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SEX  A N D  D EV IA N CE

Introduction
Sex is the foundation of nations, since it determ ines their reproduction.
Sex is a central dim ension in the analysis of societies.

Today, the status of sex throughout the W est displays a deep m ental
and social pathology tantam ount to a fundam ental inversion of the m ost
basic natural norm s. W e are no longer faced w ith a m ere Ɋideologyɋ
that orients and guides sex, as has alw ays occurred in different form s
through the ages and in different cultures, but alw ays w ithin the bounds
of a certain naturalness; w e are faced w ith a pathological transgression
of these bounds. This disguises itself as a m orality of progress,
liberation, justice, and equality.

The best exam ple of this is furnished by the status w hich
hom osexuality has assum ed, being considered the equivalent to
heterosexuality not m erely at an ethical and anthropological level, but
also at the level of the social bond. The sam e goes for race-m ixing as a
m oral im perative, and the loss of any norm ative bio-anthropological
standards in the W est. W e are w itnessing a m etapolitical developm ent
of the egalitarian cancer (of the sort G iorgio Locchi,[1] as a good
physician of ideas, has diagnosed so perfectly).

It is also interesting to observe that the m ore pornography
intensifies, the few er children people have. V irtual sex is replacing real
sex. In the W est, sex has disconnected itself from  reproduction, and the
sexualisation of society is proportional to its sterility and its infertility.

Sex, because it is connected to biological reproduction, provides a
good case study of the health or sickness of hum an societies. These
rem arks, how ever, do not im ply any condem nation of eroticism  on m y



part ɇ  quite the contrary.

I shall form ulate a critique of the continuing defence of race-m ixing
and im m igration, tw o of the m ain them es of our official ideology. A t
the sam e tim e, I shall not hesitate to accuse invasive Islam  of
obscurantism  and an oppression of w om en sui generis.[2]

B isexuals, hom osexuals, transsexuals ɇ  all equal, except for
paedophiles (a recent developm ent to w hich I shall return later) and
also except for heterosexuals, w ho are slightly less equal than the rest.
The sexual m orality of the W est is abandoning itself to the m ost
extrem e egalitarianism  and confusion, engaging in a fight against
nature com parable to that of D on Q uixote against the w indm ills. This
fight w as lost before it began and w ill end in a pitiless restoration of
the natural balance. Im perat naturam  nisi parendo.[3]

G oing too far in the direction of sexual confusion, hom ophilia,
fem inism , the system atic defence of race-m ixing (in the nam e of
ethnom asochism  and the im peratives of the antiracist catechism ),
rising divorce rates, and Ɋreconstituted fam iliesɋ, w ill probably end in a
form  of chaos w hich w e are beginning to glim pse, and w hich is the
antecham ber of the barbarity to w hich w e are headed. But barbarity is
alw ays presented by intellectuals, by m eans of a sem antic inversion, as
the progress of civilisation ɇ  this is the heart of nihilism .

I am  perfectly aw are that m y position oscillates betw een tw o poles,
as I have explained in m y book Archeofuturism :[4] on the one hand, a
return to the norm s of traditional, balanced societies, archaism ; on the
other, an appeal to the technoscientific future. This is w hy, for
exam ple, I w holeheartedly support positive eugenics, assisted
pregnancy and certain form s of abortion ɇ  and even genetic
engineering. The positions I take w ill shock dogm atic m asculists as
w ell as fem inists, obsessive anti-hom osexualists as w ell as hom ophiles,
puritans as w ell as pornophiles.



A s often happens, m y position w ill shock all parties, including those
w ho consider them selves on m y side. A s in all m atters, I w ill attem pt to
define and take a stand on a third position. B ut of course, I am  aw are
that I shall collide w ith the neo-totalitarian ideology that is gradually
invading the European U nion and restricts and censures free expression
ɇ  in the nam e of the G ood, of course, as alw ays.

* * *

A s w ith all other dom ains of hum an behaviour, th e r e  is n o  u n iv e r sa l
se x u a l a n d  c o n ju g a l b e h a v io u r  th a t is c h a r a c te r istic  o f th e  w h o le  o f
h u m a n ity . Sex depends first of all on an ethnocultural base w hich is
extrem ely variable according to civilisational areas. A nd w ithin these
latter, sex varies over tim e in accordance w ith the dom inant ideologies
and w orldview s. A s alw ays in hum an ethology, w e find both an innate
foundation ɇ  tied to a hereditary ethnopsychology ɇ  and cultural,
religious, and ideological superstructures. The tw o elem ents operate
interactively.

The m odel of the Ɋcoupleɋ, for instance, is not valid for all
civilisations. Sexual prohibitions and the content of am orous sentim ent
are not absolutely the sam e across cultures and eras; neither is the
definition of the fam ily (patriarchal, m atriarchal, tribal, dual, and so
on).

H ow ever, in v a r ia n ts e x ist in  a ll c u ltu r e s, and have done so for
m illennia: the prohibition against incest, paedophilia, legal hom osexual
unions and interethnic unions in w hich the differences are too great, the
educational and hierarchic subm ission of children to their parents, etc.
W estern civilisation at present, especially in Europe, by contravening
these rules, is part of a strange pattern of deviance ɇ  etym ologically,
of Ɋdeparture from  the pathɋ. This can only lead to disaster, w hich is,
how ever, necessary so that a return to the straight road m ay take place.
In sum , m y position is that of a libertine.[5]



* * *

In the anim al and vegetable kingdom s, sexual reproduction is the
foundation of the survival of species. O f course, other factors are
involved, such as the ecological environm ent and epidem ic pathologies.
B ut in the end, as an ultim a ratio, w ithout the sufficient reproduction of
a species ɇ  or, am ong m en, of a nation, civilisation, or race[6] ɇ  the
lineage disappears. In phylogenesis[7] as in all other m atters, one m ust
never underestim ate the quantitative, for it is the (selective) basis of
the qualitative.

In the case of the hum an species, and especially in its m ost evolved
and civilised form s[8] (as dem onstrated by sociologists and ethologists,
especially A rnold G ehlen[9] and K onrad Lorenz[10]) sex is no longer
autom atic, as it is am ong anim als. It has becom e m ore com plete, for
m an is a cultural, plastic anim al; his sexuality has been partially
disconnected from  innate schem as and reproductive, purely biological
behaviour. This is how  socioeconom ic, ideological, or affective
im peratives (love, for exam ple) have com e to interfere in a com plex
w ay w ith purely genetic reproduction, especially am ong culturally
superior people. A ccording to the particular culture, religion, or era,
cultural pressure causes sexual reproduction to depend on an infinite
variety of norm s; these m ay benefit the cause of reproduction or m ake
it m ore fragile. O bviously, the innate im perative to reproduce w ith
oneɋs like rem ains in the depths of the hum an paleocortex, as w ith
anim als. B ut it is filtered and deform ed by the neocortex w hich stores
cultural norm s. It is no longer m ore than a hidden im perative, and as an
instinct it has been rendered insufficient ɇ  hence the danger of a
disconnect betw een the sexuality of reproduction and social sexuality,
and betw een nature and culture.

To this m ust be added the risk posed by the individuation of m an in
com parison w ith anim als. W e are thus w itnessing a paradox of a
dialectical nature, som ething w e shall discuss later on in this book: the



m ore creative and superior a culture is, the m ore sexual reproduction
depends on fragile individual factors (freedom  of desire, chosen libido,
individual calculation), w hile in less highly-evolved cultures ɇ  this
term  is not intended to be pejorative, but descriptive ɇ  reproduction
depends on both collective and m ore instinctual factors. Sexual
individuation (Ɋloveɋ) does not exist in such cultures. H ence, a superior
culture w ill tend to reproduce itself less than an inferior one. This
disequilibrium  is com pensated for by the enorm ous infant m ortality of
inferior cultures, due to their lack of m edical know ledge. Is this a
logical calculation on natureɋs part? But this equilibrium  is disturbed as
soon as superior cultures bring others the m eans of decreasing their
m ortality, w hich has produced, for exam ple, the dem ographic explosion
of A frica, from  north to south.[11]

* * *

A  second point: w e shall deal here w ith sex in the broadest sense: from
physiological behaviour, to ideology, to m orals. This is w hy w e w ill
touch upon them es such as eroticism , sexual practices, m arriage,
dem ography, the role of w om en in society, hom osexuality, racial
m ixing, and artificial reproduction through genetic engineering ɇ  all
from  the factual as w ell as ideological point of view , for all this is
connected. Sex is the fundam ental root of the life of hum an societies
and civilisations, since it is sex upon w hich depends the num ber and
quality of m en,[12] the form  of the fam ily (the kernel of any society),
social hierarchy and, to a great extent, w hole areas of ideologies and
religions. Ideologies and religions, indeed, incorporate a particular
conception of sex into the background of their m otivations and
im peratives. M any of the norm s enunciated by Christianity, Judaism ,
Islam , B uddhism , H induism , and so on rest on a judgm ent concerning
sexual behaviour.[13]

* * *



A  third point: as alw ays, in this book as in others, m y approach w ill not
be hum anist and w ill not be attached to the anthropocentric tradition. In
the process of phylogenesis, or the history of living things on this
planet, H om o sapiens is a latecom er that has evolved w ith
unprecedented rapidity, but m ay prove nothing m ore than a brilliant yet
short-lived com et. For this reason, I w ish to avoid any idealisation of
ɊM anɋ, that is, any hum anistic idolatry. Instead, I shall posit a perfectly
inegalitarian superhum anist hypothesis inspired by the N ietzschean
G iorgio Locchi, according to w hich a part of hum anity ɇ  a sm all part
ɇ  can perhaps supplem ent natural sexual reproduction w ith a
technological (and thus cultural) sexual reproduction m otivated by a
particular w ill and oriented according to free choice. This does not
m ean replacing nature w ith culture, since culture is still included
w ithin nature; it is replacing natura naturans w ith natura naturata.[14]

A final point: it is obvious that m y central paradigm  is not to
consider hum anity as a m onolith, as being com posed of identical parts.
N either from  the individual point of view  nor from  the collective point
of view  of the various branches of hum anity do I do this. D ifferences
according to m y paradigm  (w hich som e w ill consider a prejudice, but
so m uch the w orse for them ) are not m erely form al but essential, not
m erely accidental but intrinsic, not m erely apparent but qualitative.
H um an beings are not equal to one another, neque form a neque valore
(neither in form  nor in value).

* * *

This book concerns the w ay in w hich practices and ideologies tied to
sex in the broadest sense of the term  have participated in, and are still
participating in, a decline of the nations of European origin. A s alw ays,
the theses I shall defend do not belong to any program m atic system  of
thought, nor do they obey a sort of dissident logic. For exam ple, I shall
support the idea of conjugal fidelity w hile also advocating
institutionalised prostitution, and separate the notion of conjugal



fidelity from  that of sexual fidelity. I shall dispute not only fem inist
ideology, but also m asculism . I shall defend the right of hom osexuals
to social equality and to being left alone, w hile disputing hom osexual
adoption and hom ophile ideology. I shall form ulate a critique of the
pornographic industry, but not from  a puritan point of view : on the
contrary, from  an erotom anic point of view .

A s to the question of the sexual aspect of m ass im m igration to (or
colonisation[15] of) Europe ɇ  w hich involves both dem ographic
quantity and interbreeding ɇ  m y positions w ill obviously not be that of
the dom inant ideology. R acial m ixture, aggravated by population
replacem ent and dem ographic decline am ong the natives, is a
catastrophe (in the sense of radical upheaval em ployed by Prim ogine
and Renç Thom [16]) of w hich Europeɋs elites have no conception. O r
rather, they do know  w hat aw aits them , but refuse to see it w hen the
evidence is right in front of their eyes. O n this point, I shall m ake a
critical analysis of the dom inant neo-totalitarian or soft totalitarian
ideology of the W est (and in W estern Europe in particular). This
ideology unconditionally defends colonisation and the blending of
nations, transform ing the harm  they have done into benefit (as
Stalinism  did for the Com m unist regim e), and censors and persecutes
all divergent opinions. Such persecution is alw ays carried out in the
nam e of the G ood, w hether in other totalitarian societies or in the m eta-
religions of the R ights of M an and A nti-Racism .

H om ophobia is also included in the official list of capital sins, and
the term  refers not only to support for discrim ination against
hom osexuals (w hich is a stupid position) but even to the m ere
statem ent that hom osexuality is not equivalent to heterosexuality. In
such m atters, our society and the spirit of the tim es in w hich it
participates have entered into a system atic ideological m adness to
w hich the French intelligentsia holds the key.

* * *



Finally, I shall m ention the possibilities opened by genetic engineering
in the areas of hum an reproduction and genetic m odification. These
pose perhaps the m ost fundam ental, and therefore disquieting,
philosophical question of all: that of the desexualisation of
reproduction and of autocreation or auto-evolution. Paradoxically,
current W estern ideology is fighting against nature, and there w ill be a
sw ing of the pendulum ; but genetic technologies do not fight against
nature: they go further than nature does and accelerate nature itself by
attem pting, in a risky m anner, to substitute hum an choice for
evolutionary chance. Im perat naturam  nisi parendo. Sex is the best
m eans found by nature for reproducing species. B ut som e laboratories
are w orking on other m eans. I w ish to m ake clear that the positions I
put forw ard, here as in m y other w ritings and statem ents, do not
involve any school of thought, group, association, or party.
[1]  G iorgio Locchi (1923Ɇ1992) w as an Italian author and Paris correspondent for the R om an

daily Il Tem po. H im self influenced by W agner and N ietzsche, Locchiɋs ow n influence is
felt significantly am ong the French N ew  R ight.ɆTr.

[2]  Latin: Ɋof its ow n kindɋ.ɆEd.

[3]  ɊN ature m ust be obeyed in order to be com m anded.ɋ Francis B acon, N ovum  O rganum . Ɇ
Tr.

[4]  G uillaum e Faye, A rcheofuturism : European V isions of the Post-C atastrophic A ge
(London: A rktos, 2010).

[5]  A ccording to the definition given by M r Eric D elcroix in his M anifeste libertin: essai
reӢvolutionnaire contre lɋordre m oral antiracist (Libertine M anifesto - Paris: LɋA Encre,
2005).

[6]  The idea of Ɋraceɋ is taboo today ɇ  socially and legally ɇ  under W estern ideology,
w hich tends to prove that it does exist as a concept that represents som ething real, since
an  ideology by definition hides and censors realities w hich contradict its prem ises. Every
ideology tends to deny the central problem  w hich it cannot solve. R acism  exists, but not
races... Floods exist, but not rain... The denial of reality is a constant am ong all
ideologies, w hich alw ays tend to reconstruct a virtual, im aginary reality. B ut the
extraordinary antiracist taboo of todayɋs dom inant ideology plainly dem onstrates that the
Ɋrace questionɋ is at the very center of its obsessive problem atic, and thus that this



ideology recognises the idea of race w ith greater insistency than those it calls by the
derogatory and diabolising term  Ɋracistɋ.

[7]   The developm ent of an aspect of a species through evolution.ɆEd.

[8]  C ontrary to egalitarianism , including its differentialist or ethnopluralist version (pseudo-
inegalitarianism ), m y claim s rest upon the observation of inequality of level and value
am ong the branches of hum anity and civilisations. I start from  the observation that there
exist degrees of civilisational evolution tied causally to collective heredity. I consider the
intellectual pedantry w hich transform s the ideas of level and value into m ere difference to
be an egalitarian fraud, plain and sim ple. B ut contrary to the Left-w ing French R epublican
egalitarians of the nineteenth century (Jules Ferry, etc.) w ho launched colonialism , I do
not think there are (culturally) Ɋinferior racesɋ w hich the superior races m ust lead to a high
state of civilisation. This is sim ply because neither inferior nor superior races exist in the
sense they intended; rather, there are levels of culture and civilisation that depend on the
genetic endow m ent of the people w ho are their vehicles. It is im possible that a population
X  should raise itself to the level of a population Y, unless they are genetically sim ilar ɇ
as occurred w ith the C elts and G erm anic peoples in the R om an Em pire. For that m atter, a
still em erging race or civilisation can evolve or devolve. In counterpoint w ith this
fundam ental and inherited inequality, populations w hich can serve as vehicles for the
creation of superior civilisations are m ore fragile than other populations.

[9]  A rnold G ehlen (1904Ɇ1976) w as a G erm an philosophical anthropologist w ho em phasised
the Ɋunfinishedɋ character of hum an nature and its need for com pletion by cultural norm s.
H e w as the author of M an: H is N ature and Place in the W orld (N ew  Y ork: C olum bia
U niversity Press, 1988).ɆTr.

[10]  K onrad Lorenz (1903Ɇ1989) w as a fam ous A ustrian researcher of anim al behaviour and
co-founder of the discipline of ethology. H e w on the N obel Laureate in Physiology in
1973.ɆTr.

[11]  B efore European colonialism , the A frican continent w as very thinly populated, w ith its
high birth rate balanced by high m ortality. The dem ographic explosion of A frica resulted
from  a m assive decrease in the m ortality rate (w hile m aintaining or only slightly low ering
the birth rate) due to the arrival of European m edicine and hygiene. Europeans acted this
w ay for m oral reasons (C hristian charity in its original or secularised version), as w ell as
in their ow n interest (to have a healthy w orkforce). B ut that does not change the fact that
the dem ographic explosion of A frica (including the form er O ttom an possessions in the
north) is due to European colonialism , w hich w as a benefit for those colonised but, over
the long term , harm ful to the form er colonisers.

[12]  C ontrary to the originally C hristian concept of the equal intrinsic quality and essential
nature of all m en, from  w hich derives the m oral im perative of equal respect due each of
them  (K ant), I prefer to follow  the com m on-sense view  of A ristotle w ho allow s for a
hierarchy of natural qualities betw een individuals as w ell as Ɋcitiesɋ , i.e., betw een



peoples. A n unthinkable position today, but w ho reads A ristotle anym ore?

[13]  R egarding sexual behaviour as w ell as other dom ains, it is not so m uch religions or
ideologies w hich influence m orals as the inborn m orals of nations that im print and
express them selves in their ideologies and religion. Thus, the inferiority of w om en in
Islam  is not properly Islam ic, but em erged before that ideology/religion, and is tied to the
populations w hich created Islam . I w ill be reproached w ith determ inism  and biological
reductionism . This is partly true, but only partly: for retroactive effects can be observed
thanks to the plasticity of the hum an brain. A  population influenced by an
ideology/religion created by another civilisation w ill m odify its m orals, but not
com pletely; it w ill apply the ideology/religion according to its ow n genetic dispositions.

[14]  R oughly, active versus passive nature. The distinction goes back to Spinoza. ɆTr.

[15]  There w as no Ɋcolonisationɋ by Europeans in A frica and A sia except in the cases of
A lgeria and South A frica, and even these w ere not m assive. It is better to speak of
colonialism . O n the other hand, the principal European colonisation took place on the
A m erican continent from  the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. B ut the real
dem ographic colonisation w hich history w ill rem em ber is the present colonisation of
Europe by A fro-A siatic, m ostly M uslim , populations.

[16]  R enç Thom  (1923Ɇ2002) w as a French m athem atician and founder of catastrophe
theory, is the idea that tiny changes in the param eters of a dynam ic system  can cause
large and sudden changes in the behaviour of the system  as a w hole. Thom  w as aw arded
the Fields M edal in 1958. Prim ogine is his B elgian disciple. ɆTr.



CH A PTER 1

Funeral D irge for the Fam ily
The fertile and long-lasting heterosexual fam ily unit is in steep decline
am ong Europeans, w hich explains the dram atic drop in their birth rates.
This decline has m any secondary causes, but they all lead back to a
single prim ary cause: the excessive individualism  associated w ith
egalitarianism . Paradoxically, the origin of this individualism  lies in
Christianity.

N othing really opposes the traditional heterosexual fam ily, but
everything is discouraging it, starting w ith the general ideological
character of our tim e.

In m y view , the ultim ate cause of the slow  decline of the couple and
the traditional fam ily lies not w ith the ideology of the conservative
Right, w hich is bound up w ith the Enlightenm ent and the trium ph of
individualism , consum erism , fem inism , and so on. These aspects are
pertinent, but they are secondary causes.

The principal reason for the decline of the enduring, fertile fam ily,
as of the stable heterosexual couple, is the c o n fla tio n  o f c o n ju g a lity
w ith  se x u a l lo v e , o r  Ɋm a r r ia g e  fo r  lo v e ɋ.

This is a conflation on three levels: lineage, sex, and love. It is a
distant and paradoxical consequence of the Christian vision of m arriage
and sex. I say this w ith all due m oderation and caution that,
paradoxically, bourgeois m arriage (w hich w as the outcom e of Christian
love) w as able to reach a point of equilibrium . But it has gone past this
point. In a w orld of perpetual becom ing,[1] there is never any lasting
equilibrium ; all is subject to reconstruction, all is subject to



readjustm ent.

The D isappearance of the Lasting C ouple
It m ight be asked w hether an overly refined sexuality (m arked, let us
say, by Ɋsensualityɋ, or erotic individualism ) is not incom patible w ith
the traditional large fam ily. The erotom aniac is not identified w ith the
im age of the fam ily father, nor the Ɋliberated w om anɋ w ith that of the
fam ily m other. Sexual austerity seem s to be the condition in the W est
for stable couples w ith num erous children, just as the inevitable and
necessarily hypocritical separation betw een (open) conjugal sexuality
and (dissim ulated) libidinal sexuality is a paradoxical condition for the
stable, fertile couple. D eceiving oneɋs spouse is not a case of sim ply
having discreet sexual adventures, but of having a stable, perm anent
lover; that is, breaking the conjugal (and fam ilial) pact, w hich is not
sim ply a m atter of sex, and m ay not even include sex.

O n the other hand, the problem  can be approached from  different
directions: a society cannot reproduce itself in the long term  if there is
a confusion and equivalence of roles betw een m an and w om an. The
stable, fertile couple presupposes recognition of the radical
differentiation betw een the genders, w hich is com pletely contrary to
the current prevailing ideology (see the critique of G ender Theory,
below ).

* * *

The ideology of love, obviously of C hristian origin, has done
considerable harm  not only on the political level (as w e shall see later
on), but also at the level of the fam ily. F ir stly  m a r r ia g e  fo r  lo v e , th e n
a m o r o u s c o n c u b in a g e , h a v e  b e e n  th e  g r a v e  o f th e  fa m ily  a n d  o f th e
sta b le  c o u p le, by a very com plex sociological process.

Since the 1960s, an explosion in the rate of divorce, the num ber of
single-parent fam ilies, the spectacular grow th in the num ber of



bachelors, the social isolation of the elderly, the educational
deficiencies, and so on, have all m arked the collapse of the traditional
fam ily in the W est.

Sociologists speak of an explosion of Ɋhappy divorcesɋ. The rate of
divorce by m utual consent or joint request is exploding.[2] O ne often
sees a father, his ex-w ife and the new  stepfather going on vacation or
getting along (superficially, in fact) w ith the children of the first as
w ell as of the second m arriage. In the schools, the num ber of children
w ho are part of a perm anent and stable traditional fam ily w ith parents
w ho have never divorced is becom ing a m inority. Tw o new ly divorced
spouses form  a fam ily reconstituted from  the children of both.
President Sarkozyɋs fam ily, before his second divorce and third
m arriage, set the exam ple at the very m om ent of his election as head of
state.

