hatchet-job approach of describing
the most offensive T-shirt among the
100,000 participants, and of hunting
out the most provocative titles on sale
in the book stands. As for the festival
itself, the paper called it “an angry
village of Gauls with a siege mentality
and paranoid reflexes” and an “island
well outside the ordinarily agreed-
upon ethics of democratic debate.”
Objective journalism at its finest!
Radio and television stations
referred briefly to the festival, some
more even-handedly than others, but
the event was essentially treated as a
minor undertaking of little interest.
And this, of course, is part of why
the Front National deserves so much
respect. Unlike every leftist tea-party

or new anti-traditionalist idea, the
front gets no help whatsoever from the
mainstream press. It has taken
remarkable dedication and discipline
for Mr. Le Pen and his lieutenants to
build their movement
in the face of unremit-:
ting hostility not only.
from the left but from
the right. |

The Front National §
is now the clear leader [
of European nation-
alists, the model on
which patriots across
the continent build
their movements. It
shows just how far

armed with nothing more than deter-
mination and a conviction of the truth.
The Front National is a model not only
for Europeans but for Americans as
well. @

men and ideas can go, Mr. Le Pen and wife, Jany, at the festival. (Photo: Fr. Landouch) .

“A Perpetual Witch Trial”

Bruno Gollnisch explains
the political climate in
France.

Bruno Gollnisch is one of the most
influential members of the Front Na-
tional. He is a member of the FN
political bureau, secretary general of
the party, and vice president for
foreign affairs. He is currently a mem-
ber of the European Parliament and a
regional councilor for the Rhone-
Alpes region. He is also a member of
the Paris bar, holds a doctorate in in-
ternational law, speaks fluent
Japanese, and has the rank of
capitaine de frégatte in the naval
reserve. What follows is his extraordi-
nary reply to a single question in a
recorded interview he gave to AR on
Sept. 24.

Q: What explains the constant hos-
tility faced by the Front National?

The answer is fairly simple, but
there are many things, many forces
that work together. First of all the
Front National is an outsider in the
system. Obviously it displeases the left
and the extreme left, and it displeases
the “conservatives” —who have con-
served nothing—because it takes
votes away from them. Therefore we
are an outsider, a competitor in the
hyper-competitive world of politics, so
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everything goes in an attempt to
reduce the audience of the Front Na-
tional.

Second, the FN is particularly hated
by the left because it has done the
thing the right should have done and
did not do—and this failure is the
right’s greatest crime —the front has
challenged the moral sovereignty of
the left. Until now in France, and
broadly speaking in Europe as well —
but especially in France since the end

There is an ideal of the
New Man, who must be
neither white nor black.
This ideal would be, say,
Michael Jackson.

of the Second World War —the left
and in particular the Communists
have laid hands on the entire cultural
domain: teaching, research, the
media. Now, when I talk about Com-
munists, in 1945 it was in fact the Com-
munist Party, but now it is a little more
subtle and goes all the way from the
people you call “liberals” in America
to outright Trotskyites.

These former Communists have
now permitted themselves to become
more bourgeois, in the sense that they
accept the idea of receiving money, of
making profits, and have transformed
themselves into bosses —sometimes

pitiless bosses—but they have
retained the same ideas that are utter-
ly destructive to the traditional ideas
we defend.

So everything that is in the area of
learning, of art, of culture has been
abandoned to the left. Which means
that when the right was in power [in
France], it did not really exercise
power because the left had drawn a set
of boundaries outside of which the
right was not allowed to stray. Because
to step outside those lines meant you
were not democratic, you were not
republican, you were fascist, etc. And
this was strictly observed. .. .

The traditional right also had a
great admiration for Communism —
even though they rejected the crimes
of communism. They would say that
the victory of Communism was in-
evitable, so we have to go in that direc-
tion. But the Front National has
brought all this up for reexamination.
The Front National dared to attack
the reality of the left, showing that the
Communists’ claim of devotion to so-
cial justice was nothing more than the
enrichment of a caste—a caste that
was much more rotten and corrupt
than the conservatives had ever been.
We have also shown that the left’s
vaunted welfare system generally
destroyed all economic dynamism.
And for this reason we are hated — be-
cause we dare to say a certain number
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of things that are true but have been
taboo.

