raoul Neraud Mouton de Boisdeffre (1926–2002) was a French diplomat, writer and critic.







	[←879
] 

	 TN: Lyndon Baines Johnson (27th August, 1908–22nd January, 1973) was an American politician who became the 36th President of the United States (from 1963 to 1969).







	[←880
] 

	 TN: In the story of Antigone, Crean plays the role of a rather tragic hero.







	[←881
] 

	 TN: Beethoven initially dedicated his famed Third Symphony to Napoleon Bonaparte, who he considered to be the embodiment of the democratic and anti-monarchical ideals of the French Revolution.







	[←882
] 

	 TN: Alexander the Great.







	[←883
] 

	 TN: Probably the Place du Châtelet in Paris.







	[←884
] 

	 TN: Henri François Simonet (10th May, 1931–15th February, 1996) was a Belgian politician.







	[←885
] 

	 TN: A French author.







	[←886
] 

	 TN: Struggle.







	[←887
] 

	 TN: Bernard Faÿ (3rd April, 1893–31st December, 1978) was a French historian, an anti-Masonic polemicist who believed in a worldwide Jewish-Freemason conspiracy, and a Vichy official.







	[←888
] 

	 TN: Freemasonry and the Intellectual Revolution of the 18th Century.







	[←889
] 

	 TN: Antoine de Rivarol (26th June, 1753–11th April, 1801) was a French Royalist and an author during the Revolutionary period.







	[←890
] 

	 TN: Louis XVI (23rd August, 1754–21st January, 1793), born Louis-Auguste, was the last King of France before the fall of the monarchy during the French Revolution, He died under the revolutionaries’ guillotine.







	[←891
] 

	 TN: A Clear View of the Left.







	[←892
] 

	 TN: ‘The Cabal of the Devout’ and ‘Why Be Philosophical?’ are considered to be Revel’s greatest works.







	[←893
] 

	 TN: The History of Western Philosophy.







	[←894
] 

	 TN: The General’s Style.







	[←895
] 

	 TN: In France.







	[←896
] 

	 TN: An Open Letter to the Right.







	[←897
] 

	 TN: The Totalitarian Temptation.







	[←898
] 

	 TN: Neither Marx Nor Jesus.







	[←899
] 

	 TN: Grigory Yevseevich Zinoviev (23rd September, 1883–25th August, 1936), born Hirsch Apfelbaum, was a Bolshevik revolutionary and a Soviet Communist politician. He was among the main defendants in a 1936 show trial known as the Trial of the Sixteen, which marked the start of the so-called Great Terror in the USSR and led to his execution the day after his conviction in August 1936.







	[←900
] 

	 TN: Leon Trotsky (7th November, 1879–21st August, 1940) was born Lev Davidovich Bronstein. He was a Russian revolutionary, theorist, and Soviet politician. Ideologically a Marxist and a Leninist, he later developed his own system of Marxist thought known as Trotskyism. He was subsequently expelled, exiled and assassinated.







	[←901
] 

	 TN: Andrei Alekseevich Amalrik (12th May, 1938–12th November, 1980) was a Russian author and dissident.







	[←902
] 

	 TN: Geoffrey Edgar Solomon Gorer (26th March, 1905–24th May, 1985) was an English anthropologist and writer, whose unique system involved the application of psychoanalytic techniques to anthropology.







	[←903
] 

	 TN: Robert de Herte is Alain de Benoist’s pseudonym.







	[←904
] 

	 TN: Alias Giorgio Locchi.







	[←905
] 

	 TN: America’s Tale.







	[←906
] 

	 TN: Thomas Griffith worked as a senior staff editor and writer at Time magazine. He passed away in 2002, at the age of eighty-six.







	[←907
] 

	 TN: Respectively the 1st and 5th US president.







	[←908
] 

	 TN: Thomas Jefferson (13th April, 1743–4th July, 1826) was an American Founding Father and the primary author of the Declaration of Independence. He later became the third President of the United States (1801–1809).







	[←909
] 

	 TN: Translated as The Hour of Decision by C. F. Atkinson.