The 2004 A ct, by drastically sim plifying that of 1975 on divorce by
m utual consent, in fact instituted divorce by repudiation ɇ  an
undertaking w hich is viable even w ithout the consent of oneɋs spouse.
This m eans that it is n o t c iv il u n io n s w h ic h  h a v e  b e e n  e le v a te d  to  th e
r a n k  o f m a r r ia g e , b u t m a r r ia g e  w h ic h  h a s b e e n  lo w e r e d  to  th e  r a n k
o f a  c iv il u n io n . M oreover, a m ajority of deputies on the R ight in 2010
rejected a proposed am endm ent aim ing to m ake m arriage fiscally m ore
advantageous than civil unions. In fact, w e are w itnessing the
suppression of m arriage as the institution w hich prevailed, broadly
speaking, am ong all social classes for several centuries.

A s the sociologist Jean-C laude Le G off w rites:
In the 1950s and 1960s, institutions like m arriage carried m ore w eight, as w ell as both
an affective and institutional dim ension. K eeping a m istress w as tolerated, but divorce
strongly disapproved of. Since the 1970s, the institutional dim ension of m arriage has
been steadily disappearing. C ouples find the divorce procedure far easier on the social
level, but the dram a, experienced in a m ore private w ay, is intensified and som etim es
becom es even m ore difficult to live through. Part of the current of the tim es is not



show ing that one is affected by it. O ur society refuses to recognise w hat is tragic. B ut
the psyche is subject to influence, and this cannot w ilfully be prevented. Feelings leave

their traces in the unconscious, and it is not alw ays good to bury them .[3]

C ouples, increasingly im m ature and afflicted by extended adolescence,
separate at the first storm  and as soon as the phase of infatuation ends.
This is very harm ful for the m ental developm ent of children
particularly w hen the fam ily unit undergoes reconstitution), since it
disconnects the ideas of conjugality and parenthood.

Previously, people stayed together and overcam e their difficulties
as a couple because of the children and out of faithfulness to the fam ily
lineage, com m itting to raising children together in a w holesom e and
stable environm ent. Today, self-interested individualism  is ram pant
and couples break up in spite of the children. D espite all the treacly talk
about com passion and protection, children, m ere luxury playthings, are
no longer prioritised.

In the m idst of these deform ed fam ilies, the psychological
developm ent ɇ  indeed, the intellectual capacities ɇ  of children and
adolescents are necessarily hugely disturbed. This is a real step
backw ards from  the European fam ily m odel. B lood ties are broken.
Insofar as the fam ily is a m icrocosm  of the nation (the cell to its body,
guaranteeing its hom ogeneity), the he loss of the very concept of
fam ily lineage and that of fam ily tradition and inheritance (in both the
biological and social senses) is one of the root causes of the loss of
ethnic and racial conscience, as w ell as indifference to m iscegenation
and colonisation by m ass im m igration.

Fragility of U nions B ased on R om antic Love
Love is one of the m ost indeterm inate w ords there are: it signifies too
m any things to be precisely defined. Its sem antic field resem bles w hat
m athem aticians call a fuzzy set. Passionate love, attachm ent, attraction,



desire, conjugal love, filial love, divine and religious love, and even
friendship all belong to the am orphous set of Ɋloveɋ. The term ɋs
com plexity m irrors the com plexity of hum an psychology. Furtherm ore,
w e m ust understand that the concept w e have of Ɋloveɋ is not
understood in the sam e sense by different peoples, civilisations, and
eras. Indeed, the very w ord is untranslatable in m any languages.

In W estern societies today, the sexualisation of love has drastically
w eakened the couple; their love is built on passion of a sexual nature,
w hich is an intense but fleeting feeling, fragile and ephem eral, and
infected w ith egoism . The m arital union is, today, hastily entered into
out of adolescent im m aturity. Establishing a fam ily and a lineage
becom es secondary in relation to the Ɋpresentism ɋ inherent in intense
desire; the urge Ɋto live w ith her or him  w hom  I love and desire, right
aw ayɋ. Superficial considerations prevail at the expense of forethought
as w ell as of genuine understanding of one another. A s a result, m any
m arriages end in failure ɇ  a situation m ade all the m ore serious if
children are involved, hence the com plications arising from
Ɋreconstituted fam iliesɋ. The phony Ɋloveɋ or infatuation of the early
days inevitably disappears and the tw o individuals are torn apart. This
m atter is w ell exem plified by m ixed (intercultural or interethnic)
m arriages, incom parably m ore difficult to m anage than the interclass
m arriages of earlier tim es. W hen tw o individuals, alien to one another
in every w ay and w ho only know  each other superficially, are
com pelled to form  an instantaneous union, the result is alm ost
im m ediate dram a and break-up.

O bviously, there can be no question of returning to the arranged
m arriages of form er days, founded on a purely fam ilial strategy and
w ith total disregard for the w om anɋs w ishes.[4] Such a return, how ever,
is (paradoxically!) just w hat is happening at this m om ent. Because of
m ass im m igration, Islam ic culture is spreading arranged m arriage
across Europe, w ith the absolute subm ission of the w ife w ho is forced



into it. A nd this archaic, totally com m unal form  of m arriage is
coexisting w ith the rom antic, presentist and individualist love of the
W estern type: an explosive m ixture of kinds! The problem  is that the
first form  gives rise to dem ographic grow th w hile the second results in
a deficit of births.

The W estern m odel of rom antic love, a union of tw o egos,
underm ines any fam ily strategy and leads m echanistically to a low
birth rate, w hich is one of the explanations of the dem ographic deficit
am ong fragile Europeans Ideally, one w ould like to find a golden m ean
betw een an egalitarian union of a m an and a w om an based on an
em otional-sexual attraction (though not absolutely based on this, and
only in a w ay w hich can be surpassed) and desires for m arriage founded
on considerations of character, culture, fam ily, and ethnicity. Such an
equilibrium  w as found in the bourgeois fam ily of w hich I shall speak
later. U nder this m odel, divorce w as m uch m ore serious and
dishonourable than adultery.[5] Though lam pooned by ignorant snobs, it
w as a m odel of balance that functioned w ell for over tw o centuries.

The im m ature em otional-sexual rom antic union is an obstacle to
reproduction and to fam ily strategising, because it favours the short
term  and the m ood of the m om ent. The couple lives from  day-to-day
under a sort of variable term  contract, like tw o speculators in a futures
m arket. A s soon as the em otional-sexual attraction of Ɋloveɋ ceases,
often w hen the sm allest difficulties arise, the couple breaks up, since it
w as founded only on irresponsible egoism  disguised as Ɋloveɋ.
O bviously, the consequences for fam ily reproduction and the
upbringing of children are catastrophic. The balance that the bourgeois
fam ily w as able to find ɇ  betw een the em otional attraction betw een a
m an and a w om an and a rational and strategic agreem ent based on
cultural proxim ity ɇ  has been broken. ɊLovers w ho m arryɋ do so in an
infantile fashion w ithout any plan, only com pelled to do so by their
idolisation of their Love. The im perative runs: M arry w hom ever you



w ant for as long as youɋre in love ɇ  w ithout calculation, w ithout a
strategy, w ithout prejudices, w ithout w orrying about differences or
about the future. W hat is little recognised is that this im perative, w ith
all its perverse ram ifications, is a consequence of the C hristian
m entality.

This sort of prescription can obviously result in aberrant unions
w hich alm ost alw ays end badly, as in the case of interethnic m arriages.
To criticise such m arriages is today considered diabolically subversive
and sinful. In this regard, I can only approve of the good sense of som e
Jew ish authorities w ho encourage inter-Jew ish m arriages, just as
C atholics and Protestants used to be encouraged to m arry am ongst
them selves.[6] Even if it ought to be present at the beginning as cem ent
ɇ  but not as a foundation stone ɇ  am orous sentim ent is insufficient
for the com m itm ent m arriage dem ands. M arriage is a construction built
to last, not a stage decoration. A s for rom antic sentim ent, it m ust be
com pleted w ith this im perative prescription: D o not m arry a foreigner.
ɊForeignerɋ here is to be understood not in its strictly national sense
(for exam ple betw een people of European origin) but in its
civilisational, ethnic, cultural, religious, and (obviously) racial sense ɇ
although this last term  is all the m ore forbidden as the reality it nam es
becom es increasingly prevalent.

* * *

A  question then arises: that of sexual fidelity. Is lasting, fertile
m arriage com patible w ith the physiological need for sexual variation,
especially on the part of the m ale? Erotic sexuality is quite
disconnected from  its affects. This is a com plex subject, all the m ore
difficult in that hum an sexuality is polym orphous. There are tw o
possible answ ers to this problem . The first is that the conjugal bond
should not be principally based on eroticism  (although it m ay include
it) and that it should survive sexual betrayals for the sake of a superior
im perative: the stability of the fam ily and of the lineage. The second



answ er lies in the necessary hypocrisy of prostitution, or discreet,
ephem eral liaisons; hence the need to authorise and regulate
prostitution, tactfully and discretely. A w ell-organised system  of
prostitution is the best protection for fam ilies. By this I m ean that
sexual fidelity is quite secondary to conjugal and fam ilial fidelity.

Today, for exam ple, it is com m on for couples to separate w hen the
w ife discovers that her husband consorts w ith prostitutes or tem porary
m istresses. This proves that the union w as not based on the form ation
and/or perpetuation of a fam ily, but on a passing em otional-sexual
im pulse.

W hat does it m atter if oneɋs spouse secretly satisfies their sexual
needs in institutional brothels? This is w hat happened during the reign
of the stable bourgeois fam ily w hich w e vituperate today w ith
ignorance and m alice. A s I shall suggest, there is nothing shocking
about the idea of brothels for w ives, w here they can secretly find
tem porary lovers or m istresses. The essential thing is to preserve
sexual hypocrisy and disconnect the concept of conjugal union from
that of rom antic sexuality.

Indeed, the principle purpose of m arriage is perverted as soon as
one assigns Ɋloveɋ as its ultim ate end. R easoning in an A ristotelian
m anner, one could say that love and sex are a com ponent of m arriage
but not at all its necessary telos.[7] Sex and love are m eans that have
been inappropriately transform ed into ends. The principle telos of
m arriage is the construction of a lineage by m eans of procreation, and
not sim ply the union of tw o beings w ho Ɋlove and desire each otherɋ,
even if rom antic desire m ay have its place.[8] A  lasting couple that
form s a fam ily, the building block of a nation, is not based on Ɋloveɋ in
the adolescent sense, nor on a passing sex fantasy, but on a partnership
w hich evolves w ith tim e, based on ethnic, cultural and social
com m onality; on shared values and a fam ily strategy.



O f course, even today one can find stable, fertile couples and united
fam ilies. B ut these have gone from  being the m ajority to an ever-
sm aller m inority, despite w hat Le Figaro[9] or other conservative
publications say to reassure them selves (the Couç[10] m ethod).

The Politisation of Love: Sym ptom  of N eo-
Totalitarianism

The overuse of the w ord Ɋloveɋ is characteristic of our age, in the
English-speaking w orld especially. W e should also note the
overabundant use of the term  Ɋloveɋ in Christian rhetoric since the
1960s. ɊG od is Loveɋ is a theological affirm ation seldom  used by
C hristianity until the m iddle of the tw entieth century, and unknow n to
Judaism  and Islam . The increase in references to love in W estern
ideology is a secularisation of C hristian charity, paradoxically
coinciding w ith m assive dechristianisation. A t the sam e tim e, churches
have converted to the w orship of the R ights of M an,[11] form erly
rejected because of its profane and m aterialist character. This cult
form s the basis of the official and quasi-legally binding W estern
ideological Vulgate, from  w hich arise three principal im peratives:
hum anitarianism , anti-discrim inationism , and anti-racism  ɇ  each
inscribed on the tablets of the law .[12]

This politicisation of the idea of love has occasioned not only a
gigantic tidal-w ave of hum anitarian discourse, but also im m ense public
expenditure, especially in favour of grow ing foreign populations w hose
parasitic character it is illegal to denounce. The unbridled hum anitarian
cult of love for the O ther is not m erely a sym bol of em asculation and
ethnom asochism  in W estern populations (as I have dem onstrated m any
tim es in other w ritings),[13] it is also accom panied by ɇ  and this is only
an apparent paradox ɇ  an explosion in social violence (crim inality),
violence of representation (audiovisual m edia), a w eakening of civic



and econom ic honesty, the w ithdraw al of citizens into com m unitarian
folds, the expansion of Islam ist fanaticism , the appearance of barbarous
prim itivism  in a large fringe of the youth (m ainly of foreign origin
despite discrim ination in their favour) and, for w orking and m iddle
class native French, severe deterioration of their quality of life and
their civil liberties.

This ideology of obligatory love for the O ther functions as a soft
form  of totalitarianism , in w hich public discourse flies in the face of
observable social facts ɇ  a phenom enon sim ilar in part to w hat w as
seen in the Soviet U nion, though m inus the gulags. Pow er is
m onopolised by a doctrinaire professorial caste w ith exclusive access
to the m ass m edia, w hose ideas are not shared by the m ajority of the
native population. O pponents can only express them selves in m arginal
outlets, and even then at the risk of defying the law. For, as M arxist-
Leninists used to do in Com m unist countries in order to protect their
dogm a, this caste has reintroduced lim itations (w hich get m ore
extensive over tim e) on freedom  of expression and even of thought, not
to m ention lim itations on property rights and the freedom  to hire at
w ill.[14] This ideology, protected by a generation of judges w ho share it
(w hether sincerely or not m atters little), does not hesitate to violate the
D eclaration of the R ights of M an to w hose authority they appeal in
order to justify unconstitutional freedom -killing law s and in order to
leave the realm  of positive law  by a return to subjective, introspective
law, sim ilar to Soviet or M edieval law. A s in the Soviet w orld, todayɋs
ideologues are not content w ith dissem inating their view s via the
com m unications m edia, but seek also to diffuse it m onopolistically
through the school system  (prim ary to post-secondary), w hich has
ceased to be an apparatus of public instruction only to becom e one of
public upbringing, i.e., a propaganda apparatus in the service of official
dogm a, especially in m atters of history and m orality.

It can be said w ithout exaggeration that in todayɋs Ɋfreeɋ Europe, as



in the totalitarian regim es of the early tw entieth century described by
H annah A rendt,[15] the m edia, culture, and the educational system  agree
in not diffusing anything but this ideology, and that any w ho violate it
are either m arginalised or otherw ise punished. Everything is done to
keep their voice from  being heard. The Internet as w ell is clearly
subject to censorship, if not total shutdow n of som e W ebsites. (The
Internetɋs reach is exaggerated anyw ay, given the dilution of m essages
in the enorm ous m ass of com peting m essages, and w ith so m any niche
W ebsites.) But above all, those W ebsites m ost frequented by the
Ɋgeneral publicɋ ɇ  the only effective ones ɇ  are im perm eable by any
dissident thought. D isagreem ents can only be expressed (under
surveillance) in sealed bubbles visited only by those in the know .

Finally, the covert (and som etim es avow ed) purpose of this
ideology of love for the O ther, or xenophilia, is the destruction of the
European peoples in the cultural and physical sense, i.e., the
disappearance of Europe. The constant defence of race-m ixing and
im m igration ɇ  supposedly so beneficial ɇ  along w ith the prohibition
on opposing them  are a part of this strategy, just like the num erous
attem pts to destroy national historical m em ory, or the im position of
officially subsidised faux-art. The central paradigm  of the ideology of
love for the O ther is: ɊThe O ther is better than w e are; w e m ust learn
from  him , for w e are inherently guilty and bad; the O ther is m ore at
hom e am ong us than w e are.ɋ[16] This am ounts to a m onstrous
deform ation of Christian charity, w hich results in a totalitarian
ideology that destroys all social bonds and produces violence and
servility.

Love is N ot a G ift, but a C alculation
A part from  rare exceptions, the sentim ents grouped under the w ord
Ɋloveɋ are not jew els of altruism . The various form s of love are self-
interested strategies. M oreover, egoism  and altruism  are not opposites



but com plem entary, like yin and yang. Love is alw ays an investm ent
from  w hich one expects a return. Even parental love, often presented as
disinterested, is not really so; one expects benefits in return: fam ily
pride, a return of affections, solidarity in oneɋs old age, and so forth.
Conjugal love obeys the sam e rules, for beyond the parade of
apparently gratuitous affection, it m ust provoke a return of the sam e
from  oneɋs spouse. O ne loves for the sake of being loved, not for the
sake of loving. Love is a gift that supposes a return. But one m ust not
conclude from  this that love is a cynical and hypocritical lie. The
hypocrisy and cynicism  of love are consubstantial w ith it and necessary
to it: a positive thing. O nly, one m ust not blind oneself and think that
love is unrequited altruism .

N on-sexual love ɇ  friendship ɇ  obeys the sam e rules. A ll
friendship expects solidarity, a return, and is thus not disinterested; but
this does not m ean that there is no such thing as sincerity in love. The
form s of love m ost free of altruism  are rom antic love and libidinal
love: these, based on the desire for possession, are fragile, ephem eral,
and geared to the short term ; their aim  is that the beloved provide us
w ith pleasure, particularly sexual pleasure. The proof of the egoistical
nature (in a non-pejorative sense) of these form s of love is found in
rom antic disappointm ent and jealousy: once the partner breaks the
rom antic pact or refuses to ratify it, love is transform ed into hatred or
thirst for vengeance. This is natural, and hardly to be criticised.

C hristianity has accustom ed us to the idea of Ɋpure loveɋ, a gift
w ithout an expectation of any return, as in the love of G od or Christ for
m en (Ɋw hosoever shall sm ite thee on the right cheek, turn to him  the
other alsoɋ), i.e., the im perative to love even those w ho hate you. But
there is som ething pathological in that position w hich, m oreover, the
Catholic Church has long m uted. (The com m andm ent: ɊLove thy
neighbour as thyselfɋ, on the other hand, is restrictive and only applies
to neighbours.) B ut this position, if m ade absolute, dem ands that one



love oneɋs enem ies, even m ore than others, w ith the key im perative
being forgiveness. This idea is unrealistic and very dangerous. It is
psychologically utopian, for it ends in m oral disarm am ent and
m asochism . Judaism  and Islam , m oreover, have never given
forgiveness and unrequited love as extrem e an interpretation as that of
Catholic theology after Vatican II, w hich in m any w ays defies com m on
sense. Indeed, in the traditional theology of Judaism , Christianity, and
Islam , the love of G od for m an is calculated and conditional. G od loves
on the condition that you obey and do not sin; otherw ise, punishm ent
w ill befall. There is no unconditional love involved. It does not exist,
and to pretend otherw ise falls w ithin the category of utopian deliria.
Evangelic C hristian love as a gift w ithout return, as love of enem y and
executioner, is a blindness and illness of the spirit, that is, a form  of
fanaticism : not of strength but of w eakness, not of affirm ation but of
collective suicide. It verges on m asochism , as w e saw  in the case of the
m urder of the m onks of Tibhirine.[17]

* * *

Let us now  turn, m ore prosaically, to the sexual and conjugal bond. In
relation to the perm anent couple, that is, in w hich sexual attraction is
m oderated, the balance betw een the benefits and inconveniences of the
rom antic pact is even; the rom antic exchange is stable, for the libidinal
elem ents are balanced by the other term s of the contract (fam ilial,
financial, etc.); the em otional-sexual is com pensated for by the
rational. Even if the coupleɋs sexual pleasure is m oderated, and, indeed,
nonexistent after a certain tim e, the cem ent of fam ily and social
interests predom inates in the rom antic calculus. Conjugal love, being
strongly tinted w ith friendship and habitual attachm ent, is nonetheless
established. The contract is stable and reinforced by filial love for
parents. The couple is not an isolated rom antic duo but the central
pillar in the architectural structure of a fam ily. This m odel w as
cham pioned in Rom an antiquity w ell before Christianisation, and it



spread in conquered G aul.

O n the other hand, in the case of an em otional-rom antic and
libidinal union, egoism  (the search for im m ediate pleasure w ith oneɋs
partner) overrides altruism , and deliberation regards the short term . It
is the casino of pleasure: everything is intensity and superficiality;
future plans are lies, vow s are false, attachm ent is sim ulated. The
language of passion is all the stronger the m ore the bond is transient
and hesitant. M oreover, the people involved do not know  one another
w ell; only their bodies learn to explore one another. The passion is
libidinal (in w hich the other is only a m irror of oneself) and abolished
all insight and judgm ent, and at the slightest deviation such feelings
turn to indifference and hatred. B ut this sort of am orous storm  is
perfectly adm issible ɇ  in spite of its dishonest character ɇ  if it lim its
itself only to a liaison and does not try to transform  itself into a
conjugal bond.

Rom antic friendship: tw o persons sexually attracted to one another
(pure libido) and bound by a sincere friendship free of passionate love
is a fairly strong form  of bond, although it is rather rare. Paradoxically,
the fact of being in love w ith one another in the em otional sense
threatens the bond, for the passion generated by rom antic em otion
provokes m ultiple crises. D esire w ithout em otional passion, but w ith a
certain dose of friendship, is as solid as anything. The enem y of the
durable bond is, to borrow  an expression of Stendhalɋs,
crystallisation,[18] in other w ords, fixing the em otion of attraction in
ice, in w hich the partner is idolised and im agined in a false light, but
also instrum entalised as a tool of oneɋs ow n pleasure.

Intense but fleeting passion is part of life and one of its adornm ents,
but it becom es devastating as soon as it w ants to be durable and
confuses itself w ith the conjugal bond, w hich is for the long term  and
of m oderate intensity. The sex drive is ephem eral and changing, am ong
m en especially but also am ong w om en. It is based on evolving



fantasies. The search for pure, raw  sex w ithout attachm ent, and w ith a
sim ulation of love, is part of nature (especially m asculine nature) and a
physiological necessity. M oreover, the purely sexual, libidinal,
em otionally superficial, transitory tie, free of the poison of jealousy,
renew able w ith new  partners, is greatly preferable and better balanced
than rom antic love (a m ixture of libidinal attraction and em otional
am algam ation), w hich alw ays ends badly and brings m ore
unpleasantness than pleasure to daily life.

There is no such thing as gratuitous feelings. Every loving im pulse,
sexual or otherw ise, is interested. O n the other hand, sex can participate
in love or not. The loving im pulse can stim ulate or inhibit sexual desire
and capacity. These psychological m echanism s are of an extraordinary
com plexity. C oncerning love at first sight (the Ɋcoup de foudreɋ, falling
suddenly and deeply in love), neurologists have observed that it
unleashes a horm onal storm  and m odifies the electrical exchanges in
the brain. B ut love at first sight can result in a durable union, though
ephem eral unions are m ore frequent. O n the other hand, the m ost solid
as w ell as sincere conjugal attachm ents generally do not begin w ith
sudden infatuation, but are a m ixture of calculation and an affection
that is kept under control.