Thirdly, we are detested by a cer-
tain number of pressure groups, who
do not accept the idea of the nation.
Unhappily, I am obliged to say it:
There are a certain number of Jewish
organizations, which are quite
patriotic when it comes to Israel, but
for historical and other reasons, donot
accept the slightest sign of national
sentiment when expressed by others.
We do not confuse these organizations
with the entire Jewish community.
These are the spokesmen, the pres-
sure groups, the most influential ele-
ments. They oppose us despite the fact
that we practice no anti-Semitism,
despite the fact that we have members
and even elected representatives who
are Jewish. (Of course, they are great-
ly persecuted within their own com-
munities for their attachment to the
Front National.)

As for our struggle against im-
migration, it has won the hostility of
the left —which hoped to use im-
migrants to make up for its losses in
the French working class. The French
were turning away from Communist
and other labor unions, and the unions
wanted to recruit Algerians, Turks,
etc. But our efforts have won the hos-
tility also of certain economic clas-
ses—the bosses—who saw immigra-
tion as a way to get a labor force that
was relatively inexpensive. Of course,
this was a very short-term view, be-
cause when you add up all the costs —
social costs, costs to the penal system,
welfare (and we have quite an exten-
sive system of welfare) you can see that
our immigration policy has been a dis-
astrous policy economically.

As an aside, on the question of im-
migration, Le Pen was once on a trip
to the United States, where he had a
debate with some university students.
One student objected to our position
on immigration, saying that the United
States is a great nation that has been
built essentially through immigration.
Le Pen agreed but told the student he
had forgotten something: “In France,”
he said, “I am Sitting Bull. I represent
the natives.”

But to return to the hostility we
face, given that 97 percent of the
media in this country are in the hands
of the groups I have described, this
hostility is pounded into people’s
heads with all the power of propagan-
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da. I would say that for children from
the very youngest age, they get courses
in history that are truncated or fal-
sified, they have obligatory courses in
anti-racism. There are even exhibi-
tions on the Second World War that
show concentration camps and then
end with photographs of Le Pen! That
was the case with the Anne Frank ex-
hibition. It’s just incredible.

This ideological weapon of the left
is a Pavlovian reflex. They used it
against General De Gaulle and they
use it against us. When De Gaulle left
the government and set up a new party
of the right, there were posters put up
by the left, in which De Gaulle’s face
appeared as a mask and behind the

Bruno Gollnisch

mask was the face of Hitler. Well, that
is exactly the same poster the left has
used with Le Pen. Le Pen is taking off
a mask —the mask of his own face —
and behind it you see Hitler.

The elements of this propaganda
line go like this: The right equals
Vichy —although things are much
more complicated than that. (In the
Vichy government, for example, there
was the former General Secretary of
the CGT [the Communist trade
union], and [Pierre] Laval [premier in
the Vichy government and executed
for treason in 1945] was a politician
who came from the socialists — things
were very complicated.) But the right
equals Vichy though, as I say, this is
not entirely correct.

Next, Vichy equals collaboration,
which is not correct either, because no
fair-minded Frenchman thinks that

Marshal [Henri Philippe] Pétain
[head of state of Vichy France, con-
demned to death in 1945 but sen-
tenced to life in prison] did anything
but try to limit the damage done by the
military occupation of his country. But
Vichy equals collaboration. Col-
laboration equals Nazism. Nazism
equals concentration camps. Con-
centration camps equals gas cham-
bers, which equals extermination,
which equals absolute horror. There-
fore, the right equals absolute horror.
This is what is constantly pounded into
us by totalitarian propaganda.

What makes this all the more wor-
rying is the fact that we live in a country
that has all the appearances of liberty.
If this constant propaganda were in a
country with a single political party
and were put out by the country’s only
television station, by party journalists
in military uniform, no one would take
it seriously.

But when this very same propagan-
da is broadcast by six channels of
television, things appear to be dif-
ferent. A press agency may make a
mistake but the mistake can be picked
up by all the television stations and
radio stations and all the newspapers,
including the “conservative” papers.
The reader or the listener gets all this
from media organs that have the
reputation (generally false) of having
different points of view, and he thinks
he is clearly in the presence of objec-
tive truth. T would guess that in the
United States you have the same
causes, which produce the same ef-
fects.

I am myself convinced that what we
have is a struggle between what I might
call the Natural Order —which would
have to do with Creation and with
eternal values (which always have to
be rediscovered)—as opposed to a
revolutionary will to power. This will
to power is trying to establish a social
order not on reality, but on theories
entirely established by men. I myself
believe in the Creator, but this revolu-
tionary philosophy attempts to found
the social order on human will alone,
a Promethean will. This generally ends
in catastrophe.