	[←910
] 

	 TN: Arthur G. Gish (15th August, 1939–28th July, 2010) was an American peace activist, preacher, author and public speaker.







	[←911
] 

	 TN: Thomas Müntzer (c. December 1489–27th May, 1525) was a German preacher and radical theologian.







	[←912
] 

	 TN: Francis Scott Key Fitzgerald (24th September, 1896–21st December, 1940) was an American writer. He is considered to be part of the ‘Lost Generation’ of the 1920s.







	[←913
] 

	 TN: Stanley Hoffmann (27th November, 1928–13th September, 2015) was the Paul and Catherine Buttenwieser University Professor emeritus at Harvard University.







	[←914
] 

	 TN: Marie-Joseph Paul Yves Roch Gilbert du Motier, Marquis de Lafayette (6th September, 1757–20th May, 1834), known simply as Lafayette, was a French aristocrat and military officer who fought in the American Revolutionary War. A close friend of George Washington, Alexander Hamilton, and Thomas Jefferson, Lafayette played a key role in the French Revolution of 1789 and the July Revolution of 1830.







	[←915
] 

	 TN: Daniel Guérin (19th May, 1904–14th April, 1988) was a French anarcho-communist author best known for his work Anarchism: From Theory to Practice. He was also famous for his defence of free love and homosexuality.







	[←916
] 

	 TN: Where Is the American People Heading?







	[←917
] 

	 TN: Californian Journal.







	[←918
] 

	 TN: Annie Kriegel, née Annie Becker (9 September 1926–26 August 1995), was a French historian, a leading expert on communist studies and the history of Communism, a cofounder (1982) of the academic journal Communisme and a columnist for Le Figaro. 







	[←919
] 

	 TN: Communisms in the French Mirror.







	[←920
] 

	 TN: Why France.







	[←921
] 

	 TN: The Founding Myths of the American Nation.







	[←922
] 

	 TN: The Stables of the West.







	[←923
] 

	 TN: Sun Lounger Intellectuals.







	[←924
] 

	 TN: An influential journal launched by Péguy in 1900, whose title can be translated as ‘Fortnightly Journal’.







	[←925
] 

	 TN: Our Youth.







	[←926
] 

	 TN: Paul Charles Joseph Bourget (2nd September, 1852–25th December, 1935) was a French novelist and critic. He was nominated for the Nobel Prize in Literature on five occasions.







	[←927
] 

	 TN: Intellectual Aristocracy.







	[←928
] 

	 TN: Intellectual France.







	[←929
] 

	 TN: Effort.







	[←930
] 

	 TN: Georges Benjamin Clemenceau (28th September, 1841–24th November, 1929) was a French politician, physician, and journalist. He was Prime Minister of France during the First World War. As a leader of the Radical Party, he played a central role in the politics of the French Third Republic.







	[←931
] 

	 TN: The Intellectuals’ Manifesto.







	[←932
] 

	 TN: I accuse.







	[←933
] 

	 TN: Alfred Dreyfus (9th October, 1859–12th July, 1935) was a French Jewish artillery officer whose trial and conviction in 1894 on charges of treason became one of the tensest political dramas in modern French history, with a wide echo across all of Europe. Known today as the ‘Dreyfus affair’, the incident eventually ended with Dreyfus’s complete vindication.







	[←934
] 

	 TN: The Betrayal of Clerical Values.







	[←935
] 

	 TN: Too Few Men, Too Many Ideas.







	[←936
] 

	 TN: The Crusade of Drawn-Out Figures.







	[←937
] 

	 TN: The Right-Minded’s Greatest Fear.







	[←938
] 

	 TN: Intellectual Comfort.







	[←939
] 

	 TN: The Opium of the Intellectuals.







	[←940
] 

	 TN: Functionary Socrates.







	[←941
] 

	 TN: Or moths, rather.







	[←942
] 

	 TN: Words.







	[←943
] 

	 TN: What Is Ideology?







	[←944
] 

	 TN: Jean-Luc Chalumeau is a French art historian and critic.