The orgasm ic coalescence of lovers, m ixed w ith their spiritual
elevation ɇ  the m utual giving of each to the other com bined w ith
ineffable sexual pleasure ɇ  belongs rather to the realm  of literature,
poetry, and aesthetic dream ing than to lived reality. The couple is
bound together by habit, tenderness, interest, care of children and (a
phrase that has been forgotten!) Ɋdom estic blissɋ. O f course, sexual
desire persists, secretly present; how ever, in alm ost all cases its
intensity rapidly drops and ends by disappearing. But the sexual
relations of the couple ɇ  fertile and cooperative, and w hich have as
their object the m aintenance of the union ɇ  are of secondary
im portance.



The m ost lasting couples ɇ  an increasing rarity in W estern society
ɇ  are those w ho continue the sensible though vilified m odel of the
bourgeois m arriage that I spoke of earlier. This m odel enjoyed its
apogee from  the nineteenth century to the m iddle of the tw entieth
century am ong the m iddle class, and collapsed suddenly in the 1960s.
Based on the balancing act of the golden m ean, bourgeois m arriage
m ixed m oderate but continuing sexual attraction, a m utual social and
econom ic interest in living together, respect for the w ife, a w ill to
create a lineage, significant socio-cultural sim ilarity, hypocrisy for
dissim ulating and m anaging adulterous liaisons (hence the im portance
of legal prostitution), and the building up of a patrim ony to be
transm itted. W hen the couple gets old, this leads to a habitual
tenderness m uch stronger than the passionate and ephem eral sim ulation
of todayɋs young couples.

A  final point: w hen w e consider rape, w e can see how  the very
instrum ent of love, its outcom e ɇ  that is to say, copulation ɇ  can be
transform ed into a w eapon of aggression and dom ination. O ne thinks of
the proxim ity of Eros and Thanatos in this transm utation. The ritual of
rape for the purpose of hum iliating an enem y population or a hated
ethnic group, practiced by todayɋs suburban thugs, is a very ancient
practice. It is not a m atter of im pulsive rape practiced by frustrated and
pathological m en, but a behaviour on the part of m en, frustrated
perhaps, but otherw ise norm al, and w ho are often also m arried fathers.
The act of love is absolutely indistinguishable from  this heinous act,
and its sym bolism  is com pletely reversed.

The D ecline of the D uty to C ontinue the Lineage
The great A m erican sociologist Christopher Lasch (1932Ɇ1994), author
of the celebrated Culture of Narcissism , w as an im placable critic of
m odern individualism , a one-tim e progressive w ho lost his progressive
illusions. H e w rote a w ork he never published, but w hich w as brought



out posthum ously, called W om en and the Com m on Life.[19]

For Lasch, the challenge to bourgeois values, especially in m atters
of sex, the couple, and the fam ily, constitutes a false em ancipation.
Sold to the public as liberation and progress, this em ancipation m ost
often confines individuals to an infantilism  and egocentricity w hich
m ake it im possible to flourish w ithin a com m unity and a stable, natural
fam ily.

The traditional W estern m arriage, founded on sexual attraction,
m utual respect, fidelity, and a long-term  contract of fam ily form ation
form ed a sort of equilibrium  point equidistant from  the arranged
m arriage in w hich the w ife is m ade inferior and todayɋs purely
adolescent union: sexualised, deritualised, w ithout obligations, and thus
terribly ephem eral. A ccording to Lasch, this traditional W estern
conjugal love that long produced balanced fam ilies ow ed as m uch to
the w om enɋs struggle as to Christianity. But this conception of
m arriage and conjugal love crum bled under the blow s of libertarian
neo-capitalism . Em ancipating w om an from  patriarchal authority has
subjected her to Ɋthe new  paternalism  of advertisem ent, big business,
and fetishised m erchandise.ɋ Children, rem oved from  fam ily authority
to becom e fully fledged consum ers, find them selves directionless,
isolated in the social jungle. By Laschɋs estim ation, this change in
m ores is a form  of alienation disguised as liberation; it has been the
cause of social catastrophes. W om en have lost m uch as w ell: notably
pow er over the education of their children and the dom estic econom y.
H ave w om en gained in sexual fulfillm ent? N o, because according to
Lasch, fem inine sexuality Ɋform erly regulated by the Church and now
by m edicine, is too organised, too conscious of itself, too predictable.ɋ
In Laschɋs view, Ɋm arriage is the balance betw een freedom  and
happiness.ɋ

M y feeling is that, if Laschɋs analysis is correct about the
consequences (broken fam ilies, loneliness, a perhaps Ɋliberatedɋ but



neurotic and anxious sexuality, incessant conflict, psychological
disorders, an explosion of gangs, and so forth), he is not correct about
the causes. Lasch is practicing econom ic reductionism  w hen he
attributes the present social catastrophe to Ɋlibertarian neo-capitalism ɋ
(i.e., the non-authoritarian m aterialist consum er society). W e see here
that Lasch has not abandoned all traces of the Frankfurt School
M arxism  he inherited.

I have alw ays been a partisan of cultural and ideological rather than
econom ic explanations. In m y view, w e are w itnessing the
secularisation of Christian individualism  propagating itself quasi-
virally and, paradoxically, ending by destroying stable m arriage for the
benefit of an adolescent union: sexualised, egotistical and ephem eral ɇ
no m atter that the Church defends conjugal faithfulness and condem ns
divorce! The Ɋlibertarian neo-capitalism ɋ that idolises consum erism
and cuts the young off from  fam ily authority for the benefit of the
social jungle is also a consequence of the assum ption of the solitary
Individual above group identities and carnal belonging; an assum ption
w hich is present in germ  in Christian m oral theology, founded on the
autonom y and equivalence of Individuals.

This is the great paradox of Christianity, observable in m any other
dom ains: the Christian m entality has sow n the seeds w hich develop and
finish by destroying ɇ  eating aw ay from  inside ɇ  the C hristian social
order sought by the Church.

The equilibrium  of the nineteenth and early tw entieth century ɇ
betw een conjugal fidelity, m arriage for love, sexual attraction, and a
m ostly patriarchal fam ily order in w hich the w ife enjoys respect,
protection, and a field of authority ɇ  w as especially fragile, unstable,
and difficult to perpetuate. The m ajor issues called into question are
these: A re a stable couple and durable m arriage (form ing part of a
lineage) com patible w ith the absolute equality (or rather equivalence)
betw een husband and w ife? A re they com patible w ith current



perm issive legislation: divorce by m ere repudiation, cohabitation
alm ost com pletely equal to m arriage, the lack of legal distinction
betw een legitim ate and illegitim ate offspring? A re they com patible
w ith a union founded on sexual love and an eternal, transparent sexual
fidelity? A re they com patible w ith the collapse of parental authority
and the transm ission of values no longer connected w ith fam ily
tradition but w ith the dom inant ideology propounded by the schools
and the m edia?

Let us take as an exam ple som ething w hich w ill m ake beautiful
progressive souls sm ile, but w hich is a dram atic issue for the lineage of
indigenous Europeans: starting in adolescence, boys and especially
girls (in w hich case the issue is even m ore serious) are beyond the
influence of any tradition and any fam ily authority in m atters of sex,
rom antic relations, and thus the choice of a future spouse. The strategy
of choosing a spouse endogam ously, according to socio-ethnic
proxim ity (the norm al and natural law  am ong all fruitful people) is
replaced by fanciful and erratic choices founded on individual caprice
ɇ  indeed, on fashion, snobbery, ideological conform ism , or m edia
influence. H ence the rapid grow th am ong the rising generation of inter-
ethnic and inter-racial unions ɇ  usually ephem eral, of course, but
w hich give rise to tw o disorders: the dilution of the fam ily tradition and
lineage ɇ  in fact the disappearance of the fam ily altogether ɇ  and the
explosion of racial m ixture, that is, the dissolution of the biological
stock.[20]

N ow, this phenom enon of disordered exogam ous unions, along w ith
the erosion of conjugal and fam ilial solidarity and fidelity is indeed the
virulent consequence of the C hristian hyper-individualism  w hich
proclaim s that one should m arry w hom ever one loves, irrespective of
their origin. The econom ic infrastructure of the com m ercial and
consum erist society has nothing to do w ith it, despite w hat Lasch
thinks. The proof is that in m iddle class Jew ish, H indu, and M uslim



fam ilies (am ong others) ɇ  w ho live entirely subm ersed in this
libertarian m ercantilism  ɇ  the custom  of intergenerational
transm ission is preserved, and interethnic, exogam ous m arriage is
com bated, unlike in fam ilies of C hristian heritage.

* * *

The proportion of bachelors has never been as high as today ɇ  fifteen
m illion in France, over 30 percent of adults. D ivorces becom e the rule,
as do extra-m arital unions and births. R econstituted fam ilies give rise
to incessant social dram a.[21] In their old age, individuals find
them selves alone, w ithout Ɋloved onesɋ (for friends never replace
Ɋrelationsɋ, blood ties ɇ  apart from  exceptional cases). H om osexual
unions are rarely viable long-term , any m ore than heterosexual
cohabiting couples, w ithin w hich conflict is endem ic. Presently, am ong
indigenous Europeans (I am  not speaking of M uslim s), w e have
w itnessed an unprecedented social revolution since the 1960s: the
stable and lasting m arried couple has becom e the m inority. Individuals
are either isolated or change partners constantly as if they w ere
Ɋchannel surfingɋ, w hich obviously provokes an off-centre collective
psychology in w hich each person pursues Ɋem otional happinessɋ
w ithout success, like O rpheus after Eurydice. O f course, the
consequences for the birth rate are enorm ous. A s for the progeny, left
on their ow n w ithout any fam ily structure, they w ill constitute a
form less, deracinated m ass, heavily blended, w ithout historical
m em ory and w eakly educated and acculturated (for school breakdow n
is com pounded w ith fam ily breakdow n), unable to pass on the baton of
a declining civilisation w hich has lost its identity. They shall fall prey
to all possible tyrannies, and thus, by heterotelia[22] (as alw ays),
liberation w ill be m etam orphosed into totalitarianism .

Suprem acy of the A nti-Fam ilial Ideology
The m odel of the m onogam ous couple, w ithout divorce, w ho give birth



to a structured, disciplined fam ily, w as one of the central pillars of
European and W estern civilisation. This m odel has not been that of all
civilisations, and w as not alw ays that of Europe before m odern tim es.
B ut w hat characterises our age is that the decline of this m odel ɇ  of
the m onogam ous, lasting couple and the Ɋsem i-patriarchalɋ fam ily has
not given w ay to any new  m odel of conjugal and fam ilial organisation.
The end of the stable couple and fam ily has resulted in em ptiness,
chaos, disorder, and im provisation. A s in m any other realm s, the
individual finds him self alone, isolated, handed over to his ow n
unsatisfied caprices, facing a tutelary State that is both overly pow erful
and im potent.

In W estern Europe m uch m ore than in the U SA ,[23] m ost ideological
discourse, television show s, and advertisem ents im plicitly denigrate
stable couples and large fam ilies. Such a fam ily, especially if it is
indigenous European, structured, and hierarchic, is never held up as an
exam ple. It is often ridiculed as a laughing stock, an obsolescent
fossil.[24] ɊFam ilistɋ ideology is even suspected of various horrors such
as W hite natalism . The slogan of V ichy France is cited w ith horror:
W ork, Fam ily, C ountry. It is also accused of oppressing w om an and
transform ing her into a housew ife cum  broody hen.

A bove all, the dom inant ideology never ceases to inculcate the
im perative according to w hich lo v e  is m o r e  im p o r ta n t th a n  th e
fa m ily . From  the psycho-sexual advice of w om enɋs m agazines to the
colum ns of gossip m agazines, by w ay of cinem atographic and
audiovisual productions and popular song lyrics, the idea has been
broadly diffused that it is legitim ate to leave oneɋs spouse if one finds
oneɋs great love elsew here, hom e and fam ily be dam ned. Itɋs the
precedence of the ego and its right to happiness, especially sexual-
em otional happiness, over the claim s of fam ily and lineage. A s soon as
one no longer Ɋlovesɋ oneɋs spouse (in the im m ature, adolescent sense
of the w orld), one has the right to leave him  or her and, som etim es,



oneɋs offspring w ith him  or her. Paradoxically, one continues in the
sam e m ovem ent to w ax lachrym ose over children ɇ  preferably those
of the third w orld.[25] The legitim acy of Ɋstarting oneɋs life overɋ,
acceding to oneɋs Ɋright to happinessɋ, com es before any conjugal
duties. These latter are treated m aterialistically, in term s of m onetary
dam ages, food allow ances, and so on. B ut in all cases, the concrete
couple and fam ily com e secondary to the fantasies and desires ɇ  or
rather w him s ɇ  of the individual in quest of Ɋpersonal fulfillm entɋ, the
highest source of legitim acy.

The entire ideology of these last decades, w hose m ass-propagators
are the audiovisual m edia, has striven pretentiously to discredit and
m ake ridiculous the bourgeois fam ily ɇ  disciplined, balanced, fertile,
and united ɇ  above all w hen it com es to Ɋtraditionalɋ fam ilies of
indigenous Europeans. Recall that Phillippe de V illiers w as lam pooned
because he him self w as the head of a large fam ily of practicing
C atholics.[26] A  m other of a num erous indigenous European children is
m uch less telegenic, m uch less acclaim ed by the irresponsible prigs
w ho run the m edia than various profiles in hum an degeneracy. In the
vast m ajority of television series, for exam ple, the m odel proposed is
not that of the large and united fam ily, happy and balanced, but the
w orld of shabby, unhappy, problem atic people. They seem  to be at once
pitied and held up as an exam ple, as if the dom inant ideology,
supposedly the dispenser of liberation and happiness, itself recognises
that its only end results are sordid chaos and the hell of loneliness. O n
the other hand, those w ho are anti-natalist w hen it com es to W hites
seem  to adore and rave about large foreign fam ilies ɇ   a result of the
fatal m ixture of ethnom asochism  and xenophilia.

C onsequences of the D eterioration of the
M onogam ous C ouple

In the W est today, couples break up over anything and everything. In



urban areas, the divorce rate (or separation rate of couples Ɋliving
togetherɋ) involves one out of tw o couples after seven years together.
B reaking up (m ade easy by their being no law  of m utual repudiation)
occurs as soon as problem s, even quite surm ountable ones, start to crop
up. The children donɋt m atter. Individualism  and egoism  are the
m asters, despite the hum anitarian discourse that innervates the
ideological atm osphere. O ne of the causes of this phenom enon is, as w e
have seen, the generalisation of the hasty, superficial rom antic union
founded on psychological im m aturity, adolescentism  (that is, the
prolongation into adulthood of the rom antic psychology of
adolescence; a psychology of the fluttering heart w hich does not think
about the future). M ost m en and w om en over thirty years old act like
they w ere still fifteen.

Presentism , neglect of the future (along w ith forgetfulness and
contem pt for the past) is the paradoxical characteristic of a society and
elites w ho have nothing but the w ords progress, innovation, m odernity
on their lips in every dom ain, including the econom ic.

A s soon as one is no longer Ɋin loveɋ as depicted in television
show s, as soon as sexual desire fades, one separates from  oneɋs current
partner. M arrying for superficial reasons, one separates for superficial
reasons. M oreover, this com pulsive and im m ature sort of behaviour is
found not only in relationships but also in eroticism  and sex in general,
alw ays under the sign of speed, im m ediacy, and instant gratification.
C onjugal love and even sex are no longer savoured but consum ed or
indeed devoured, as if by fire.

D espite a form  of pseudo-m aturity dem anded in all dom ains,
especially sexual, and an ideology of liberation, W esterners since the
1960s (the baby boom  generation to w hich I belong) have had difficulty
proceeding to the psychological stage of adulthood, that of building for
the long-term . This is true even in fields very different to those of sex
and relationships, and include those of politics and econom ics. It is the



generalised reign of im m aturity and im providence. M arriage is then
conceived as a sort of gam e, and it ends as soon as one blow s the final
w histle. U nrestrained enjoym ent, the slogan of M ay Ɋ68,[27] inspired by
a cheap, boorish hedonism , has actually passed into our m ores.

* * *

Since the 1960s, W estern societies have experienced a num ber of
apparently distinct phenom ena that are in fact connected w ith one
another: the disintegration of the traditional fam ily, the phenom enal
rise in the divorce rate, the appearance of single m others in the
w orkplace or on the dole, unstable reconstituted fam ilies, the
spectacular increase in the num ber of bachelors and persons living
alone (8.6 m illion in France in 2007, including five m illion w om en),
the isolation of aged persons (often consigned to retirem ent hom es),
and an im pressive explosion of illiteracy and crim e am ong the young.
This last phenom enon is, of course, largely due to uncontrolled
im m igration, but not entirely. For it is obvious that a society or fam ily
m odel that has now  lost its traditional structure can no longer assure
the supervision of m inors, and the State cannot act as a substitute for
either of these.

Because of m ass im m igration from  the third w orld, w e are also
threatened by the reappearance of the tribal fam ily, w hich has nothing
in com m on w ith the European fam ily founded on the m onogam ous
couple. A m ong A frican com m unities, for exam ple, there is no need for
a stable fam ily in order to procreate ɇ  quite in contrast to those of
indigenous Europeans. The 3.4 fertility level of A frican w om en living
in Europe, the 4.0 level of Turkish w om en and the over 3.0 level of
M aghreb w om en contrasts w ith the dem ographic curbing of European
w om en, w ho have not been renew ing the generations for a long tim e
now .

In France, if one takes into account m ixed-race babies, various



clandestine studies and the observations of obstetricians, as w ell as
looking at the first nam es on m unicipal bulletins, one finds that the
birth rate of non-European babies has probably already passed the 50
percent m ark. In the U SA , w here racial statistics are openly practiced,
the w ord is Ɋnon-W hiteɋ.

A ll the aid and subsidies granted to A frican tribal fam ilies (judged
according to European criteria) and in general all that is afforded to
extra-European im m igration in the nam e of the secular religion of the
R ights of M an could quite easily go tow ards supporting indigenous
French fam ilies.

The D estruction of the B ourgeois Fam ily R esults in
C haos

B etw een arranged m arriage (practiced w ithin the tribal fam ily w here
the w om an is undervalued and oppressed) and unbridled individualism ,
European civilisation w as able to find a sort of equilibrium : the
m onogam ous fam ily, called Ɋbourgeoisɋ.[28] A  stable couple, an assured
lineage, respect for w om en, legal prevalence of m arriage, balanced
fam ilies as the prim ary cell of the social organism ; these things m ay
have com e at the price of a num ber of hypocrisies, but this m odel
constituted a relatively successful com prom ise. But it w as highly
fragile. It w as blow n to sm ithereens over the course of the tw entieth
century, destroyed by the deep thinkers of an irresponsible Left-w ing
intelligentsia (at w ork in the w orld since the end of the eighteenth
century), but also by the disintegration of m ores and social disciplines
w hich individualism  fosters.

This Ɋliberationɋ w hich resulted from  the destruction of the
bourgeois fam ily as the m ajority m odel w as nothing but a foolɋs
bargain, like everything w hich com es from  egalitarian ideologies of
em ancipation; these alw ays result in the opposite of w hat they claim  to



be bringing about. U nder the pretext that the bourgeois fam ily w as
reactionary and oppressive, it has been replaced by the current m odel,
w hich has never fulfilled any of its prom ises of Ɋhappinessɋ, but
im pressed the naíve w ith the stupid and fetishistic concept of
m odernity.

The current m odel is chaotic: unstable reconstituted fam ilies,
divorce by sim ple form al repudiation, de facto disappearance of
m arriage in the nam e of various ephem eral form s of concubinage,
child-m others, abandoned children, the collapse of education w ithin the
fam ily, the traum atisation of children deprived of a stable fam ily
environm ent, equality betw een fragile hom osexual unions and
heterosexual m arriage (hom osexual m arriage w ill soon be authorised in
France, do not doubt it[29]), explosion in the num ber of lonely bachelors,
w eakening of protective fam ily bonds w hich the State w elfare system
cannot replace, the abandonm ent of aged persons, a low  birth rate, and
so on. The current landscape is a field of ruins upon w hich only
psychologists prosper.

H ow ever, this anarchic situation is anim ated by an extraordinary
hypocrisy echoed constantly by the dom inant ideology and its m edia:
the cult of the child. A ll the w hile, the child is the principal victim  of
the sinking of the bourgeois fam ily!

* * *

C ertainly the bourgeois fam ily also relied on a series of hypocrisies,
but these are indispensable for social life, and they w ere w ell m anaged,
w ith one exam ple being sexual fidelity. D iscreet adultery and the
authorisation of brothels allow ed for im pulsive sexuality to be
m anaged at the tim e w hen the coupleɋs libido w as declining. A dultery
w as tolerated because it w as m anageable, but divorce w as proscribed,
considered an ultim ate and catastrophic solution. M oreover, from  the
m om ent sexual desire no longer exists betw een spouses, sexual



jealousy disappears. The adulterous liaison m ust not result in serious
feelings. The hidden m istress or lover w as ephem eral, and w as not
Ɋlovedɋ. The bourgeois fam ily constituted an equilibrium  point w hich
did not last long: a sort of apogee in the history of the couple.

W ithout falling into arranged m arriage, bourgeois m arriage tried to
balance the love and sexual desire of the spouses, involving m utual
choice w ithin a necessary degree of social proxim ity. N o one m arried
sim ply because of an adolescent rom antic im pulse, like today; but, of
course, psycho-physical attraction existed. You m ade a beginning, you
m ade love out of passion, then out of duty, ever less frequently. B ut
things arranged them selves: you stayed together in spite of tem porary
lovers and m istresses; w hereas the strictly rom antic ɇ  indeed, libidinal
ɇ  union of today can only be ephem eral, since it is strictly
individualistic.

The bourgeois fam ily presupposed a discipline of each of its
m em bers, an idea totally foreign to contem porary m orals. Fem inists
reproach the bourgeois fam ily w ith the charge of oppressing w om en,
w hich is false, for it replaced solely paternal authority by being able to
integrate parental authority and the absolutely equivalent rights of the
spouses. D ivorce w as allow ed but difficult. So let us not exaggerate the
oppression of w om en w ithin the bourgeois fam ily.[30]

It rested upon a very fragile equilibrium  and w as destroyed,
paradoxically (in a dialectical m anner) by an exacerbation of the
individualistic principles of the bourgeoisie itself. The bourgeois
fam ily w as like a subtle balance betw een the individual rights and
im pulses of its m em bers on the one part, and a collective fam ily
discipline on the other. But the idea of the fam ily w as held sacred
(hence the opprobrium  cast on divorce) in the childrenɋs interest. B y
virtue of this interest, adultery w as considered less grave than divorce.
This is w hy a necessary hypocrisy cam ouflaged cases of adultery ɇ  an
inevitable eventuality (for psycho-sexual reasons in m ost couples),



especially in the case of m en.

The social form s w hich have replaced the bourgeois fam ily (the
reconstituted fam ily, the single parent pseudo-fam ily, the return of the
archaic tribal fam ily by m eans of im m igration, Islam , and so on)
belong to a regression, a neo-prim itivism , a loss of structure in the
architecture of hum an relations. N evertheless, m ight it be possible to
return to this m odel of the bourgeois fam ily? It is unlikely, for history
cannot be rew ound and replayed. The bourgeois fam ily w ill still exist,
but as unusual and lonely cases w ithin an ocean of chaos.