We had the French Revolution,
which claimed to be founded ex-
clusively on human reason, and it
ended in the massacres of the Terror.
We have had Marxist revolutions,
which claimed to base everything on
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the class struggle to liberate the
proletariat, and this ended in gulags,
famines, wars, misery, and death. We
also had in a more limited geographic
area the National Socialist revolution,
in which all was founded on a largely
mythical racial purity—though I cer-
tainly affirm ethnic facts—but that,
too, is not an absolute to which the
entire social order must be sacrificed.

And now, in my opinion, now that
the Marxist revolution has failed, we
have another form of the revolutionary
idea, and I see its progress very clearly
within the European Parliament, for
example — or in the organizations that
are part of the United Nations. This is
an international revolutionary ideol-
ogy, like those that went before —like
Marxism, in particular —which, for

lack of a better term, I would call anti-
racism.

Chesterton said the world is full of
Christian ideas gone mad. For ex-
ample, the idea of social justice
degenerated into the Marxist revolu-
tion. But anti-racism does not derive
exclusively from a Christian idea gone
mad. After all, anti-racism could be
the result of a generous sentiment of
people who say, “I find that the unfor-
tunate immigrants who come here be-
cause of hunger and misery in their
own countries are not welcomed in my
country, and I will try to help because
of my feelings of generosity and com-
passion.” That is something we could
discuss if that were really what was
going on. We could talk about whether
there are solutions other than im-
migration to the problems of the Third

World. That could be an acceptable
discussion.

But that is not at all what is happen-
ing. I see in the European Parliament
that immigration is to be forced upon
us, that miscegenation is to be forced
upon us, and this is part of a messianic
will to revolution. There is an ideal of
the New Man, who must be neither
white nor black. This ideal would be,
say, Michael Jackson. Neither black
nor white, neither man nor woman,
this pitiful jumping jack ends up in
dreadful stories of pedophilia.

But this will to suppress differences
of race, sex, culture, traditions — this is
a revolutionary idea, a messianism. It
has its dogmas, its preachers, its witch
trials, and its excommunications. And
we [the FN] are the objects of a per-
petual witch trial. e

The View From Lyon

A professor of history dis-
cusses the French immigra-
tion problem.

Pierre Vial is a member of the
political bureau of the Front National,
and is a Regional Councilor for
Rhone-Alpes. He is also on the city
council of Villeurbanne, the twin city
just across the river from Lyon. His
family has lived for at least six genera-
tions in Lyon, where he is a professor
of medieval history.

Prof. Vial has no illusions about the
universal brotherhood of man: “When
I travel in Europe I feel at home.
Europe is my extended family. On the
other hand, Asia or Africa have dif-
ferent natures from that of Europe,
and nature is something we must
respect.”

He traces current doctrines that
preach the equivalence of different
cultures back to the Enlightenment,
but asserts that “life is not theories.
We must base our behavior and our
understanding on facts. The left bends
reality to make it fit its own theories,
whereas nationalism is the reverse.
We observe the facts and draw
theories from them.”

How did France first start granting
citizenship to colonial peoples? Prof.
Vial explains that during the Second
World War, Charles De Gaulle was in
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a weak and isolated position as the
exiled leader of the “Free French.” To
establish credibility in the eyes of the
British and Americans he needed to
give the impression that he had a real
movement to lead. He traveled to
Brazzaville in the French Congo, and
gave a speech in which he claimed to
have the entire French empire behind
him in the fight against Germany. As
Prof. Vial explains:

“In order to give the colonial
peoples some motive to join him, he
made the famous statement that
everyone in the French empire was
‘equal.’ He did not say they were all to
be citizens; only that they were equal.
The left and immigrant groups have
since tried to twist his words to suggest
that he offered citizenship to everyone
in the colonies. But De Gaulle was no
universalist. It is clear from records of
his private conversations that he had
no intention of granting citizenship or
permitting mass immigration.”

Today’s France would no doubt
shock the general. Prof. Vial explains:

“With the schools and the media
bombarding us with propaganda, the
French are being made to think that
France should become a mixed-race
country—one in which intermarriage
will turn us all café-au-lait. Childrenin
schools are given assignments like this:
‘Draw a picture of a European, an

African, and an Asian and show how
similar they are.’

“The front is opposed to this kind
of folly. All we ask for is common
sense — you do not have to be an intel-
lectual to understand what we are
saying. And the great majority of the
French agree with us in opposing non-
white immigration. But even if they
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