	[←945
] 

	 TN: Critical analysis and hair-splitting — casuistic argumentation.







	[←946
] 

	 TN: Theodor W. Adorno, born Theodor Ludwig Wiesengrund (11th September, 1903–6th August, 1969) was a German philosopher, sociologist, and composer known for his critical theory of society.







	[←947
] 

	 TN: Paul Claudel (6th August, 1868–23rd February, 1955) was a French poet, dramatist and diplomat.







	[←948
] 

	 TN: The Fight for the Larzac was a non-violent civil disobedience action against the extension of an already existing military base on the Larzac plateau in South Western France. It lasted for a period of ten years, from 1971 to 1981, and was ultimately crowned with success.







	[←949
] 

	 TN: Cinema and Politics.







	[←950
] 

	 TN: Christian Zimmer worked as a chronicler at Temps Modernes (1965–1978) before becoming a cinematographic critic.







	[←951
] 

	 TN: Born Gerhart Hirsch, André Gorz (9th February, 1923–22nd September, 2007) is more commonly known by his pen names Gérard Horst and Michel Bosquet. He was an Austrian social philosopher and journalist, and the co-founder of Le Nouvel Observateur weekly (1964).







	[←952
] 

	 TN: Delphine Claire Beltiane Seyrig (10th April, 1932–15th October, 1990) was a Lebanese-born French stage and film actress, a film director and a feminist.







	[←953
] 

	 TN: The ‘Lip affair’ refers to a strike that took place in the Lip de Besançon watch factory. The struggle began in the early 1970s and lasted until mid-1976, mobilising tens of thousands across both France and Europe. More than 100,000 protesters took part in the great Lip March that was organised on 29th September, 1973.







	[←954
] 

	 TN: Alain Krivine is a leader of the Trotskyist movement in France.







	[←955
] 

	 TN: A French communist politician.







	[←956
] 

	 TN: Daniel Marc Cohn-Bendit is a French-German politician. He was a student leader during the unrest of May 1968 in France and was also known during that time as Dany le Rouge (French for ‘Danny the Red’) because of both his politics and the colour of his hair.







	[←957
] 

	 TN: Nickel-plated feet.







	[←958
] 

	 TN: Schultz’s Peanuts.







	[←959
] 

	 TN: A French weekly magazine published by the Revolutionary Communist League or LCR from 1968 to 2009.







	[←960
] 

	 TN: Maurice Merleau-Ponty (14th March, 1908–3rd May, 1961) was a French phenomenological philosopher, strongly influenced by Edmund Husserl and Martin Heidegger.







	[←961
] 

	 TN: Humanism and Terror.







	[←962
] 

	 TN: A French philosopher.







	[←963
] 

	 TN: Sempé is a French cartoonist.







	[←964
] 

	 TN: Je suis partout was a French newspaper founded by Jean Fayard and launched on 29th November, 1930.







	[←965
] 

	 TN: This is a reference to Holy Roman Emperor Henry IV’s journey to Canossa Castle, Italy, where Pope Gregory VII was staying as the guest of Margravine Matilda of Tuscany, in the hope of having his excommunication overturned.







	[←966
] 

	 TN: Lucie-Simplice-Camille-Benoît Desmoulins (2nd March, 1760–5th April, 1794) was a journalist and politician who played an important role in the French Revolution.







	[←967
] 

	 TN: Cinema and Politics.







	[←968
] 

	 TN: Michel Mardore is the pen name of Michel Jean Guinamant (22nd October, 1935–18th November, 2009), who was a French novelist, film critic, photographer and director.







	[←969
] 

	 TN: Fiction-Criticism.







	[←970
] 

	 TN: Born on 5th April, 1935, Michel Mourlet is a writer, journalist and French cinema theorist.







	[←971
] 

	 TN: French Thought, from Sartre to Foucault.







	[←972
] 

	 TN: Moralism and Society. Week of Marxist Thought 1974.







	[←973
] 

	 TN: The World of Education.







	[←974
] 

	 TN: Claude Sales (21st July, 1930–15th June, 2016) was a French journalist.
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