In any case, despite all that its brilliant but ignorant detractors like
A ndrç G ide[31] (Ɋfam ilies, I hate you!ɋ) w ere able to say, the bourgeois
fam ily w as a m uch m ore fulfilling social experience for the individual,
all-in-all positive not only if one com pares it w ith w hat cam e before,
but also w hen one com pares it w ith w hat follow ed.

O lder societies understood this perfectly: the m yths of O rpheus and
Eurydice as w ell as of Tristan and Y seult teach quite sim ply that a
couple founded exclusively on rom antic attraction cannot function.

* * *

A m ong Europeans, conjugality (although not necessarily total sexual
m onogam y) is natural; it is inscribed in our genes. This is not the case
w ith A fricans, w here the tribe or extended fam ily replaces the couple.
H ence the psychological w eakening of single people, m an or w om an,
and their low er life expectation. Is there not a som ew hat genetic
dim ension w hen it com es to the form ation of the couple and the fam ily
unit, regardless of w hat the dom inant ideology ɇ  w hich propagates the
m odel of the atom ic individual in search of pleasure ɇ  m ay say to the
contrary? O bserve the im pressive num ber of w om en w ho becom e
depressed once they reach a certain age, after having lived a happy
single life w ith lovers and friends w ho have com e and gone, and w ho
find them selves living in frightful solitude. A geing bachelors also



becom e depressed, obviously, but it is less serious in their case.
Perhaps it is because a w om an w ho reaches a m ature age, single and
w ithout children, has an unconscious feeling that her body has been
useless to her, that she has been useless.

Polyam ory, Polygam y, Polyfidelity: Tow ard
Involution

Taking up an increasingly current ideology and diagnosis in a book
entitled Am ours,[32] Jacques A ttali[33] and Stçphanie B onvicini[34] foresee
the continuation of the decom position of the stable, tw o-parent
bourgeois fam ily and an even greater explosion in the num ber of
reconstituted fam ilies. A rm ed w ith an exceptionally sm ug optim ism
(com m on to the Parisian intelligentsia, w hich lives in a bubble,
ignorant of real society and hum an behaviour, and prone to project onto
others its ow n protected bliss), they attribute this evolution not to
increasing chaos but to a sort of trium ph of Ɋloveɋ and the birth of a
new  social and sexual order. It is a fine exam ple of the errors to w hich
utopian, abstract intellectualism  leads.

A ccording to this forecast, w hich is already starting to be realised,
Ɋthe right to love several persons sim ultaneously, as already happens in
secretɋ w ill be added to serial m onogam y w ith successive partners or
spouses and regular divorces and separations ɇ  and, of course, the
right to have children w ith each one. The thesis they defend is that Ɋthe
tw enty-first century w ill be that of polyam ory, polygam y and
polyfidelity.ɋ There w ill be Ɋlove netw orksɋ in w hich one is connected
to Ɋseveral sexual and sentim ental partnersɋ, not to m ention all the
bisexual possibilities. First w e m ay note that Ɋpolyfidelityɋ is a serious
contradiction in term s, for, by definition, fidelity m ust be exclusive.

This new  form  of organisation w hich our authors, w ith a striking
otherw orldliness, believe both possible and desirable, w ill of course be



progressive, superm odern and even m ore em ancipating than the sexual
revolution. They w rite that Ɋthe generalisation of the right to love w ill
be the death sentence of m onogam ous m arriage, w hose historical
trium ph w as doom ed from  the beginning.ɋ W e are still sw im m ing in
post-Ɋ68 fads and w him sies.

* * *

So let us im agine a m an w ho, after tw o divorces, is disentangling
him self from  a reconstituted fam ily. W ell, after his third union w ith a
w om an, he can fall in love w ith one or tw o m ore (w ho them selves have
children). A nd, tem pted by the possibility of hom osexual
experim entation, he also takes a m ale lover. W hy not? 
Society w ill thus gradually com e to resem ble rom antic netw orks, a
m odel analogous to Facebook. (This is also the thesis of the repetitious
sociologist M ichel M affesoli,[35] w ho is just as disconnected from
social reality as Jacques A ttali.) This w ould obviously m ean the end not
only of m onogam y but also of any serious fam ily unit, m arking the end
of any patrilineal or m atrilineal inheritance. It w ould not at all m ean a
return to prim itive polygam y or polyandry (for these latter w ere strictly
organised, disciplined, and hierarchical), but rather a fall into socio-
sexual chaos such as has probably never existed in any civilisation.

U nfortunately, this disquieting pattern is starting to be put into
place today, especially am ong the W estern m iddle classes. A nd w ould
the intellectuals w ho pusillanim ously applaud this evolution accept it
for them selves and their ow n fam ily? If their w ife had just announced
that she w as Ɋpolyfaithfulɋ, and had entered into a relationship w ith a
second partner, latchkey children and all, how  w ould they react?

In fact, the consequences of this m odel of m ultiple love w ould be
even m ore dram atic for children than reconstituted fam ilies. Their
education and psychological equilibrium  w ould deteriorate further. The
consequence (unforeseen by our libertarian em ancipators) w ould be,



am ong other things, a strengthening of State structures to substitute for
decom posing (and not reconstituting) fam ilies.

This m odel of instability and chaotic im m aturity, of socio-sexual
outburst is, at the very heart of contem porary W estern psychology,
displaying every sym ptom  of decadence: w orship of the present,
contem pt for lineage, em otional im m aturity, the libertarian cult of Ɋas I
dam n w ell pleaseɋ, lofty selfishness ɇ  the w orst possible Ɋrom antic
disorderɋ. A  hum an society w hich w as thus founded on the resolute
abandonm ent of fam ily inheritance for the sake of behaviour w hich is
m ost closely com parable to that of insects or rodents (beyond even
regression to tribalism ) w ould not be viable for very long.

U nfortunately, this devolution is being established in several classes
of society, especially w ith the de facto disappearance of the institution
of m arriage and its collapse into concubinage. The result is not
happiness or fulfillm ent, but unhappiness and psychological chaos ɇ  a
goldm ine for shrinks and pharm aceutical laboratories.

But such a situation cannot last, quite sim ply because it is
pathological; its disruption of education, the transm ission of
know ledge, and psychological stability is unendurable. Far from
bringing people closer together, by bursting all durable social units this
socio-sexual m odel w ill isolate and distance individuals from  one
another, m aking hum an relations ephem eral and superficial,
substituting for order a field of devastation. The Ɋright to loveɋ is
asinine, for love is not a right but an affect.

A balanced m onogam ous society know s perfectly w ell how  to
reconcile the rom antic or libidinal needs of m en and w om en w ith the
im perative that the couple be stable and lasting. Thanks to social
hypocrisy, this is indeed m uch m ore viable than the transparent
polyam ory m odel w hich can only result in a m ultitude of m icro-
tragedies and, finally, in the solitude and isolation of everyone,



culm inating in social despair.

This is w hy one m ust expect in the course of the tw enty-first
century the collapse of the libertarian m odel after its dom inance and a
forcible return (an inevitable sw ing of the pendulum ) of the traditional
disciplined (indeed, rigid) fam ily in one form  or another. ɊSexual
liberationɋ and the right to love and pleasure w ill certainly run their
course to the end, no doubt about it; they w ill run right into the abyss.

The last rem ark w e m ust m ake on this point is that all the
intellectuals w ho eagerly herald the arrival of this supposedly happy
and even paradisiacal m odel of broken fam ilies, reconstituted fam ilies,
m ultiple fidelity, and so on belong to the dishonest utopian species. For
w hether one is speaking of Jacques A ttali or M ichel M affesoli, they do
not for a m om ent believe in the m odel they preach. They do not live
their daily lives according to w hat they espouse, but subm it to the
charm s of the bourgeois fam ily. It is a classic trait of French
intellectuals not to practice oneɋs ow n ideas, because one know s that,
clever as they are, they are im practical. The farting of scribes.

Spoiled C hild, Sick C hild
Spare the rod and spoil the child.

ɇ  English proverb

C hildrenɋs health and hygiene has greatly im proved since the m id-
tw entieth century, but new  pathologies have been appearing that
som etim es find their root in the loss of fam ily structure; children are
taking longer to begin w alking and speaking, they are developing sleep
and eating disorders (including obesity), they are losing their em otional
balance (they are becom ing tyrannical, for one), their level of cultural
and intellectual developm ent is decreasing, they suffer from
behavioural pathologies, and so on.

U ntil recently, children w ere often unw anted; they w ere a by-



product ɇ  som etim es inopportune ɇ  of their parentsɋ sexual conduct.
Since the introduction of contraception am ong the m iddle classes, the
child is desired and thus tends to be considered a  c o n su m e r  p r o d u c t, a
liv in g  to y .[36] The parents then feel overw helm ed w ith responsibility
and treat the child as a little prince, refusing to exercise any serious
discipline upon it. W hen children w ere not necessarily desired, they
w ere not the object of any adulation but w ere subm itted to rigorous
training, w hich w as obviously better for their developm ent.

Today, infantolatry[37] reigns suprem e, w hich is the fault not only of
parents but of all public institutions (public education, the legal system ,
and so forth). A ccording to this w ay of thinking, children (and often
even m inors) cannot be punished (or, in som e cases, only to a very
lim ited extent) and m ust not be subject to significant restraints; all
their caprices m ust be respected. The central dogm a is that their
education cannot be authoritarian: the anti-spanking syndrom e. This
prejudice extends all the w ay to adolescence, or further still, w ith w hat
is called the Ɋyouth cultɋ. The adolescent becom es a little god to w hom
everything is due and all is forgiven. A s such, w e are faced w ith the
m assive problem  of spoilt children ɇ  in both senses of the w ord spoilt
(over-rew arded and corrupted) ɇ  and the English proverb cited as
epigraph is m arvelously appropriate. C hildren and adolescents are
thought to essentially possess all good qualities, and even the sm allest
degree of discipline w ould am ount to bullying; the slap or the spank
equivalent to torture.

The child is sacralised and no longer subject to parental or
institutional hierarchy; on the contrary: he becom es the little boss, the
little tyrant. H is parents are reduced to w anting to be loved by him , a
catastrophic inversion of roles. They em ploy strategies to seduce him
w hen, norm ally, it is the child w ho should m ake efforts to please his
parents, his fam ily, and the social hierarchy in order to raise him self in
their estim ation.



* * *

B ut this abdication of all authority, this abnegation and giving w ay to
the child (or adolescent) has the perverse and dreadful effect of abasing
and w eakening him  (that is to say, the child). W ithout discipline,
punishm ents and rew ards, and the ethic of obedience, he is left to his
ow n devices and his developm ent (em otional, ethical, and intellectual)
is com prom ised. W hole generations have been sacrificed by this
benevolent but perverse utopian infantolotry. The consequences of
doing so include various psychopathologies, drug addiction, increased
suicide, cultural degeneration, a loss of direction, and a difficult
adulthood. For w e alw ays forget, in this society of the eternal present,
of carpe diem , that tim e passes and that children are adults and even
old m en in posse.

To this w e m ay add another cause, one not very grave am ong the
elites and the affluent but one w hich is devastating for the m iddle and
w orking classes: the ruination of the linear fam ily and rise of the single
parent and of reconstituted fam ilies. The end of parenthood, the
w eakening of the paternal side, the division of children betw een tw o
parents (not necessarily m arried and constantly in conflict), the
disappearance of the traditional bonds betw een cousins, uncles, aunts,
grandparents ɇ  all this contributes to disturbing and unravelling the
spirit of the child and adolescent at precisely the tim e w hen his brain is
in the process of form ation and he needs clear points of reference from
role m odels.

A dd to this the collapse of discipline at school and of the
authoritarian m odel of education (thanks to the calam itous progressive
dogm as inherited from  Rousseauism ) and w hat you get is the present
situation: a population of spoilt but anxious children, on the w hole less
happy than their elders w ere at their age, beset by existential troubles,
disorientated in life since they are bereft of norm s, deracinated, their
average cultural and linguistic level significantly in decline, obsessed



w ith consum ption (the m aternal principle), incapable of self-discipline,
disturbed in their developm ent and sexual behaviour. In short, a neo-
prim itivist youth for w hich the tw enty-first century w ill certainly not
be a cakew alk.

A ll of this because of hum anist (or pseudo-hum anist) ideologies,
and all those good intentions w ith w hich the road to hell is paved, w ith
love as the centerpiece of this m useum  of horrors.

* * *
ɊI play w ith m y baby and m y baby is m y plaything.ɋ

O ne cause of the declining birthrate am ong indigenous Europeans is the
transform ation in the status of the child. In societies w ith high birth
rates, w hich renew  and increase them selves across the generations, the
child w as not considered an object of adoration but another link in the
fam ily line, a future w orker and insurance for his parentsɋ old age. This
is still the case in M uslim  fam ilies living in Europe as colonisers.

A las, am ong Europeans the child is no longer considered a natural,
biological continuation of the fam ily lineage, but a plaything, alm ost a
doll, a pet. H ence the rise in adoptions (even in cases w here the w ife is
fertile, and often indeed to avoid the trouble of a pregnancy) usually of
children from  far aw ay, toy children from  the third w orld. A ny
consideration for biological lineage has entirely disappeared. O nce they
becom e adults, these children are ungrateful tow ard their adoptive
parents. B ut adopting A frican or A siatic children gives one a good
conscience, like a badge of hum anitarianism  and anti-racism .

D r M arcel Rufo, director of a child psychiatry clinic in M arseille,
speaks of adopted children as Ɋpuppy childrenɋ.[38] A m ong the
consum erist m iddle classes, the num ber of children to be had is
calculated (and generally does not exceed tw o) based on desire and
individual com fort but not at all w ith any strategy for prolonging and



reinforcing the fam ily. Parents w ant a living toy that they can sm other
w ith Ɋloveɋ and upon w hich they im pose the low est possible am ount of
discipline. This fake parental love is the w orst egoism .

People now  say ɊI w ant a babyɋ and not ɊI w ant a sonɋ. They w ant
the little hum an they can pam per, w ithout stopping to think that it w ill
becom e a m an or w om an. They no longer have a child so that it can
becom e a son or daughter, an adult w ho w ill be a new  pillar of and link
in the fam ily; they have a baby for its ow n sake, purely in order to
pam per it.

In fertile societies w here values are transm itted dow n the lineage,
all adulation of the infant and prepubescent child is avoided and the
child considered as an unfinished being that has yet to be educated. In
declining societies, the child is som ething rare and idolised. It is no
longer the Ɋson ofɋ or Ɋdaughter ofɋ, but a beloved little anim al w ho can
com e, in cases of adoption or m ixed-race unions, from  any part of the
w orld.
[1]  The ontological concept of Ɋbecom ingɋ traces back to the pre-Socratic G reek philosopher

H eraclitus, w ho stipulated that the w orld is in a perpetual flux, w ith the only constant
being change and eternal becom ing. ɆEd.

[2]  63,881 in 2004 and 91,850 in 2005 out of a total of over 150,000 divorces.

[3]  Le Figaro, 25 Septem ber 2007.

[4]  M any of M oliæreɋs com edies, m ost notably Lɋçcole des fem m es, deal w ith the question of
the arranged m arriage versus the m arriage of love or inclination, w ith M oliære
cham pioning the latter and the w om anɋs freedom  to choose a husband. The Ɋm arriage of
inclinationɋ took off am ong the urban bourgeoisie in France during the seventeenth
century. It reached its equilibrium  point and extension to all orders of society in the
second half of the nineteenth century and the first half of the tw entieth, reconciling the
durable couple, the m aintenance of the fam ily lineage, affection betw een spouses, and
discreet m anagem ent of sexual irregularities. C om e the 1960s, this equilibrium  w as
broken: divorces rose and this fam ily m odel declined and then collapsed in the 1980s.

[5]  In internal fam ily deliberation ɇ  though not in the eyes of the law  ɇ  adultery w as only
considered as such if the husband had a regular m istress (a second w ife in short), not if he



indulged in ephem eral liaisons or consorted w ith Ɋladiesɋ w ho received rem uneration. O n
the other hand, a passing liaison or consorting w ith gigolos w as not pardoned in the case
of w ives. B ut divorces w ere extrem ely rare, firstly in order to avoid the scandal of fam ily
breakup, secondly in consideration of the children, and finally because m ost w om en w ere
not financially autonom ous (even if they held the purse strings w ithin the household, i.e.,
the expenses; for paym ents generally depended only upon the husband).

[6]  In all civilisational areas other than the W est, it is considered self-evident that m arriage,
and even concubinage or flirting, m ust respect the criteria of ethnic, religious and social
proxim ity. In Europe, the dom inant ideology does not have any objection to a M uslim
fam ily refusing to let one of its daughters m arry a non-M uslim  indigenous European. B ut
offence is taken w hen the situation is reversed. (See the entries on Ɋethnom asochism ɋ and
Ɋxenophiliaɋ on p. 136 and pp. 261Ɇ2, respectively, of Fayeɋs W hy W e Fight: M anifesto
of the European R esistance [London: A rktos, 2011]ɆEd.)

[7]  C lassical G reek: Ɋpurposeɋ or Ɋgoalɋ. ɆEd.

[8]  The exam ple of w him sical separations and reconciliations of couples has been set by the
w orld of show  business since the 1920s. The adventures, rom antic predictions, and serial
divorces of celebrities (w ho have set the precedent for w hat has spread to the w hole of
society) dom inate the gossip press. W ithout it, they w ould be out of business.

[9]  A  daily new spaper in France. ɆEd.

[10]  Em ile C ouç (1857Ɇ1926), a French psychologist and pharm acist, advocated a
therapeutic m ethod of optim istic autosuggestion in w hich the patient repeats the m antra
ɊEvery day in every w ay Iɋm  getting better and better.ɋ ɆTr.

[11]  The D eclaration of the R ights of M an and of the C itizen w as one of the principal
docum ents stipulating the term s to be taken up in post-revolutionary France, nam ely that
citizens ought to be recognised as born free and equal. It w as passed by Franceɋs N ational
C onstituent A ssem bly in 1789. ɆEd.

[12]  O n this point, see Eric D elcroix, Le thçàtre de Satan (Paris: LɋÄ ncre, 2002).

[13]  See especially G uillaum e Fayeɋs W hy W e Fight. ɆEd.

[14]  In the nam e of anti-discrim ination, officially sanctioned associations Ɋtestɋ to find out
w hether proprietors, real estate agencies, or com panies refuse to house or hire applicants
on the grounds of their ethnic origin. In reality, this am ounts to creating an atm osphere of
fear: as the fear of accusations of racism  m anifests as favouritism  tow ards those of
A frican and A rab origin, even w hen they do not fit the profile necessary to be accepted.

[15]  H annah A rendt, The O rigins of Totalitarianism  (N ew  Y ork: H arcourt, B race &  W orld,
1966).



[16]  ɊW e are France!ɋ ran the slogan of SO S R acism , a state-subsidised association, during its
ɊC oncert for Equalityɋ in Parisɋ C ham ps de M ars on 14 July 2011. The m essage w as
aggressive; im plicit, but clear: ɊW e are appropriating your land, and you, native
Frenchm en, w ith your culture and history, are no longer the ow ners.ɋ If this had not been
the m essage, the slogan w ould have been: ɊW e too are France.ɋ

[17]  A  sordid affair involving the m assacre of the French m onks of Tibhirine, A lgeria, m onks
w ho devoted them selves to the w elfare of the local population w ithout any attem pt to
convert them . The affair inspired a film , O f G ods and M en (2010), w hich is still praised to
the skies and is an object of popular and m edia infatuation Ɇ a textbook exam ple of
ethnom asochism . It is the very exam ple of passive and naív e  m artyrdom : no indignation,
no anger at the M uslim  m urderers, but a lachrym ose adm iration for the w illing victim s.
Im agine Ɇ not the reverse case Ɇ but that a single Im am  received a public spanking in
France... In this affair of the m onks of Tibherine, an entire people m ade a spectacle of its
w eakness and its future subm ission.

[18]  The nineteenth century French w riter, M arie-H enri B eyle (better know n by his pen-
nam e, Stendhal), developed the notion of crystallisation, w hich describes the process by
w hich unattractive aspects of oneɋs new  lover are conceptually transform ed into
som ething now  considered quite perfect. ɆEd.

[19]  W om en and the C om m on Life: Love, M arriage and Fem inism , Elisabeth Lasch-Q uinn
(ed.), (N ew  Y ork: W . W . N orton &  C o., 1997).

[20]  The defence of race m ixture, one of the cardinal virtues of todayɋs soft-totalitarian
ideology (but only advocated for native Europeans) is analysed later in this book.

[21]  W ith solid com m on sense, N adine de R othschild (w ho is active in favour of insurance
against unpaid alim ony), the Ɋpriestess of good m annersɋ ridiculed by the contem ptuous
Parisian intelligentsia, stated in Le Figaro (11 N ovem ber 2010): ɊI am  entirely against
divorce on the grounds that the children are not [properly] brought up. I am  against
letting these children be batted back and forth betw een reconstituted fam ilies in w hich no
one is clear on w ho is w ho. I am  extrem ely pessim istic about the future of m arriage,
because rational m arriage no longer exists. In our tim e, everyone w ants to m arry for love,
from  infatuation.ɋ She deplores the exam ple set by prom inent persons: ɊEven crow ned
heads are getting involved. N icolas Sarkozy m arried a singer, Jean-Louis B orloo, a
television journalist. C ould anyone have im agined C harles de G aulle m arrying a new s
reader? Tim es have changed. Today, people are looking for love, or rather physical
attraction, successively.ɋ

    W e do not w ish to lay stress on the am using and ridiculous prejudices dating from  the
1960s against television journalists and entertainers; w e m ight also w ish to m ention that
C arla B runi is not really a singer. B ut w e are forced to recognise that the B aroness is
basically correct. The elites preceded the m iddle and low er classes in the sport of conjugal
w him sy. People get m arried on horm onal im pulse, Ɋfor loveɋ; they divorce, rem arry,



redivorce, and so on, for the sam e reasons.

[22]  ɊThe outcom e and consequence of an action w hose effects are radically contrary to its
intended or proclaim ed aim  (from  the G reek hetero and tçlos m eaning Ɏotherɏ and
Ɏendsɏ).ɋ See W hy W e Fight, pp. 157Ɇ8 for Fayeɋs full definition. ɆEd.

[23]  C ontrary to a w idespread idea, the traditional fam ily m odel, although shaken, is resisting
better in the U SA  than in Europe, especially in the W hite and H ispanic m iddle classes ɇ
A frican A m ericans, apart from  a few  exceptions, have never been able to adopt the
European fam ily m odel of the stable couple, w hich seem s to indicate an A frican genetic
atavism , since in A frica the idea of the Ɋfam ilyɋ is based not on the couple but the village
and tribe. In the U nited States, popular television series alm ost alw ays show  united
fam ilies (Sex and the C ity is an exception, but is m ore w idely broadcast in Europe than in
the U S) ɇ  w ith three children, a dog, tw o cars and a little house and law n, the w ife at
hom e or w ith a side job, but directing the household w ith full m atriarchal authority. It
w ould be unthinkable to show , as is done in Europe, m ixed-race or hom osexual couples,
recom posed fam ilies, and still m ore unthinkable to defend these. [The B rady B unch, the
first A m erican television series featuring a blended fam ily, began airing in Septem ber,
1969; the depiction of hom osexuals becam e com m on on A m erican television during the
1970s. ɆTr.] A n im portant point: in the U SA , the birth rate of W hite fam ilies (the term  is
officially em ployed there) is clearly superior to w hat it is in Europe.

[24]  The large im m igrant fam ily w ith the stay-at-hom e m other is never the object of ironic
com m entary. Fam ily allow ances largely subsidise them , including the m ost aberrant
form s of polygam y, and public housing is m ostly open to them . In the low er classes, such
fam ilies run into far few er problem s than num erous native European fam ilies.

[25]  The adoption of orphans (or supposed orphans) from  A frica and A sia is the focus of
m ore m edia attention that European orphans; cf. the m edia ballyhoo over the adoptions
by M adonna, the H allydays, and m any others...

[26]  Phillipe de V illiers (1949- ) is a French politician notable for his critical stance on Islam
and the European U nion, and is a father of seven children. H e w as unsuccessful in his
candidacy for the presidency of France in 2007. ɆTr.

[27]  In M ay 1968, a series of strikes by radical Left-w ing student groups in Paris w ere
joined by a strike of the m ajority of the French w ork-force, shutting dow n France and
nearly bringing dow n the governm ent of C harles de G aulle. A lthough the strikes
ended in failure and had evaporated by July, they are still seen as the decisive
m om ent w hen traditional French society w as forced to give w ay to the m ore liberal
attitude that has com e to define France in subsequent years. ɆEd.

[28]  This term  Ɋbourgeoisɋ originally referred to a com m oner w ho lived in a w alled tow n, i.e.,
a city dw eller not bound to the soil; in this context it refers to m em bers of the m iddle
classes w hich began to prevail in the W est w ith the industrial revolution and ended up



including the w ealthier peasantry and the Ɋaristocracy of labourɋ. Starting in M ay 1968, it
becam e fashionable to vilify the Ɋbourgeoisieɋ ɇ  paradoxically at the instigation of the
children of the bourgeoisie ɇ  at the very m om ent w hen the affluent urban bourgeoisie
(having becom e part of the Left) w ere abandoning Ɋbourgeois valuesɋ and blue- and
w hite-collar w orkers began adopting them .

[29]  Such a law  w as indeed passed on 18 M ay 2013. ɆTr.

[30]  C om ing as I do from  one of those Ɋbourgeois fam iliesɋ from  the depths of France, I can
attest that not only w ere w om en perfectly respected but that they ran the household,
especially its budget and the m oney spent on the fam ily ɇ  even in the days w hen they
had no right to a bank account. The husband brought in the m oney and the w ife m anaged
it: a sexual division of labour. The w om en also directed the childrenɋs upbringing.

    C ontrary to current clichçs, girls w ere not brought up to be housew ives, cooking and
sew ing, but w ere encouraged to study. This involved a double burden upon them :
m otherhood for the perpetuation of the fam ily, and possibly a professional career. H ere
there w as a contradiction in the balancing act of the bourgeois fam ily.

    A nother tradition w hich still existed in m y native region of Poitou-C harentes (and perhaps
elsew here in Europe) w as to initiate boys just before their w eddings. This Ɋbourgeoisɋ
tradition w orked as follow s: It w ent w ithout saying that girls should be virgins at m arriage
(but if they w ere not, everyone looked the other w ay; no one w aved the bloody sheet in
those C eltic lands as w as done in certain M editerranean areas). O n the other hand, boys
w ere not to face their w edding night com pletely innocent. H aving them  initiated by a
prostitute carried a risk of venereal disease. So the fam ily arranged to have a thirty- or
fortyish aunt or cousin, even m arried, undertake the task of initiating the young groom -to-
be into the w ays of love. A  deadly silence w as m aintained, but everyone knew  about it
anyw ay. Even the young bride suspected it and w as not offended. It w as called the Ɋtrip to
Parisɋ: the future husband and his devoted aunt m et at a discreet hotel in the capital to
carry out the initiation. This charm ing tradition has died out.

[31]  A ndrç Paul G uillaum e G ide (1869Ɇ1951) w as a French author and w inner of the N obel
Prize in Literature, w ho w as m ost notable for his w ritings on the hum an condition. ɆEd.

[32]  Jacques A ttali &  Stçphanie B onvicini, A m ours: H istoires des relations entre les hom m es
et les fem m es (Paris: Fayard, 2007). ɆEd.

[33]  Jacques A ttali (1943- ) is a French econom ist, advisor to Franåois M itterrand, and first
president of the European B ank for R econstruction and D evelopm ent (1991Ɇ93), as w ell
as the author of m any books, including Perspectives G çopolitiques (2012) and N oise: The
Political Econom y of M usic (1997). ɆTr.

[34]  Stçphanie B onvicini (1968- ) is a French journalist and the author of Louis V uitton: A
French Saga (2004). ɆTr.



[35]  M ichel M affesoli (1944- ) is a French sociologist and D irector and founder of the
European N otebooks on the Im aginary, an academ ic journal of the hum anities and social
sciences. H e is also a prolific author, m ost notable for having w ritten The Tim e of the
Tribes: The D ecline of Individualism  in M ass Society (1995).ɆTr.

[36]  W ith the fashion for adoption, w hether heterosexual or hom osexual (the latter being
legal in several W estern countries), the adopted child is practically considered like a doll
or puppy. H is origin and his personality does not m atter. This is enorm ously different
from , e.g., adoption am ong the R om an upper classes of antiquity or in R om an G aul,
w here adoption occurred in adolescence and according to precise criteria. O n this subject
see Paule-M arie D uvalɋs La G aule pendant la paix rom aine (Paris: H achette, 1991) and
Theodor M om m sen, A  H istory of R om e (N ew  Y ork: M eridian B ooks, 1958).

[37]  A  term  coined by A ldo N aouri, a pediatrician, author of A dultæres (O dile Jacob, 2006)
and a cham pion of parental authority.

[38]  Le Figaro, 21Ɇ22 N ovem ber 2009.



CH A PTER 2

The Sacralisation of H om osexuality
It is striking: w ithin a very short lapse of tim e, hom osexuals have
passed from  having pariah status to privileged status. The question is
w hether the introduction of hom osexual m arriage w ith adoption, of
law s punishing Ɋhom ophobiaɋ, of the em ergence of a pow erful and
officially protected hom osexual com m unity and culture are norm al
characteristics of social evolution, or w hether they are disquieting signs
of decadence and the overturning of the natural order. In m y view , there
is a m a le  h o m o se x u a l p sy c h o -p a th o lo g y , som e aspects of w hich I
shall try to decipher.

A nother problem  is fem ale hom osexuality. M y position is that it is
of a different nature than m ale hom osexuality and should not be
analysed or judged according to the sam e criteria. M ale hom osexuality,
broadly speaking, falls in the dom ain of pathology, w hich is not the
case w ith fem ale hom osexuality.

In saying these things, of course, I am  conscious of contravening the
law s w hich lim it freedom  of expression in France.

H om ophile Ideology and the ɊStruggle against
H om ophobiaɋ

Let us be clear that our aim  here is not to attack hom osexuals as
individuals, nor to condem n their sexual practices. This critique is
concerned first of all w ith ideologies, especially hom ophilia, that is to
say, the m entality (related to anti-racism  and xenophilia) w hich aim s to
grant hom osexuals protections, guarantees, privileges, quotas, and so



forth on the pretext that they are an oppressed m inority. They are not.

In this m atter w e have passed from  one extrem e to the other: from
the persecution of hom osexuals to their overestim ation. This
com m enced in the 1960s and began w ith hom osexuals dem anding to be
considered like others, in professional life especially, and no longer to
be treated like pariahs or crim inals. This w as perfectly reasonable. In
the end, these supposedly oppressed (and largely m ale) hom osexuals
w ere granted their privileges.

Law s authorising hom osexual m arriages and the adoption of
children by hom osexual couples are being approved in an increasing
num ber of European U nion (EU ) m em ber states (som ething
unthinkable in M uslim  countries, in India, C hina, or elsew here, as it
once w as in Europe, too), m ade progressives believe that w e are
leaders, advanced in relation to other peoples, and that the w orld is
going to follow  us, the W est. N othing could be less certain; it is the
sam e old U niversalist delusion.

The notion that is now  accepted by a large m inority, if not a
m ajority ɇ  that hom osexual m arriage and adoption is no different to
that of heterosexuals ɇ  w ould have been judged to be a sign of raving
m adness fifty years ago. O utside the W est, all over the w orld these
legislative m easures are interpreted as a sign of profound decadence.

A s show n by Philippe Randa in his politically incorrect but classic
book The Pink M afia,[1] W estern hom osexuals have built pow erful
lobbies that provide m utual assistance on a global scale. This has
resulted in a sw itching of places: w hile hom osexuals w ere once
excluded or brow beaten and had to rem ain hidden from  public view,
they now  find them selves favoured precisely because of their condition.
In m any professional sectors[2] being a hom osexual is a Ɋplusɋ. It should
be noted, how ever, that fem ale hom osexuals (lesbians) have not
succeeded in carrying out the sam e operation as their m asculine



counterparts; professional aid betw een lesbians is w eak or non-existent.
Further, openly lesbian w om en are often excluded from  recruitm ent
process, particularly from  posts of responsibility in com panies, w hether
because of the m achism o of the hierarchy or because m ale recruiters
cannot w in their favour in the rom antic sense and know  that they are
less likely to get aw ay w ith sexual harassm ent tow ards them .[3]

* * *

So the status of hom osexuality, especially in its m ale variety, seem s to
be superior to that of heterosexuality. The various G ay Pride parades in
the W est are popular dem onstrations in w hich w ell-know n cultural and
m edia personalities as w ell as politicians participate, even if they are
heterosexual. This sort of hom osexual Ɋm assɋ has becom e an
undeniably fashionable (as w ell as ideological) event.

The m ost extraordinary thing is that hom osexuals, although now
objectively a privileged class, dem and ever m ore. They consider
them selves Ɋoppressedɋ, although the new  social norm s and Ɋanti-
discrim inationɋ law s (notably those against Ɋhom ophobiaɋ, w hich are
nothing less than a new  curtailm ent of the freedom  of expression)
privilege them .[4]

* * *

In the dom inant ideology (of the m edia rather than the people, but
m edia opinion is w hat counts), one can notice a devaluing of the
heterosexual relationship, portrayed as Ɋcornyɋ, outdated, and
ridiculous. A t the pyram idɋs sum m it is bisexuality. This is the perfect
m odel, tied w ith that of the m ixed-race person in our set of ideal types.
The sam e ideology is again at w ork, prom oting m ixing,
undifferentiatedness, and the garbling of anthropological and social
roles. In the im agination and discourse of the dom inant m edia class,
W hite w om en or m en w ho are m arried, heterosexual, and raising a
fam ily of three or m ore children are considered bizarre creatures that



belong to the zoology of an obsolete w orld that is even dangerous for
the ideal of em ancipation. (O n the other hand, this traditional m odel is
tolerated in the case of M uslim  fam ilies; I shall speak of this further
on.)

Yesterdayɋs norm ality is considered an anom aly today. W e are
faced w ith a textbook exam ple of pathological inversion of values, w ith
a clearly nihilist character, for indigenous heterosexual fam ilies are the
foundation of our civilisationɋs reproduction. This phenom enon of the
rejection of the m arried, w hite, heterosexual couple has not been
pushed quite as far been pushed m uch less far in the U nited States as in
Europe.

It is adm issible, in the nam e of the European principle of freedom ,
that hom osexuals both m ale and fem ale behave as they please in
private.  But elevating the status of hom osexuality to that of a new
norm  or even a superior form  of sex, as is occurring w ithin the present
culture, is sym ptom atic of m uddled values and norm s brought about by
the chaotic rule of indifference; of the principle Ɋeverything is as good
as everything elseɋ ɇ  w hich is the m ark of the final stage of
egalitarianism : that of decom position. Exactly the sam e goes for the
belief in the interchangeability of the sexes (first proclaim ed by the
Ɋphilosopherɋ Sim one de B eauvoir), w hich am ounts to rejecting the
very notion of Ɋsexesɋ. The sam e diagnosis applies to the denial of
differences of level and value betw een artistic form s, peoples, and
civilisations. W e are faced w ith that im perative of hom ogenisation
w hich is the w atchw ord of egalitarianism  and w hich originated as an
ethical drift from  the C hristian ethic of the absolute equivalence of all
individuals before G od.

This ideology (w hether regarding sex or any other dom ain) is not
viable over the long term , because it runs up against real facts. It w ill
do a lot of dam age before disappearing, but disappear it w ill. This is
inevitable.



The Pathology of H om osexual D iscourse and the
H om osexual M entality

O ne of the basic ideas of the w hole hom osexual lobby and hom ophile
ideology is that e v e r y b o d y  is b ise x u a l b y  b ir th  and that hom osexuality
is a lifestyle choice like any other, purely cultural, and not indicative of
any inherent difference. This idea is not m erely false but pernicious.
Such a m ental perversion is a sym ptom  of the m ost extrem e
developm ent of egalitarian dogm a, that is to say, the negation of
natural differences betw een hum ans. N ot only do races not exist but,
taking things to their logical conclusion, neither do the sexes or sexual
attraction. It is the androgynous reign of hom ogeneity and
undifferentiated uniform ity. Those w ho serve up these hallucinations
do not believe them  for a second, but it is of the very character of
totalitarian language to not believe w hat one says.

Indeed, they no longer say to us, as they did at the beginning of the
hom osexualist m ovem ent in the 1960s: ɊThe sam e rights m ust be
accorded to hom osexuals; stop discrim inating against them , because if
a m inority is affected by an involuntary tendency w hich is not
dangerous and perhaps innate, etc., etc.ɋ N ow  they tell us: ɊBeing
hom osexual is a choice like any other, in the sam e w ay as it is to hold
an opinion or choose a profession; anybody can be or becom e
hom osexual, exclusively or alternately.ɋ

This aberrant and scientifically unfounded position is the expression
of a loss of direction and of values. But the hom osexual lobby and
hom ophile ideology go further still. By a strange contradiction, th e y
tu r n  e q u a lity  u p sid e  d o w n  to  g e n e r a te  a n  in e q u a lity  fo r  th e ir  o w n
b e n e fit. This in order to overcom pensate their suppressed abnorm ality
com plex. Indeed, one increasingly hears: ɊU ltim ately, being
hom osexual or bisexual is m ore fulfilling (and thus superior) to being
exclusively heterosexual.ɋ A t bottom , it is the heterosexual w ho finds



him self restricted and repressed, handicapped, constricted, and fearful
of the natural pansexuality w hich should be the norm . T h u s it is th e
h o m o se x u a l a n d  th e  b ise x u a l w h o  is n o r m a l, w h ile  th e  e x c lu siv e
h e te r o se x u a l is a  so r t o f h e m ip le g ic.

H ow ever, the sexologist and urologist G çrard Zw ang has
dem onstrated that hom osexuality is a pathology w hich affects about 5
percent of m en and is of genetic origin. This pathology w ants to pass
for norm al. The hom osexual lobby is trying to unravel and transfigure
reality, to transform  its sickness into a higher form  of health. This
perfectly fits the canons of the dom inant ideology w hich is sailing
tow ard the inversion of values in all dom ains ɇ  a m ortifying and self-
m utilating process.[5]

* * *

The hom ophile ideology is not founded (or is no longer founded) on the
idea of equal rights betw een a Ɋnorm alɋ m ajority and a deviant m inority
not responsible for its deviance, but upon a norm ality and naturalness
of the hom osexual Ɋchoiceɋ, one w hich is m ore interesting than the
heterosexual choice and perhaps even preferable. H om osexuals, the
enlightened elite, and the avant-guard bring a social, sexual, and even
political Ɋbonusɋ in relation to a society still ruled by stuffy m ale
heterosexuals. H om ophile ideology present gays as those w ho broaden
society, as em ancipators w ho teach openness, joy, freedom , fraternity,
respect for others, tolerance, social happiness, and so forth. B y a
perverse sem antic reversal typical of the dom inant ideology, their vice
becom es a virtue. M oreover, the English term  Ɋgayɋ m akes it clear that
the hom osexual is one w ho brings playfulness into the sad, one-
dim ensional society of straight m ales.

This is the perfect exam ple of deviance from  the natural order,
especially if one is fam iliar w ith the m isery hom osexuals have brought
by spreading A ID S. This deviance, like all those for w hich



contem porary ideology is responsible, is suicidal because it is a
travesty of reality.

* * *

G ay Pride is the nam e of the hom osexual parades w hich are now  part of
the cerem onial and the im prescriptible rights of the W est (excluding
R ussia, w here a certain com m on sense still holds sw ay). W hat is going
on here is perfectly clear: one pretends to be proud of oneɋs
hom osexuality, offering the proof of a dem onstrative, provocative, and
voluntarily vulgar festival. B ut w hy be Ɋproudɋ of being hom osexual or
bisexual? N ot only does this dem onstrate the need to position oneself
as nobly supernorm al, but it also betrays a deep infantilism . O ne can be
proud of w hat one has becom e, of w hat one does, of oneɋs capacities,
but to declare oneself proud of oneɋs sexual orientation is to set the bar
for pride pretty low. M oreover, openly declaring that one is Ɋproud of
oneselfɋ proves, psychologically, that one is not; it is a kind of self-
persuasion.

This pride proclaim ed by m ale hom osexuals instructs us on tw o
points: first, a rather hateful feeling of reverse frustration.
H om osexuals today w ant not to free them selves (they are already free)
but to im pose them selves and proclaim  their superiority and
dom ination, to trum pet them selves as perfectly com fortable w ith w ho
and w hat they are (are they really?) in m uch the sam e m anner and for
the sam e reason that frustrated A m erican Blacks assum ed the slogan
ɊBlack is beautifulɋ. W hen they have achieved (or are achieving) all
rights including that of m arriage and w hen their lobbies are w orking to
obtain privileges (cliques, cooptation, precedence, and the like), they
are occupying public space in order to show  they have the Ɋcourageɋ to
identify them selves as hom osexuals. N ow, they know  perfectly w ell
that nobody is oppressing them , and indeed that law s protect them  from
any discrim ination and that a freedom -killing law  even punishes
Ɋhom ophobiaɋ ɇ  that is to say, it aim s at arm ing them  in advance



against any criticism  (w ith one exception, discussed below, w hich is
very annoying for Left-w ing hom osexual lobbies: the hom ophobia of
young M uslim s, a point no one dares address). D espite all this, they
persist in their dem ands for ever m ore the G ay Pride m arches, trying to
create a scandal w hen they have w on all their battles and then som e.
Such narcissistic exhibitionism  corresponds to a disturbed psyche on
the part of hom osexual pressure groups w ho are just as unbalanced as
their libidos.

A nother revealing feature of Ɋgay prideɋ is the a d o le sc e n t a n d
in fa n tile character of dem onstrations by the hom osexual lobby and of
their ideology. The passage to psychological adulthood has not yet been
travelled by these gentlem en. O ften not quite young anym ore, they
m arch half naked, disguised, m ade-up, caressing one another
som etim es obscenely to shock the petty-bourgeois hetero (w ho doesnɋt
give a dam n), to the sound of m usical instrum ents, and are even
protected by hom osexual policem en! These are provocations by people
suffering from  arrested developm ent, like boys flashing their w eenies
in a schoolyard.

W hen you think about it, the very act of organising a Ɋfestivalɋ
around hom osexuality is quite an unnatural thing to do, for can one
im agine organising a festival around heterosexuality? The
contradiction is patent, as is the infantile provocation of the event. O n
the one hand, hom osexuals proclaim  the norm ality of their sexual
behaviour, but concede its abnorm ality by organising gay parades, for
one does not celebrate that w hich is trivial and norm al, one does not
proclaim  oneɋs Ɋprideɋ in trivial, norm al behaviour. Lesbians are m uch
few er in num ber than hom osexual m en at G ay Pride m arches,
undoubtedly because fem ale hom osexuality (or rather, bisexuality) is
relatively w idespread and natural. O n the other hand, by calling m ale
hom osexuals Ɋgaysɋ (a term  of A m erican origin) suggests that they are
happy-go-lucky fellow s, pleased to be hom os, com fortable w ith



them selves. In reality, the nam e Ɋgayɋ is an exercise in sem antic
exorcism , for hom osexuals are not com fortable w ith them selves. Their
sexual and em otional life is a torm ent consisting   in deceit, quarrels,
instability, psychological disorders, and personal loss of identity.

It is as if hom osexuals d id  n o t r e a lly  a ssu m e  th e ir  h o m o se x u a lity ,
d id  n o t in te r io r ise  it. They exteriorise it in order to proclaim  that they
exist, to dem onstrate to others that they are indeed them selves, as if
they w ere not sure of them selves, as if they did not know  exactly w ho
they are. This quest for recognition by m eans of silly antics has
som ething tragi-com ic about it, for these G ay Pride m arches and all
that accom pany them  are increasingly falling flat. The hom osexuals
desire to arouse hostility, but in the end are only m et w ith
indifference.[6]

O n the other hand, in a society increasingly broken up into
Ɋcom m unitiesɋ, in w hich the banking system  (if it can hold out)
provides w hatever social cohesion can be said to rem ain, g a y s b a se
th e ir  id e n tity  o n  th e ir  se x u a lity , w h ic h  h a s a  d e m e a n in g  a sp e c t to  it.
O ther com m unities (of B lacks, Jew s, M uslim s, and so on) base their
identity on belonging, w hich is a consistent reality. But the hom osexual
Ɋcom m unityɋ has recourse to the m ost im poverished level of self-
identification: sexual tendency.

A m an w ho privately practices hom osexuality has his sexual life but
does not confound it w ith his social position. H e does not m ake a
banner of it, nor does he extend it to define the rest of his existence. In
confounding their lives w ith their sexual tendency, m any hom osexuals
today do not realise that they are abasing them selves to a purely
libidinal dim ension. They create for them selves a com m unity, a civic
identity, based on w hat they do w ith their peckers. A balanced
hom osexual ɇ  and such persons certainly exist ɇ  does not
overem phasise his sexual tendency (as occurs in Ɋoutingɋ), nor does he
envisage it as consubstantial w ith his personality and social identity.



By transform ing a m atter of sexual intercourse into m em bership in a
socio-political com m unity, the hom osexual lobby dem onstrated not
pride but a form  of self-contem pt. A real com m unity w orthy of the
nam e is founded on shared values, origins, achievem ents, and w ork, not
on sexual sim ilarity.

N evertheless, they have succeeded in getting a law  passed that
suppresses any attack on them . ɊW e are proud of w hat w e are, but w e
still dem and protection from  judges.ɋ They lack all sense of the
ridiculous....

To add substance to their sexual tendency, m any gays resort to dress
codes or peculiar gestures (an exclusive sign language), attitudes,
styles,  and, obviously (for the sake of cruising) particular places to
m eet.

* * *

A nother harm ful aspect of the hom ophile ideology is that it functions
as a system  of exclusion and devaluing of all w hich does not enter into
the sphere of m ale hom osexuality. For this reason, one can speak of a
b ia se d  a n d  h y p o c r itic a l h o m o se x u a l fo r m  o f m a c h ism o .

For exam ple, it is an open secret that in LG BT (Lesbian-G ay-
Bisexual-Transsexual) organisations, m ale hom osexuals run everything
for their ow n benefit. Lesbians are left to be the fifth w heel on the
w agon; they have never, in any case w hatsoever, been able to form
m utual aid or pressure groups as effective as those of their m ale
counterparts.

In their system s of professional co-optation, m ale hom osexuals
practice discrim ination not only against m ale heterosexuals but also
against w om en, including lesbians. M oreover, lesbians find it m ore
difficult to Ɋcom e outɋ, that is to say, to publicly reveal their
hom osexuality.[7]



H om osexual m achism o is different from  that of heterosexuals. A
straight m acho guy practices a partial m isogyny: he likes w om en, but
in a subordinate position. But the m acho hom osexual does not like
w om en at all, and w ants to be surrounded by nobody but hom osexuals
like him self. In the professional areas conquered by hom osexuals, the
system  of m utual aid and priority in em ploym ent holds fast. W om en
and heterosexuals have no chance of acceding to positions of
responsibility. The exclusive structure is cem ented by a m afia-like
solidarity am ong the solely m ale m acho hom osexuals, w hich is
developing into a closed econom ic entity w ith deep pockets. 

The Egoism , Egotism , and Superficiality of ɊG ay
C ultureɋ

The hom osexual, along w ith every ideology that supports and surrounds
him  on the pretext of progress and em ancipation, displays a peculiar
social self-centredness and a deep indifference tow ard future
generations. A gain w e see the reign of presentism . The hom osexual ɇ
especially the m asculine type ɇ  seeks only im m ediate gratification, he
is a born consum er w ho is at core rather superficial despite perhaps
being gifted and refined (as is often the case). H is ancestry, nation, and
descendants do not interest him . O nly his ego and libido, only his
sexual and m aterial satisfaction are im portant to him . W hen
hom osexual associations pretend to be hum anists preoccupied w ith the
fate of hum anity (for they are for the m ost part Leftist), it is pure
hypocrisy. For exam ple, hom osexual associations (notably A CT U P [8])
take the lead in the struggle against A ID S ɇ  m ainly in favour of
research funding ɇ  but rise up to oppose any m andatory screening or
any shutting dow n of places w here they m eet, despite know ing
perfectly w ell that the m ale hom osexual com m unity, especially in the
U nited States, w as the rocket that launched this viral pandem ic.

W hen the hom osexual has a creative and artistic sensibility, as often



occurs, it is usually turned tow ard superficial refinem ent, fashion,
baubles, and frills. M ore than anyone else, the hom osexual is a victim
of fashion. W hether poet, w riter, singer, or sim ilar, the hom osexual
rarely turns his gifts tow ard w eighty m atters, great subjects, or serious
analysis, but instead tow ard a kind of para-fem inine aestheticism ,
bright in the w ay a glow  w orm  is bright, m arked w ith a sort of pettiness
and oozing w ith a sort of baroque m inim alism ,[9] all this centred on his
pet subject: hom osexuality itself. H e te r o se x u a ls d o  n o t p u t th e ir  o w n
se x u a lity  a t th e  c e n tr e  o f th e ir  p e r so n a lity  o r  th e ir  w o r k s;
h o m o se x u a ls d o . It is the very definition of obsession: one is a
hom osexual before one is oneself. The hom osexualɋs sexuality governs
him , precisely because it is pathological and non-reproductive.

Let us return to the clearest exam ple of the self-centredness and
irresponsibility of the Ɋgay com m unityɋ, beginning from  the 1980s. Its
attitude tow ard the A ID S pandem ic ɇ  a pandem ic for w hich m ale
hom osexuals around the w orld and principally on A m ericaɋs Pacific
Coast ɇ  have been largely responsible due to their com pulsive libidos
and the frequent practice of sodom y w ith m ultiple partners and w ithout
the use of condom s. D rug addicts, sub-Saharan A fricans w ith their
prim itive sexual custom s (speaking in a non-pejorative m anner), and
im m igrants in Europe also bear responsibility for the spread of this
disease, of course.

In regard to this pandem ic, the attitude of hom osexual associations
have com bined duplicity, hypocrisy, irresponsibility, and a stubborn
determ ination not to change anything about their pathological and risky
behaviour. Tw o points m ust be em phasised: first, by a sort of reversal
of the actual situation, the hom osexuals (via their lobbies) have
proclaim ed them selves to be victim s of the pandem ic, w hen in fact they
are its instigators; second, they have risen up against any Ɋfascistɋ
prophylactic m easures that m ight have encroached on their practices,
such as the closing of gay nightclubs and their back room s, m andatory



testing for sexually transm itted diseases, public listings of those
contam inated, and so on. A ny such m easures w ould have put som e
restraints on the epidem ic.

The hom osexual lobby succeeded in ducking these m easures by
putting pressure on politicians terrified of being accused of
hom ophobia, for w hen the A ID S pandem ic broke out, hom osexuals
w ere very anxious  that their role in the outbreak w ould receive m ass
public attention and that they w ould be put under scrutiny. W hat
concerned the com m itted hom osexual w as not public health but his
ow n freedom  to give w ay to his unbridled im pulses.

Indeed, the basic preoccupation of the hom osexual, w ho has a m uch
m ore intense libido than the heterosexual, is the im m ediate satisfaction
of his desires as often as possible, and to talk about it as m uch as
possible. This is the principle of all deviance in any dom ain: it is
obsessive. H e m ust talk about it constantly. H is sexuality (its
Ɋeroticism ɋ lost on account of its im pulsivity) assum es such a position
in his m ind that it prevents him  from  conceiving a broader view  of life
and of the w orld. Everything revolves around his sexual tendency.
H om osexuals have gone from  the repression and dissim ulation of their
obsession (w hen they suffered oppression) to the irrepressible need to
shout it from  the rooftops.

Proselytising the G ay R eligion
Thus w e have gone from  dissim ulation to a kind of hom osexual
proselytism . It is as if m ale hom osexuality had becom e a kind of
religion, an enlarged sect w ith its rituals, cerem onials, ideology, m edia,
and social netw ork. Like im am s, the priests of the gay cult are
protected by law  from  being m ocked or otherw ise attacked.

Like w ith any religion, the goal is to w in over disciples. The aim ,
obviously, is to bring as m any young heterosexuals as possible into the



hom osexual clan, for the m ore the hunting grounds are extended, the
greater the num ber of oneɋs potential partners. H ence w e have the
courses prom oted w ithin the national education system  (w hich is
neither national nor educational) for the purpose of convincing
adolescents that hom osexuality is not pathological. The real objective,
of course, is not tolerance at all, but the recruitm ent of new  m em bers; it
is tim e to say so out loud....

H om osexuality is not m erely a sexual option, but involves a parody
of culture ɇ  gay culture ɇ  w hich incessantly tries to w in new
audiences of im pressionable young persons. The hom osexual
com m unity is said to have its ow n special culture. It claim s to be
initiated into a new, superior, and esoteric sensibility that others do not
possess, one w hich has been introduced to experiences and sensations
of w hich poor heterosexuals havenɋt the faintest inkling. The
representation of heterosexuals as bovine yokels and prim itives is
im plicit in the phraseology and clichçs em ployed by gay m agazines and
w ebsites.

C urrent hom osexual discourse m anifests p a r a n o ia  a n d  p e r se c u tio n
m a n ia . In a style very sim ilar to that of certain ethnic and religious
groups, hom osexuals are at core bored w ith no longer being persecuted;
it bothers them  that their dem ands have succeeded beyond all
expectation. They enjoy the com fort of the position of victim s of
persecution, and they are furious that they are no longer attacked, that
people like them  and, w orse, that m ost people are indifferent to them .
The hom osexual is an autistic w ho loves to be talked about, w ho loves
his special status as a victim . This is w hy, as soon as an obscure
provincial Catholic deputy declared that hom osexuality is an inferior
disposition to that of heterosexuality w hen it com es to the future of the
race, the hom osexual lobby w as sure to capitalise on this attack by
having the deputy publicly condem ned. The dom inant hom osexual is
com forted by the idea that he is indeed still persecuted, even if he is the



one persecuting others and seeing that they are punished. In this respect
his attitude is very sim ilar to that of Islam ists.

Psychopathology and Fraud of the M ale
H om osexual C ouple

W hile m ale hom osexuals are dem anding and indeed w inning the right
to m arry, o adopt children, and to start a fam ily, the w hole process is
based on a lie ɇ  on m im icry and hypocrisy. They w ant to ape
heterosexuals not because they desire Ɋthe right to love and hom eɋ, but
in order to obtain fiscal, social, and proprietary rights. The m ost
com ical part (and the proof of their hypocrisy) is that ever since the
m ale and fem ale hom osexual m ovem ents got into bed w ith Leftism  and
fem inism , they have not had w ords harsh enough to describe the Ɋpetty-
bourgeois coupleɋ (considered a sort of repression and corniness) or the
fam ily and m arriage, to w hich they prefer concubinage. B ut look at
them  now, w anting to em ulate precisely the petty-bourgeois m odel they
once spoke of so disparagingly. Civil unions are no longer enough for
them . These antics should not fool anyone, but alas, they fool m ost
people.

W hen Thierry Le Luron[10] (w ho w as a hom osexual and died from  it,
though he did not advertise it) and C oluche,[11] as a heterosexual aped a
hom osexual m arriage to get a laugh out of the gallery, no one took any
issue w ith such m ockery of hom osexual couples.[12] N o one im agined
that one day hom osexual m arriage w ould no longer be a gag but a
reality taken very seriously. Today, those sketches by Luron and
Coluche w ould be considered politically incorrect; they w ould receive
no laughter from  the cultural elites, rather, they w ould be subjected to
careful editing and censored w hen rebroadcast. The ideology w e are
surrounded by is pseudo-festive and pseudo-libertarian, but in fact
rigid, dogm atic, authoritarian, and solem nly hum ourless.



B ut in reality it is know n (and hom osexuals them selves know  it
perfectly w ell) that there is nothing m ore unstable and faithless than a
hom osexual couple. (This rem ark is m uch less valid for lesbian
couples, w ho can experience a lasting and even m onogam ous
relationship.) By definition, hom osexuality presupposes a m ultitude of
partners, and often briefness of the relationship, w hich is often even
w ith total strangers. They are superficial, epidem ic, purely orgasm ic,
and w ithout m uch in the w ay of prelim inaries. The baroque effem inate
refinem ent displayed by the hom osexual in his daily life or w orks does
not exist in his sexual practices ɇ  quite the contrary. This is striking,
for psychologically, hom osexuality is based alm ost entirely on the
libido and the im m ediate desire to copulate, and not on rom antic
sentim ent or the need to form  a long-standing relationship. It is an
im pulse. O bviously there exist exceptions: the relationship of Yves
Saint-Laurent and Pierre Bergç is one such exam ple w hich has been
celebrated in the m edia to the point that it has becom e alm ost iconic.

W anting to bring the m ale hom osexual couple and hom osexual
m arriage into the sam e logical schem a as that of the heterosexual
couple is not only an ideological farce, but m arks a profound
m isunderstanding of hom osexuality, especially in its m ale variety.
H om osexuals w ill never be able to em ulate the heterosexual couple as
the latter is not prim arily based on the libido, but on em otional
attachm ent, procreation, and on the nurturing of offspring.

B y dem anding the right to adopt children as w ell as to m arry, m ale
hom osexuals are trying to ape heterosexual couples, and this is quite
sim ply pathetic ɇ  m ore so w hen it com es at the very tim e w hen the
heterosexual couple is disintegrating! W hat an abyss of m orbidity. The
proof that they regret not being heterosexual, not being norm al, lies in
their suppressing their ow n abnorm ality com plex and transfiguring it
into a supernorm ality. H om osexual m arriage and parenthood thus
function as sim ulacra[13] of heterosexual m arriage. They regret not



being able to m arry a w om an and to procreate, so they construct a
dream : hom osexual m arriage w ith the adoption of children. (B y a
sim ilar psychopathological process, radical lesbian fem inists regret not
having been born m en; I w ill discuss this further on.)

The hom osexual is generally a solitary being, one w ho is
em otionally im poverished and w hose prim ary and hypertrophic
sexuality dem ands a constant change of partners. This prim al,
copulatory, intense sexuality involving m any tem porary lovers
obviously renders im possible, indeed ridiculous, the patterning of m ale
hom osexuality and the norm al couple. The hom osexual know s only a
zigzagging em otional life and never fundam entally satisfies his
sexuality, w hich is a constant headlong rush, an unbridled pursuit of
sensations. Satisfaction being problem atic, the hom osexual is alw ays
looking out for new  experiences, ones ever m ore salacious ɇ  hence
their com m on drift tow ard seriously pathological practices.

* * *

W e are insufficiently aw are to w hat  extent the very idea of
hom osexual m arriage (w hich em erged in a W estern m indset that had
already been bludgeoned by anti-values am id sugary talk of Ɋrightsɋ) is
n o v e l, th o u g h  o n e  su sp e c ts th a t it is u n p r e c e d e n te d  in  th e  e n tir e
h isto r y  o f h u m a n ity . This notion (w hich had appeared to be only a
provocative gag just thirty years ago) is perceived by all m indsets in all
societies as a veritable and revolting r a p e  o f n a tu r e. W ell-balanced
m inds that tolerate hom osexual practices in the private sphere, w ho
allow   hom osexuals to discreetly cohabit w ithin their ow n four w alls,
w ho reject all social discrim ination against hom osexuals nevertheless
consider the idea of hom osexual m arriage to be pure and sim ple
m adness: all the m ore so w hen it is an attem pts to m im ic heterosexual
m arriage. It is seen as a servile im itation, a ridiculous carbon copy.

In any case, the w hole thing am ounts to a denial and devaluation of



m arriage, depriving the union of husband and w ife of all legitim ate
distinction w hen in fact it is the keystone of our societyɋs reproduction
and survival. Raving egalitarianism , confusion of values, m ental
pathology: these things preside over the idea of the hom osexual
m arried couple.

Indeed, one m ight ask w hether, beneath the dem and for hom osexual
m arriage (and its pseudo-form , the civil union), there is not an
unavow ed and perverse need to underm ine the heterosexual couple by
im itating it; by presenting it as Ɋone possibility am ong othersɋ and no
longer as a norm . A cross all continents, no established religion,
w hether m onotheistic or pagan, has ever im agined such an aberration;
and they can only consider the hom osexual m arriage that is spreading
today in the W est as a sign of civilisational collapse. Even the cultures
that have displayed the greatest degree of tolerance for m ale
hom osexuality (m ostly m ilitary cultures like ancient G reece or G aul)
could not stand the idea of bachelorhood and even less so the idea of
tw o m en or tw o w om en m arried to each other. A crazy idea w hich
never occurred to anyone. W e are faced here w ith an inversion of
values: those w ho oppose hom osexual m arriage are presented as
extrem ists, w hile the extrem ists, lunatics, and m adm en are those w ho
are dem anding it. A  com ic gag has becom e reality, as in an insane
asylum  like that in O ne Flew O ver the C uckooɋs N est.

The very idea of hom osexual m arriage is not at all a dem and for an
egalitarian right, for the partisans of gay m arriage are hypocrites w ho
know  perfectly w ell that it cannot w ork. It is sim ply another thinly-
disguised m eans of destroying the traditional European fam ilies.

* * *

A ll this being said, gay m arriage, as serious a sym ptom  as it is, is not
the w orst that could happen to us. This phenom enon only affects a
m inority and does not threaten our genetic patrim ony. It is unlikely that



gays w ho get m arried w ill have offspring anyw ay. Cases w here a
hom osexual couple w ould be authorised to have a child via surrogacy
w ill likely be rare. H om osexual unions w ill alw ays rem ain a m arginal
phenom enon w ith few  dem ographic effects, practically none of w hich
w ill have any influence on the biological com position of Europeans. 
M oreover, as is the case w ith everything that is against nature, the
hom osexual couple does not last. G ay m arriage only poses a problem
because it is part of an ideological (not biological) dissolution of the
natural order.

In fact, hom osexual couples (even those that are m arried) are
in sig n ific a n t in  r e la tio n  to  th e  c a ta str o p h e  th a t is m ix e d -r a c e
h e te r o se x u a l c o u p le s, e sp e c ia lly  in  c a se s w h e n  th e  w o m a n  is W h ite.
The reason is that in these cases, the door is left open to irreversible
m ixture, that is to say, an irreversible alteration of our genetic
patrim ony. R ather than concerning ourselves w ith fighting legalised
hom osexual unions, it is m ore urgent to focus our efforts on com bating
interracial unions.

The biggest danger is the capture of W hite w om en by extra-
European foreigners, or w hat m ight be called uterus theft. Every such
case equals the elim ination of another reproducer from  the W hite gene
pool, as I shall explain in another chapter. This type of m ixture is, of
course, m uch m ore serious than the instances in w hich a W hite m an
im pregnates a non-European w om an.

In short, w e m ust repeat to traditionalists ɇ  especially Catholics ɇ
that the ideology of race-m ixing (even Ɋbetw een Christiansɋ) and the
constant m edia defence of race-m ixing couples inculcated by our bien
pensants is m uch m ore dangerous than the prospect of hom osexual
m arriage, the latter of w hich w ill have no biological consequences.
B iology counts for m ore than ideology.

The Psychology of H om osexuality



H om osexuals both m ale and fem ale have m uch less difficulty finding
partners than heterosexuals do. H ow  can this paradox be explained?
O ne gets the im pression that hom osexuals of both sexes are m uch m ore
sexualised than heterosexuals, and that they have m ore frequent sexual
relations. W hy is this?

The first reason is that hom osexuals are highly sexualised and feel a
pow erful and constant need for relations w ith those of their sort. They
are incapable of self-discipline and abstinence, m uch like children w ho
cannot keep their hands out of the cookie jar. The need for im m ediate
sensuality at any price renders them  superficial, or at least incapable of
introspection. The hom osexual is not com fortable w ith him self. H e
needs constant noise, celebration, chattering, excitem ent, and sensation.
H e is incapable of silence, of reflection, and of solitude.

A second reason lies in the ephem eral, festive, and com pulsive
nature of hom osexual relations (not to speak pejoratively). Their
eroticism  is in fact cut off from  nature, that is, from  reproduction; it is
gratuitous, passing, and im m ediate ɇ  quite like m asturbation. The
hom osexual sim ulates an em otional relation w ith his partner w hile it is
in reality only libidinal, like a heterosexual w ith a prostitute. A
heterosexual relation involves an unconscious bond, so it is m ore
difficult to construct than to destroy. G enetically, sexual relations
betw een m an and w om an are regulated by a certain num ber of barriers.
There is an investm ent w hich belongs to the order of nature, w hether
one likes this term  or not.

O f course, there are heterosexual hedonists w ho seek sexual
Ɋconquestsɋ and collect m istresses, and w ho find the idea of sexual
fidelity unbearable.  But apart from  pathological exceptions, this
Ɋpredatoryɋ sexuality is not obsessive; they are able to endure dry
spells.

* * *



H om osexual relationships (particularly m ale ones) often form  quickly
and easily, but they also quickly fall apart. The pace is often frantic.
H eterosexual cruising (or Ɋseductionɋ) is alw ays m ore difficult than it
is for hom osexuals, for fem ales tend to be m uch less sexually
im pulsive than are m ales (either hom o- or heterosexual) for genetic
reasons.

O n the other hand, the erotic appetite of hom osexuals of both sexes
seem s to be stronger than that of heterosexuals. M ale hom osexual
couples constantly cheat on one another and are in a perm anent state of
dissatisfaction. The reason for hom osexualsɋ over-sexualisation, a fact
noticed by all sexologists, has not been explained.

Irrespective of the reasons, hom osexuals are sexually (and
em otionally) anxious, be they m an or w om an. The hom osexual cannot
stand em otional solitude, nor even periods of solitude, regardless of
how  tem porary, for he is not autonom ous, he is incapable of finding the
resources w ithin him self to be able to bear such things. W ithout the
excitem ent of frequent sexual encounters, he sinks into boredom  and
then depression. G ays are big consum ers of anti-depressants. U nsuited
to continence, he is also unsuited to m editation. H is sexuality m irrors
his general behaviour: im pulsive and w ith a need for instant
gratification.

A hom osexual relationship generally leads to conflict betw een the
parties. B eing of the sam e sex generates com petitive friction, for there
is no com plem entarity and thus no possibility of sharing and
negotiation betw een tw o of the sam e sex as occurs betw een a m an and a
w om an. The hom osexual union, involving beings of the sam e polarity,
suppresses reciprocity and concord w ith a sort of energetic excess.
There is not enough difference for reciprocity to occur, so there is no
harm ony and conflict is alw ays only beneath the surface.  I am  not
qualified to say w hether m ale hom osexuality (etym ologically, Ɋsex
w ith the sam eɋ; hom os, in G reek) is a form  of nervous schizophrenia,



but it is certain that the intim ate link betw een tw o m ale polarities ɇ
entirely contrary to natural program m ing ɇ  is at once the result and
the cause of psychological disturbances.

The R eal A im  of the Fight against H om ophobia
T h e  fig h t a g a in st h o m o p h o b ia  is in  r e a lity  n o th in g  m o r e  th a n
p r o p a g a n d a  in  fa v o u r  o f h o m o se x u a lity . It is not a m atter of any
neutral position (perfectly norm al and legitim ate) aim ing sim ply to
protect hom osexuals from  the vindictiveness of heterosexuals, but a
cam paign to prom ote hom osexuality, especially to m inors.

A num ber of associations obviously run by hom osexuals are behind
the Ɋpreaching of the good new sɋ to pupils in French secondary schools
,  that is, to spread the idea that hom osexuality is perfectly norm al and
perhaps even superior (in term s of individual satisfaction and
fulfillm ent) to heterosexuality. They begin w ith tales of increasing
persecution, w ith anecdotes featuring instances of m ockery, insults,
hom ophobic graffiti, and physical attacks.  (They forget to m ention that
insofar as this phenom enon can be observed, it is only because of the
increasing proportion of M uslim s in our educational establishm ents, as
I shall explain below .)

A m ong associations prom oting tolerance tow ard hom osexuality to
m inors (in reality, inciting them  tow ards it), w e find, for exam ple, G ay
C olors ɇ  a lobby based in M etz w hich, w ith the governm entɋs
com plicity, invades our schools to preach its m essage (beg pardon, to
Ɋhold conferencesɋ). The them e is alw ays Ɋagainst sexual
discrim inationɋ w ith one of the ideological leitm otifs being that
Ɋhom osexuality is not a sickness; hom ophobia isɋ. School-age
hom osexuals are incited to Ɋcom e outɋ in public in order to break the
taboo of hom osexuality. There is no difference betw een dating a girl
and dating one of oneɋs m ale classm ates. The G ay Colors association
w ant to see Ɋgays com e out of the ghettoɋ. They have been out for a



long tim e already! Like all other hom osexual associations in France,
this one receives subsidies from  local governm ent and from  the m edia;
the colum ns of The Lorrain Republican new spaper are largely open to
them .

H om osexual lobbies have long been w orking on the state,
benefitting now  from  huge subsidies. D uring the school year 2008Ɇ9,
the public schools instigated a grand program  based upon Ɋthe struggle
against violence and discrim ination at schoolɋ. Is this a m atter of
struggling against the violence in w hich victim s are, for the m ost part,
indigenous French students and teachers, w hile the attackers are
A frican? O f course not. Is it a m atter of fighting, above all, the
countless acts of m ockery and aggression girls suffer from  the sam e
populations? W rong again. A dolescents w ho have been attacked hardly
m atter. The plan is to Ɋstruggle against violence and discrim ination at
school, principally hom ophobiaɋ. The them e of the G ay Pride parade of
June 2008 w as Ɋeducationɋ, w ith the follow ing clarification: ɊA ttract
citizensɋ attention to the m ajor role that school and the entire
educational process can play in establishing respect and fighting
intolerance.ɋ

* * *

In reality, by applying pressure in support of this supposed tolerance
tow ard hom osexuality am ong adolescents, the gay lobby is pursuing a
perverse, hidden goal: to  le a d  th e  y o u n g e r  g e n e r a tio n  a str a y , to
g a th e r  r e c r u its at an age w here psychological im pressionability is
greatest. In sum , carrying out conversions to hom osexuality, for the
Ɋcom m unityɋ needs fresh flesh.

It is w ell-know n that hom osexualsɋ sexuality is generally m ore
dem anding, m ore active than that of heterosexuals. It is also m ore
physical and less em otional, m ore volatile and fickle as w ell, w ith the
tendency to take m ultiple partners and the frequent change (Ɋturn overɋ)



of oneɋs principal partner being a frequent rule. It is in the interest of
hom osexuals, then, that the total population susceptible to engaging in
its practices should grow  as large as possible. In fact, in a society
governed by natural law, that is to say, norm ality, the num ber of
hom osexuals is not only sm all, but social pressure m eans that som e of
those w ho m ight be tem pted by such practices refrain from  acting them
out. M oreover, in such a society, adolescents briefly tem pted by
hom osexuality renounce it com pletely w hen they reach adulthood and
return to the natural and norm al path of heterosexuality ɇ  the
biological w ay of all higher vertebrates.

H om osexual lobby groups have thus tried and succeeded over recent
decades to pervert and destabilise the natural order so as to create an
am biance in w hich hom osexuals are not m erely not punished, sham ed,
or excluded, but encouraged and praised. Thus, the dom ain in w hich
hom osexuals can cruise has been enlarged. B ut this is not enough. The
hom osexual population m ust also be enlarged, and the hom osexual
lobby understands that the best w ay to this end is to target the young,
for they are im pressionable. H ow  do they go about doing so? By
Ɋcam paigns to sensitise them  to intoleranceɋ in their school
environm ent. In fact, m ale hom osexuals know  very w ell that a certain
m inority of adolescents are sexually am bivalent at the tim e of puberty,
a critical period in term s of im pressionability. This is connected to that
Ɋplasticityɋ of hum an nature em phasised by A rnold G ehlen [14] and
K onrad Lorenz.[15] W hat could be m ore clever than organising, w ith the
cooperation of the national education system , so-called cam paigns of
sensitisation in secondary schools to influence young boys at the age
w hen they are m ost vulnerable, in order to convince them  to Ɋcross over
to the opposite sidew alkɋ, as it used to be called?

Their discourse is perversely clever: Ɋyou have fallen in love w ith a
boy in your class? N othing w rong w ith that; itɋs good, even. Itɋs
perfectly norm al. N othing odd about it. You can fall in love w ith



anyone, donɋt you know ? D onɋt m ake fun of boys w ho go out together
and love each other. Itɋs the sam e as w ith a girl. A nd it m ight happen to
you, too. W hy not give it a try, after all?ɋ Such is the discourse w hich
gay associations hold w ith schoolboys, w ith the blessing of  the
M inister of N ational Education, directed for a long tim e now  by Left-
w ing unions and no longer by the M inister (w ho is only there for
decorative purposes). Presenting hom osexuality to adolescents as
norm al, even as m ore fulfilling than heterosexuality, allow s gay lobbies
(w hich function like sects) to transform  adolescents w ho m ight
otherw ise have had a norm al sexual and m arried life into gays.

In this w ay, the gay lobby hopes to convert a m axim um  num ber of
youngsters to hom osexuality in order to have young flesh at their
disposal. They strike at the very m om ent ɇ  puberty ɇ  w hen the
personality is fragile and under construction, so as to tip young boys in
the direction of abnorm ality. A nd the national education system  plays
along w ith this anti-educational undertaking, for one m ust be in tune
w ith the spirit of the tim es, the spirit that transm utes values into anti-
values.

* * *

The hom osexual lobby, in its struggle against hom ophobia, is also an
im p o r ta n t v e h ic le  fo r  a n ti-r a c ist a n d  im m ig r a tio n ist c ir c le s ɇ  not
at all because of anti-racism  of course (they donɋt give a dam n about
that cause or any other political ideology) but in order to curry favour
w ith the anti-racist, Islam ophile Left w hose ideology dom inates
society.

G ay organisations have thus developed an anti-discrim inatory
discourse that aim s to assim ilate the supposed intolerance tow ard
hom osexuals w ith (also m erely supposed) intolerance tow ard
im m igrants from  outside Europe. A nti-racism  and anti-hom ophobia
equal the sam e struggle. A t first sight, it appears sufficiently absurd:



how  does hom osexuality involve a political preference? N ot to
m ention, the m ajority of im m igrants and offspring of im m igrants are
M uslim , and Islam , increasingly present and om inous, is strongly anti-
hom osexual, m acho, and sexist. W hy, then, does the gay lobby m ake
use of slogans against ɊIslam ophobia?ɋ

H ere again, they are sim ply calculating ɇ  and their calculation
m otivated by fear. The leadership of the hom osexual com m unity know
perfectly w ell (w ithout daring to m ake it explicit) that the great
m ajority of physical attacks against hom osexuals com m itted by
crim inals of A rab/M uslim  origin. They know  perfectly w ell that Islam
is a grow ing influence in society, and that in societies governed by
sharia, hom osexuality is forbidden, persecuted, and eradicated from  the
visible social sphere. Just like fem inists and just like the secular Left,
the hom osexual lobby gives itself over to a gym nastic strategy m arked
by both naíve blindness and total ideological contradiction: Fight
Islam ophobia, racism , and all obstacles to m igration in  o r d e r  to
p r o te c t o n e se lf a g a in st th e  n a tu r a l h o stility  o f M u slim s, under the
presupposition that the latter w ill tolerate them .

W e m ay also note that the gay lobby, so quick to prosecute the least
Ɋhom ophobicɋ com m ent, m aintain a prudent silence on the w idespread
legal and openly anti-hom osexual repression in all M uslim  countries.
D o they know  that if, som e day, France is perm anently Islam ised (a
catastrophe currently unfolding), it w ill not be good to be a
hom osexual, a fem inist, or even a partisan of sexual freedom ? Just as it
w ill not be good to be a Jew. D o they know  this? Yes, but they choose
to bury their heads in the sand.

A re G ays R eally...G ay?
O ne point is carefully dissim ulated w hen it is said that hom osexuality
is as natural and legitim ate a behaviour as heterosexuality, viz., that the
em otional life of gays, both m ale and fem ale, is not absolutely



hedonistic. Far from  bringing em otional happiness, hom osexuality is a
principal contributor to stress and lack of balance.

This rem ark is applicable to hom osexuals of both sexes, but
especially to the m en. The life of a hom osexual couple is littered w ith
deceit, jealousy, infidelity, and crises. D aily life is often a hell. The
sexual passion of the early days rapidly gives w ay to suspicion and
hatred. This is because the hom osexual, m ore passionate, less
em otionally m ature, less attached, m ore sensual, and in a greater hurry
than the heterosexual, is naturally restive w hen living w ith another as a
couple. In order to ape heterosexual couples he dem ands m arriage
(legal or otherw ise) but quickly realises that such a union is bound for
disaster. Even in our individualistic age w hen divorce am ong
heterosexuals is rife, the life expectancy of hom osexual couples w ill be
m uch low er.

M oreover, despite the fact that society tolerates hom osexuals, even
offering them  a benevolent preference, hom osexuals feel them selves to
be deeply unnatural, from  w hence they develop a Ɋpersecution-m aniaɋ.

The hom osexual is not m erely paranoid; he is schizophrenic.  H e is
divided, cut in tw o, crucified w ith one arm  nailed to the hum an need to
live as part of a stable, lasting couple and the other nailed to the intense
desire for new  partners and adventures. The hom osexual person r e se n ts
th a t h e  is n o t h e te r o se x u a l, from  w hich com es further resentm ent
tow ards the supposed happiness of heterosexuals. H e sits on the fence
betw een m onogam y and celibacy, the desire to love and the
im possibility of loving. M aladjustm ent, fickleness, inconstancy,
dom ination by im m ediate desire, perm anent anxiety ɇ  such is the fate
of the hom osexual psyche.

W hen I form ulate these criticism s and observations, it is not at all
out of m ockery or contem pt for hom osexual persons of either sex. The
hom osexual is a deeply unhappy, dissatisfied being w ho searches for a



grail he can never find. H e is alw ays sad, his sm ile forced, his gaiety
m anufactured. G aiety? Exactly ɇ  letɋs talk about that.

* * *

B y a process of sem antic and psychological inversion, the hom osexual
lobby call them selves gay, thus evoking gaiety, joy, and happiness.
This appellation deserves analysis, for it is not innocent. C hoosing this
nam e reveals both a reality and a kind of frustration. O ne can recognise
frustration because, through a classic exam ple of com pensation,
fundam entally frustrated and unhappy hom osexuals, uncom fortable
w ith them selves, w ant to define them selves as happy and w ell-adjusted
in the eyes of others. H om osexuality is happiness, it is terrific. W e are
sent the m essage (the sam e old hypocritical hom osexual proselytism ):
ɎB ecom e hom o like us! Join us and you w ill be happy!ɏ ɇ  w hile in
reality, hom osexuality breeds unhappiness, not because of social
oppression but by its intrinsic nature. So w e are faced here w ith a
dishonest strategy.

The nam e Ɋgayɋ also reveals a reality, for at the sam e tim e, this
concept of gaiety corresponds to som ething real and true, som ething
innocent and experienced. The hom osexual m entality ɇ  forever
preoccupied w ith the pleasures of the m om ent, a victim  of the
ephem eral ɇ  is in fact a victim  of the superficial happiness of the
present, nam ely, gaiety: a sad, fleeting gaiety, that of evening parties; a
gaiety w hich is the very w arp and w eft of unhappiness, a gaiety w ithout
a future, a gaiety that transform s into tears and despair as soon as the
m orning com es. For Ɋcelebratingɋ is the m ost superficial form  of the
search for happiness and harm ony.

H ow ever, this aspect of the hom osexual (avidity for ephem eral,
fleeting pleasures ɇ  his superficial sensuality) drives him  tow ard great
sensibility ɇ  especially artistic sensibility ɇ  and tow ard a certain
refinem ent. From  this point of view, the hom osexual is perhaps a third



sex, neither w om an nor m an. B ut w e should not exaggerate; the greatest
artistic, philosophical, and scientific w orks of European civilisation
have not been the w ork of hom osexuals.

The Innocence of Lesbians: Fem ale H om osexuality
M y kisses are light, like those ephem eral kisses

W hich caress great, transparent lakes in the evening,

A nd those of your lover shall cut their paths

Like chariots or tearing ploughshares.

B audelaire, Flow ers of Evil, from  the section D am ned W om en, the poem  ɊD elphina
and H ippolytusɋ, verse V III (one of the condem ned pieces).

There are very few  purely hom osexual w om en. M ost lesbians are
bisexual. M any hom osexual w om en have been disappointed by m en
(finding them  to be unfeeling, brutal, prim itive, and the like) and have
set up house w ith another w om an, or have taken m istresses after
leaving their husbands. Either that or, paradoxically, they have been
disappointed by unm anly m en w ho did not assum e their proper role,
discouraged from  pursuing further heterosexual relationships and thus
have ended up turning to w om en. H ave such w om en belatedly
discovered their hom osexuality?

It seem s rather to be the case that w om en, unlike m en, are often
bisexual.[16] M ore precisely, the chance of hom osexuality is genetically
m uch stronger in w om en than in m en. A s I said in the last chapter,
fem inine psychology is flexible and w avering, w hereas m ale sexuality
is rigid. La donna e m obile qualɋpium e al vento, as is said in Verdiɋs
Rigoletto: ɊW om an is as inconstant as a feather in the w ind.ɋ

Fem ale hom osexuality, m oreover, has never greatly shocked
traditional societies. That tw o m en m ake love is considered a problem ,
but that w om en should m ake love together is rather inconsequential. A
m ale hom osexual is m ore shocking than a lesbian. A  husband or lover



w ill not alw ays be jealous if the w om an he loves or desires has a
m istress; on the other hand, if she has a m ale lover, this is m uch m ore
serious.

O ne reason for the m ore w idespread rejection of m ale than fem ale
hom osexuality in popular and traditional culture is that, generally
speaking, the m ale hom osexual is seen to lose his virility, w hile the
lesbian m aintains her fem ininity. In fact, the sexual choice of a lesbian
is not taken seriously; she rem ains a w om an. The m ale hom osexual, on
the other hand, is considered a m utant ɇ  an aberration. O f course, I am
speaking here of popular feeling and perceptions w ithin traditional
cultures (including Islam ).

In m any nineteenth century novels there are scenes of lesbians
m aking love before the bleary eyes of am used m en. O f course,
B audelaire in Flowers of Evil w as censored for his description of
lesbian love (of w hich he actually disapproved) but he w ould never
have dared describe scenes of copulation betw een m en (contrary to
V erlaine in his erotic pieces).

In fact, in the view  of the Ɋnorm ally constitutedɋ, sexual relations
betw een m en have som ething disgusting and seem ingly quite unhealthy
about them . O n the other hand, such relations betw een w om en are
w ithout consequence and have som ething of the erotic spectacle about
them .

* * *

H ow ever, w e m ust distinguish betw een the sexual and conjugal
question, for the tw o are alw ays confused. That tw o w om en should
desire to m ake love: w hy not? W hom  does it harm ? If they w ere to
w ant to form  a couple and raise children (w hether adopted or conceived
by one of them ) how ever, this this w ould be considered thoroughly at
odds w ith the genetic and anthropological order.[17]



A lesbian couple w ill probably be m ore stable than a m ale
hom osexual couple, though still not all that stable. Is a fam ily w ith tw o
m others a serious natural idea? Tw o w om en form ing a couple is not a
desirable arrangem ent, and generally does not last very long. B ut there
is nothing shocking about a m arried w om an falling in love w ith another
w om an or having m istresses. O n the contrary, in m y view , a m an
capable of being sexually or rom antically attracted to another m an
sm acks of pathology ɇ  that pathology w hich they try to pass off to us
now adays as norm al or better than norm al. The fem ale hom osexual is
m uch less visible than the m ale, and does not disturb the social order.
B e it on the street or in a draw ing room , one can im m ediately recognise
the m annerism s of a hom osexual couple. A lesbian couple, on the other
hand, is m uch less easily recognisable.  H om osexuals fem inise their
behaviour; lesbians, how ever, do not m asculinise theirs.

* * *

The fem ale hom osexual lobby has never been able to exert the sam e
influence as the m ale counterpart, sim ply because fem ale
hom osexuality appears decorative, superficial, and w ithout social or
ideological significance. M ale hom osexuality has stoked controversy,
but fem ale hom osexuality does not, because it has no real em otional or
social im pact. N ot even the real Ɋbutchesɋ w ho refuse all relations w ith
m en (and w ho count for the m inority of lesbians) have not succeeded in
Ɋshocking the bourgeoisɋ.

Further to this, hom osexual w om en have never been able to form
netw orks of solidarity and influence (in the m edia, in business, in
politics, and so on) since they do not possess the obsessive unisexuality
of the m ale hom osexuals w ho m onopolise Ɋgay cultureɋ. Lesbians are
unable to m aintain relations of m utual assistance as m ale hom osexuals
do, because real lesbians (Ɋbutchesɋ) are few  and far betw een and,
generally speaking, the m ale lobby is m ore influential.



A re W e A ll B isexual?
A  num ber of television program s and m any articles both in the press
and on the Internet have dealt w ith the subject of heterosexuals (m ale
and fem ale) w ho becom e hom osexuals. A  dogm atic, egalitarian
m adness alw ays lies beneath: that every hum an being is bisexual. (This
is not to m ention the pseudo-scientific argum ents advanced by
m ercenary psychoanalysts.)

It is seldom  m entioned, of course, that hom osexuals and bisexuals
m ake up only a tiny m inority of the population despite television
program m es like that hosted by Jean-Luc D elarue on 25 N ovem ber
2009 w hich gathered teary confessions of heterosexuals w ho had
Ɋsw itched overɋ [lit.: Ɋcrossed to the opposite sidew alkɋ ɆTr.],
presenting the view  that repressed hom osexuals constitute a significant
but hidden population. I am  perfectly fam iliar w ith the ideological tune
heard in Parisian salons: ɊBut if you arenɋt bisexual, you arenɋt
refined!ɋ A  m an w ho has not had a hom osexual experience (a
fashionable w ord) is just a yokel, a redneck. Celebrities of the
entertainm ent industry set the tone. A  num ber of them  proclaim  their
bisexuality as som ething exem plary.

They are trying to introduce the idea that a w om an or, in particular,
a m an w ho is not bisexual is less refined, less civilised than the pure
heterosexual [sic; apparently an error for Ɋ...than the bisexual.ɋ ɇ  Tr.].
B ut behind this is the sam e insidious ideology, the sam e travesty of
reality, that heterosexuality is som ething not quite norm al, not healthy,
and that bisexuality, especially for m en, is m ore reassuring, better
balanced, and m ore conform able w ith nature. In other w ords, w e are at
the very heart of the inversion of values: w e are m aking the
pathological pass for norm al and the exception pass for the norm .

From  acceptance of the hom osexual or bisexual m an, w e slip gently
tow ard contem pt for the heterosexual m an. The denial of the sexes



show s exactly the sam e aberrant logic as the denial of the races. W e see
here the suprem e stage of egalitarianism , that is, that of the very denial
of life itself and its variety. The ideal of being bisexual (a
herm aphrodite, in short) corresponds precisely to that of being m ixed-
race. There should no longer exist either m en or w om en, but a grey,
m ixed being w hich m ust give itself over to tw o kinds of sexuality. The
bisexual m an, in the im agination of the contem porary w est, is one
elem ent in the devirilisation and fem inisation of m en.

Sexual relations betw een persons of the sam e sex have alw ays
existed in the history of our species, along w ith all other im aginable
perversions. W hat is serious is w hen it com es to be considered the
norm , and, m ore seriously still, that hom osexual relations are of the
sam e intrinsic nature as heterosexual relations. If, forty years ago, a
politician of the Right or Left had been told that the law  and the State
education system  w ould ratify the norm ality of hom osexuality and
m ale bisexuality, along w ith gay m arriage and gay parenthood, he
w ould not have believed it.

Let m e be understood: I am  not criticising and passing judgm ent on
hom osexual or bisexual relations in private life, and far from  m e be it
to preach any sort of professional or other exclusion tow ards hum an
beings w ho are not strict heterosexuals. B ut the com m on sense idea I
defend (and I have m et hom osexuals w ho entirely agreed w ith m e), is
that the public and private spheres m ust not be confounded.
A ssim ilating hom o- and heterosexuals legally and ideologically is just
as aberrant as persecuting or discrim inating against hom osexuals.

A society such as ours, w hich abolishes the natural law  in its
discourse and its legal principles, is built upon sand and condem ns
itself to speedy collapse. A nd it is alw ays very quickly that one notices
the party is over.

O n several occasions during prim e tim e, France Tçlçvision has



broadcast series containing scenes suggestive of m ale hom osexual
copulation against the background of a rosy rom antic script (to m ake
the pill easier to sw allow ) ɇ  and this w ith a sim ple, hypocritical
w arning: Ɋnot advised for those under tw elveɋ. The m essage is: these
tw o m en love each other; it is exactly the sam e as w ith a m an and a
w om an. This sort of production w hich trivialises m ale-on-m ale
fornication is the w ork of the hom osexual lobby accom plishing its self-
prom otion and proselytism . The ideology being beaten into young
heads is clear: hom osexuality, like m iscegenation, is (though perhaps
not yet an obligation) a good choice for success w ithin the neo-
totalitarian system .

The D elirium  of H om oparentality
This neologism  refers to a) the possibility of hom osexual couples, m ale
or fem ale, adopting children, or b) the possibility of a lesbian couple to
be considered the legal parents of a child to w hich one of them  has
given birth, possibly by artificial conception w ithout any sexual
relations w ith a m an. Perm ission for hom osexual couples to adopt
children has been granted in Spain, G reat Britain, B elgium , the
N etherlands, D enm ark, Sw eden, N orw ay, Iceland, Finland, and
G erm any, w ith these last tw o only authorising the adoption of a child of
a form er sam e-sex partner. U ndoubtedly France, Italy, Sw itzerland, and
others w ill follow . In N ovem ber 2009, a court in Besanåon granted a
fem ale schoolteacher w ho lives w ith a w om an the right to w elcom e a
child into the household.

The adoption and raising of children by hom osexual couples is not a
serious problem  per se as regards extent, for it can only concern a very
lim ited num ber of persons and cases, m aking this infinitely less
dangerous than race-m ixing. Yet it reveals an alarm ing collective
m ental disturbance. The very idea that a child could no longer have a
father and m other but ɇ  hey, w hy not? ɇ  two daddies or tw o m um m ies



is pathological, and such a pathology is approved by European
institutions w hose elites have lost their w ay.

The question is not w hether children raised by a hom osexual couple
w ill be m ore or less happy than others. In any case, they w ill not be
very num erous. The question is one of principle: to accept the legality
of the hom osexual adoption is to cross a red line. It is to accept in
principio the sabotaging of the order of fam ily and lineage. It is to go
even further in the Ɋreconstitutingɋ of the already disordered fam ily.

The defenders of such a m easure claim  that m any children could be
m uch happier w ith a united hom osexual couple than w ith a broken
heterosexual couple. The tw o points w hich m ust be raised are, first, that
hom osexual couples of both sexes are highly volatile and inconstant;
and second, that the fate of children, individually speaking, does not
count for m uch in relation to principles. The question of Ɋchildrenɋs
happinessɋ is of no im portance w hen com pared to the overall
perform ance of a civilisation. Better (in m y opinion)It is better, in m y
opinion, to have unhappy children from  a broken hom e, or orphans, or
children produced artificially through biotechnology in research
centres, than to have children raised by hom osexual couples.

H om ophobia am ong ɊY outhsɋ
The angelic Left is caught betw een the ham m er and the anvil, betw een
reality and its dream s. N or do anti-racist fem inists know  w hich w ay to
turn w hen confronted w ith the m achism o and violence against w om en
practiced by Ɋthe m ulticultural youthɋ. Sim ilarly, both progressives and
m ilitant anti-hom ophobes attem pt to disguise the true source of the
hom ophobia that is m aking headw ay in schools ɇ  the Ɋfaggot huntɋ, as
it is called. It is certainly distressing that the young hom ophobes also
happen to be the untouchable Ɋyouth of im m igrant backgroundɋ. A nti-
racism  and the struggle against hom ophobia are clashing unbearably



w ithin the little bird-brains of all these Leftists.

In secondary schools, lectures are held to try to eradicate
hom ophobia am ong Ɋthe youngɋ by m eans of confounding argum ents.

Parisien D im anche (26 Septem ber 2010) review ed a talk given by a
m edical sexologist to a high school in the Strasbourg area. This m an ɇ
w hose young audience m ust have taken him  for a m adm an ɇ  proffered
the hollow  and false argum ent of the absolute norm ality of
hom osexuality in relation to heterosexuality. The pseudo-specialist
explained, harping on dogm a, that: Ɋhom osexuality is just as norm al as
having blue eyes, for that is also true of one person out of seven-to-
tenɋ. This is a sophistry supported by a lie, since m ale hom osexuality
accounts for less than 5 percent of the population. The im postor
continued: Ɋand besides, those w ho talk about Ɏfagsɏ are repressed
hom osexualsɋ. The journalist noted the hum orous reaction of a student
to these enorm ities: ɊO ne stubborn fellow  got excited and said: Ɏif you
donɋt like hom os, then youɋre a hom o? W ell, in that case, Sir, I know
an aw ful lot of hom os in this room .ɏ The boys strutted and the girls
cackled.ɋ

W ithout being aw are of it, by accusing hom ophobes of being
Ɋrepressed hom osexualsɋ, the so-called sexologist com m itted a serious
m istake: if people repress their hom osexuality by disguising it as
hom ophobia, it can only be because hom osexuality is not as natural as
it is said to be. For no one represses w hat is norm al and felt to be so.
B ut the perverse idea that is being put forw ard is that, at bottom , the
heterosexual is one w ho represses his hom osexuality and, at bottom ,
everyone is naturally bisexual.

O fficial lectures of this sort for high school students are not just
aim ed at com bating the hom ophobia of M uslim  boys ɇ  w hich is w ell-
evidenced w ithin the State education system  (m ost notably by cases of
increasing violence against Ɋfagsɋ or those supposed to be such) ɇ  but



also, surreptitiously, to proselytise in favour of hom osexuality by
breaking the psychological and social barriers w hich are exceptionally
fragile at that age.

In the 1960s, w hen M uslim  im m igration w as econom ically
negligible, no one noticed any aggression against hom osexuals w hile
their legal, social, and m oral status w as inferior. Today, w ith their
status being on par w ith ɇ  indeed, privileged over ɇ  that of
heterosexuals, w e are w itnessing a rise in hom ophobia am ong Ɋyouthsɋ
unaffected by hum an rights ideology, but w ho instead propagate
Islam ic m odes of thought.

G ender Theory: The Latest W him  of H om osexualist
and Fem inist Ideology

ɊG enderɋ, in the French language, refers to the distinction betw een
m asculine and fem inine nouns and adjectives: le soleil, la lune; a m an
is beau, a w om an is belle, etc. G ender theory, now  very fashionable,
consists in affirm ing that differences betw een m en and w om en do not
really exist, and certainly that they do not determ ine sexuality.  The
central point of the doctrine is that everyone is born bisexual, and that
Ɋsexual orientationɋ is only determ ined by society. The goal of gender
theory (w hich is, obviously, a scientific fraud) is to try to prove that
hom osexuality, especially m ale hom osexuality, is perfectly norm al and
that heterosexuality is only the result of social conditioning.

This theory w as already present in the elucubrations of Sim one de
B eauvoir (a pseudo-philosopher and a pseudo-fem inist w ho
unconsciously adopted a m acho posture, w anting to transform  w om en
into m en) in The Second Sex, w riting that: ɊO ne is not born a w om an;
one becom es a w om an.ɋ G ender theory is directly descended from  the
m ad Soviet theses of Lysenko[18] (w ho is notable for the ideas of the
denial of biological program m ing and the priority of the social



environm ent, to nam e but tw o) as w ell as from  the Left-w ing A m erican
behaviourism  so adm ired by Parisian intellectuals.

G ender theory is of A m erican origin (Ɋgender studiesɋ) and has been
defended by the hom osexual and fem inist lobbies crusading against
Ɋm andatory heterosexualityɋ since it first appeared in the 1970s.  Such
is one exam ple of the asininity it offers up: dolls and plush toys for
little girls serve to condition them  tow ards m otherhood ɇ  m otherhood,
of course, being bad.[19] The A m erican authors of this theory have been
influenced by the Left-w ing French Ɋphilosophersɋ D eleuze, Foucault,
and D errida, of w hom  none had the least anthropological or biological
know ledge. O ne of the principal cham pions of the theory in the U nited
States is Judith B utler, author of G ender Trouble (1990), w hich
denounces the dom ination of the heterosexual m odel (that is, the
natural norm ) and Ɋphallogocentrism ɋ. A ccording to her, people cannot
be divided into heterosexuals, hom osexuals, and bisexuals, since
Ɋgendersɋ can change over the course of oneɋs life.

M ichel Foucault w as also one of the fathers of gender theory. A
court intellectual and hom osexual (he died of A ID S) entirely ignorant
of biology and anthropology, Foucault holds forth in his Sayings and
W ritings on the ɇ  according to him  ɇ  false distinction betw een m an
and w om an. A bove all, he devoted him self to a critique of
heterosexuality for the benefit of hom osexuality (though he w as
preaching to his choir) w hich w ould Ɋallow  for the reopening of
relational and affective virtualitiesɋ, as he explains in w ooden
philosophese.[20] For Foucault, w ho sought to legitim ise his pathology,
he and those like him  are norm al, w hile heterosexuals are abnorm al
since the sexes do not exist and are only Ɋvirtualɋ.

This is an old refrain taken up today by the hom osexual lobby,
w hose pow er of intim idation is im pressive not only because they are a
part of the air w e breathe, but because they have anchored them selves
(via entryism , cooptation, and so on) in the m edia, the national



education system , and am ong political personnel.

B ut the fashionable ideologue and grand priestess of gender theory
is M onique W ittig (author of The Straight M ind), the Ɋradical lesbianɋ
w ho refused to be a Ɋw om anɋ and pretended not to have a vagina ɇ
w hich proves, as I have said elsew here, that radical fem inism  is a
rejection of fem ininity, a frustrated desire for m asculinity, a kind of
inverted m achism o. For that passionflow er, the difference betw een a
m an and a w om an is a m atter of Ɋsocial genderɋ w ithout any relation to
Ɋsexual genderɋ. H um an behaviour can only be cultural, influenced by
Ɋoppressionɋ ɇ  an old Leftist-M arxist fancy.

The biological difference betw een the sexes is denied and has no
Ɋanthropological im pactɋ, as if hum an beings w ere asexual angels free
of the law s of nature. In fact, for gender theory, the delusions of w hich
are related to the w orst dogm as of religion (and of M arxism ),
heterosexuality is not natural but the by-product of oppressive cultural
norm ativity. H um anity is conceived as herm aphroditic and asexual, but
alas, the m ale dom inates. Yet there is no explanation as to w hy, and
this is strikingly contradictory. M onique W ittig w rites, in the
obscurantist jargon typical of intellectuals: ɊThe categories Ɏm anɏ and
Ɏw om anɏ m ust be destroyed politically, philosophically, and
sym bolically. There is no such thing as sex; oppression creates sex and
not the other w ay around.ɋ[21] In the sam e vein, the pseudo-philosopher
Judith B utler jabbers (in G ender Trouble) that sex does not exist, that
one can choose oneɋs ow n sex, and that Ɋgender constitutes a critique of
W estern m odes of representation and of the m etaphysics of substance
w hich structures the very idea of the subject.ɋ Fashionable inanity,
alw ays decadent, is paired w ith a hollow , pseudo-learned D iafoirian[22]

language, the language of pedants.

* * *

W ell, lo and behold! This scientific aberration, this delirium  of Leftist



intellectual activists w ith a M arxist m entality, now  m ust taught in the
French national education system . This is an extrem ely serious m atter.
It m akes one think of Lysenkoism , w hich w as obligatorily taught in the
Soviet system . (In the U nited States, gender theory is taught as an
elective in the universities.) It is part of the program  not only in the
Paris Institute of Political Science, but also, as of A utum n 2011, in
secondary schools in the eleventh grade. ɊResearchersɋ at the French
N ational C enter for Scientific R esearch are being paid to develop and
refine it. The A m erican gender studies w hich fascinate French
intellectuals to the point that they are com pelled to insert it into their
national education system  ɇ  the den of obscurantist Paleo-M arxists ɇ
dies in the face of biology, especially the heterogam etic X  and Y
chrom osom e system . This sexual denialism  is obviously related to
C hristian and M uslim  obscurantism  (the first very strong in the U nited
States) w hich denies the evolution of species as w ell as, form erly, the
roundness of the Earth and heliocentrism . B y adding gender studies to
its m andatory curriculum , the French school and university system
renew s the m edieval practices w hich w ere sw ept aw ay by the
hum anism  (true A ristotelian hum anism ) of the Enlightenm ent.

The stated goal of propagating this ideology is to com bat
discrim ination against w om en and hom osexual m en (the latter form
being im aginary), but the fundam entals of the doctrine reek of the old
anti-naturalist utopia: Ɋsexual differences are nothing but
superstructures; nature is m istaken; w e are all born androgynous; there
are neither m en nor w om en, only people. Everything else is a m atter of
choice, influence, social pressure, and orientation.ɋ W hat is at the sam e
tim e fascinating and dram atic is to observe that this sort of ideological
absurdity thrives in a society w hich in other respects m akes m assive
use of biology.

* * *

W hat does gender theory serve to disguise from  an ideological point of



view ? It is one of the paw ns in the arsenal of the soft totalitarianism
w hich currently presides. This has three dim ensions:

1. The first idea it defends is, of course, that heterosexuality does
not correspond to any biological norm  and that, in conclusion,
bisexuality and especially hom osexuality are not only perfectly norm al
but perhaps m ore norm al than heterosexuality. The latter is basically
the result of social conditioning and oppression. B y m eans of
scandalous and scabrous propaganda, little boys and girls are taught
from  their earliest years to becom e heterosexual, denying them  their
natural inclination to choose their ow n sexual orientation.

2. The second underlying idea is that hum an beings are not
determ ined in any w ay by biology. N either the races nor the sexes exist.
H um an beings are tabulae rasae free of all the law s of life. This is a
distant philosophical consequence of secularised C hristian
egalitarianism , ironically despite C hristian m ilitants ɇ  w ho are m ainly
of the R ight ɇ  being the principal force protesting gender theory. This
is because they are influenced by Thom ism , w hich is of A ristotelian
rather than C hristian origin.

3. G ender theory also has a presence in the clever and cynical
m etapolitical w ork of extrem ist fem ale and in particular m ale
hom osexual lobbies, em ployed in order to ensure privileges and to
recruit follow ers via a parareligious sexual conversion.

B ehind all this w e find the im plicit, suicidal, and ethnom asochistic
idea that I have often m entioned in other w ritings:[23] the m ain goal of
gender theory is to prom ote hom osexuality (to W hite people, m ainly)
and, by extension, sterility, as w ell as to dow ngrade the status of the
idea of the reproducing couple. B eyond the w ork of hom osexual and
fem inist lobbies, one alw ays finds the im plied im perative: W hites m ust
not reproduce. Please becom e hom osexual and sterile! ɊA nti-racistɋ (or,
rather, reverse racist) ideology m arches arm  in arm  w ith hom ophilia; it



is the sam e struggle.

A s one m ight expect, gender theory, w hich denies sexual
determ inism , is strongly linked to m ultiracial doctrine, being part of
the sam e ideological m ovem ent (that is, the anti-W hite m ovem ent)
w hich, follow ing the denial of sexual difference also denies difference
betw een the races. In the U nited States, gender studies are closely
linked to m ulticultural studies. The enem y to be struck dow n is clearly
designated: the W hite m ale.

The sexes do not exist, the races do not exist. O r rather, they exist
but are illegitim ate; w e m ust abolish them . Itɋs all the sam e struggle to
deconstruct reality. O nly the virtual universal hum an being ɇ  asexual
and racially blended ɇ  really exists: the robot. But let there be no
criticism  of m acho non-European civilisations; that w ould be racist.

* * *

N ow  I shall step on the toes of conservatives, cornered like
ethnom asochistic Leftist bien pensants, by saying that gender theory
(despite its delirium  that neglects biological nature) has understood
som ething of w om anɋs sexuality, nam ely that she has a sort of innate
bisexuality.

A ccording to gender theory, m en and w om en can choose their
sexual orientation; they are free to choose w hether to becom e hetero-,
hom o-, or bisexual by liberating them selves of all social constraint.
Everyone is originally polysexual. This belief com m ences from  the
principle that three perfectly norm al categories exist (hetero-, hom o-,
and bisexual) and that each person could go from  one to the other if
there w ere no social constraint and conditioning.

The reality is quite contrary: b ise x u a lity  is n o t p a th o lo g ic a l fo r
w o m e n , b u t is so  fo r  m e n . W e m ay go further: a purely hom osexual
w om an is abnorm al, as is a hom osexual or bisexual m an. O n the other



hand, a purely heterosexual m an or w om an fits the biological norm , and
a w om an w ho discovers bisexuality is perfectly norm al as w ell. G ender
theory is a school of deviance, since it prom otes pathological form s of
deviance as norm ality.

B y Ɋnorm alɋ ɇ  the definition of w hich is a delicate m atter ɇ  one
m ust here understand Ɋcharacteristic of the m ajorityɋ and Ɋconform able
to the biological program m ing of the species by phylogenesisɋ. Every
libertine know s perfectly w ell that in the w arm th of a m çnage Þ trois, it
is com m on for w om en to m ake love am ong them selves. It is extrem ely
rare am ong m en, how ever. In threesom es, be it tw o w om en and a m an
or tw o m en and a w om an, m en do not have sexual relations w ith one
another, though w om en do. X -rated film  professionals know  this w ell:
the great m ajority of actresses they recruit are happy to accept lesbian
roles yet the m ajority of m ale actors refuse to engage in any
hom osexual activity. For that, one m ust hire Ɋspecialistsɋ ɇ  abnorm al
m en.

Thus, the theory propagated in gender studies that sexual orientation
depends on social conditioning can be said to apply to w om en; m any of
them  are tem pted by sexual relations w ith other w om en refrain from
engaging in them  due to social pressure. But they do not becom e
exclusive lesbians, and nor is this to say that w om en w ho do not dare
partake in bisexuality, rather confining them selves to m en, are thereby
sexually frustrated.

* * *

The confusion betw een m an and w om an, deliberately conflated by
dishonest ideologues w ho do not even believe their ow n theories
reveals a nihilistic passion. They also reveal the desire to m ake
them selves interesting by proffering inanities, albeit brilliant inanities.
It is tinsel-thought, philosophical Ɋblingɋ disconnected from  reality and
lacking any scientific or observational basis; it is a m ixture of sophistry



and dogm atism .
[1]  La m affia rose (Paris: Le C arrousel-FN , 1987); 4th revised and enlarged edition D çterna

Editions, 2012.

[2]  For instance television, w here inter-hom osexual recruitm ent is w idespread, especially
am ong m ale show -hosts. The sectors of fashion, art, and culture are heavily invested in
by the hom osexual lobbies, w hich gives them  significant ideological influence. The
M inistry of C ulture is also a hom osexual nursery.

[3]  Sexual harassm ent in em ploym ent (or pseudo-em ploym ent), along w ith im plicit or
explicit sexual blackm ail tow ard fem ale applicants, is not lim ited to television, fashion,
the m ovies, and the entertainm ent industry (as is too often believed) but occurs in m any
other sectors as w ell. This them e is touched upon below .

[4]  These sorts of law s ɇ  against hom ophobia, racism , and the like ɇ  are a departure from
positive law  and a regression to subjective and ideological law . Ideas, statem ents, and
intentions rather than acts are crim inalised. This is an open invitation to totalitarianism ,
into w hich w e are slow ly slipping, be it neo- or soft-totalitarianism .

[5]  O ther exam ples of the inversion of values and facts in the dom inant discourse:
Ɋim m igration is an opportunity; it does not cost anything; it is a benefit....ɋ

[6]  This is a classic psychological attitude: w anted to be hated w hen one is not, in order to
m ake oneself interesting, to be talked about, to present oneself as oppressed w hen one is
not. The gay lobby follow s the sam e strategy as M uslim s do in this regard.

[7]  The need for Ɋoutingɋ ɇ  the revelation of oneɋs hom osexuality ɇ  is one proof of the
pathological character of hom osexuality. It reveals a taste for provocation w hich acts as
com pensation for the sham e one feels tow ard oneself; an inability to be oneself w ithout
m aking a spectacle of oneself.

[8]  A ID S C oalition to U nleash Pow er (A C T U P) is a direct action advocacy group for people
w ith A ID S. Its m otto is ɊSilence = D eathɋ. The group w as form ed in 1987 and rem ains
active today. ɆEd.

[9]  The self-satisfied hom osexual aesthetic is not brilliantly original. It is self-m ocking, but
m ore sugary than deep and authentic. Pierre B ergçɋs and Y ves Saint-Laurentɋs collection
of furniture, decorations, and paintings, sold at auction upon the latterɋs death am id m edia
over-coverage, revealed a certain vulgarity in the piling up of incom m ensurable w orks.
The hom osexual aesthetic is excessive, pretentious, unbalanced, and w ithout strength. It
is soft. A bove all, it is a travesty of good taste.

[10]  Thierry Le Luron (1952Ɇ1986) w as a com edian, im personator, singer, and French radio
host. ɆEd.



[11]  M ichael G çrard Joseph C olucci (1944Ɇ1986), better know n as C oluche, w as a w ell-
know n actor and com edian in France. ɆEd.

[12]  The reference is to a com ic sketch perform ed and film ed in Septem ber, 1985. ɆTr.

[13]  Plural of Ɋsim ulacrum ɋ, m eaning representation of a thing or a person. The term  w as
popularised by the post-m odernist social theorist, Jean B audrillard, w ho argued in his
sem inal w ork, Sim ulacra and Sim ulation (A nn A rbor, M ichigan: U niversity of M ichigan
Press, 1995), that sim ulacra are not only representations or copies of the real, but becom e
Ɋtrueɋ in their ow n right, that is, hyperreal. ɆEd.

[14]  A rnold G ehlen (1904Ɇ1976) w as a G erm an anthropologist and philosopher of a
conservative bent. ɆEd.

[15]  K onrad Lorenz (1903Ɇ1989) w as an A ustrian ethologist w ho w on the N obel Prize in
1973. H e w as a m em ber of the N ational Socialist Party during the Third R eich. H e
speculated that the supposed advances of m odern life w ere actually harm ful to hum anity,
since they had rem oved hum ans from  the biological effects of natural com petition and
replaced it w ith the far m ore brutal com petition inherent in relations betw een individuals
in m odern societies. ɆEd.

[16]  A ccording to all that experienced libertines have been able to observe, there are few
purely hom osexual w om en. M ost self-proclaim ed gay w om en are in reality bisexual;
often they have been disappointed by m en. I can attest on this point that one of the high
priestesses of A m erican lesbianism  in the 1980s, Linda Lew ine, author of Shared
Intim acies, w ho w anted to be strictly hom osexual, w as in fact a perfectly bisexual, elegant
N ew  Y ork lady. O n the other hand, m ale hom osexuals are only attracted by their ow n
sex. B y nature, a w om an is not disgusted by physical nearness to one of her ow n sex.
Fem inine bisexuality is quite w idespread, naturally, even though it is suppressed. Is there
a tendency to bisexuality in w om en, w hile m ale hom osexuals are a m inority?

    A  double paradox: real hom osexuality is m asculine and not fem inine, w hile any w om an
can becom e hom osexual.

    In term s of sexuality, the difference betw een Ɋm an-w om anɋ is very difficult to understand.
The Freudian doctrine (centred on the O edipus com plex) w as reserved for m en. B ut Freud
w as steeped in biblical culture and thus purely m acho. In biblical culture fem inine
sexuality is not only neglected and despised, it is not even understood. C hristianity has
perpetuated this ignorance. In spite of enorm ous errors and stupid tendencies, the fem inist
m ovem ent has m ore or less taken up the pagan w orld view  native to Europe. B ut
fem inism ɋs error (as I explain elsew here) w as to w ant to Ɋm asculiniseɋ w om en, to im agine
that equality is the abolition of difference.

[17]  H ow ever, by the genetic m anipulation of stem  cells, researchers have been able to
produce sperm atids ɇ  synthetic sperm atozoa ɇ  from  the brain cells of a fem ale rat
injected into the uterus of another ovulating rat; this resulted in the birth of a perfectly



norm al fem ale rat. In the near future, then, the follow ing technical possibility w ill exist:
by the sam e m ethod, tw o w om en w ill be able to give birth to a girl (but not a boy, since
they do not carry the Y  chrom osom e) of w hom  both w ill be the biological m other. W ill
this revolution be authorised by law ? Probably not, but lesbian couples w ill find devious
w ays to do this through private clinics, created by a new  m arket. These lesbian couples
w ill prefer this m ethod to that of adopting the child of one of them  conceived by a m an. I
can understand them .

[18]  Trofim  D enisovich Lysenko (1898Ɇ1976) w as a U krainian biologist and agronom ist in
the U SSR  and director of the Lenin A ll-U nion A cadem y of A gricultural Sciences. H e is
best know n for having developed theories of genetic hybridisation. H is experim ental
research into this field earnt him  the respect and support of Joseph Stalin after his w ork
im proved crop yields in the Soviet U nion. It w as after him  that the scientific m ovem ent,
Lysenkoism , w as nam ed. ɆEd.

[19]  Since the 1960s, the fem inist m ovem ent and pro-abortion groups ɇ  both of w hich
m aintain close ties ɇ  along w ith the lesbian m ovem ent, w hich only represents the hard
core of Ɋbutchɋ hom osexual w om en, have alw ays either im plicitly or explicitly considered
m aternity a form  of servitude and indirectly preached fem ale sterility. They m ust regret
having been born....

[20]  Foucault, D errida, D eleuze, Lacan and their ilk: they are the French frauds. Som eday
people w ill realise that this roster of Parisian intellectocrats of the 1960s-80s, w hich
enjoyed enorm ous success ɇ  especially in the universities of A m ericaɋs east coast ɇ
never offered a single philosophically, scientifically, or historically grounded thought ɇ
nothing but rhinestone glitter, snobbish jargon, bobo Leftism , and verbal diarrhoea.
Fascinated A m ericans nam ed this pandem onium  French Theory. Like m odern
Ɋconceptual artɋ, it w as a great hoax: w ell-prom oted intellectual poverty m asquerading as
Ɋphilosophyɋ. B ut the deconstruction practiced by this sect (descended from  the critical
theory of Frankfurt School neo-M arxism , though less talented) w as content w ith the w ork
of dem olition: blow ing up bridges and tem ples, w ithout building anything, w ithout
proposing anything but infantile utopias. Sartre, w hom  posterity w ill also recognise as a
plagiarist and im postor, w as one of these nihilistic and fundam entally bitter publicists (not
philosophers).

[21]  If Ɋoppression creates sexɋ, according to this w om an, and oppression com es from  the
m ale sex (since it is not a disem bodied divinity), it is indeed sex (the m ale sex) w hich
created oppression. She did not grasp the im becility of her proposition. For if it is the
(m ale) sex that creates oppression by defining sex arbitrarily as m an-w om an w ith m an as
dom inant, it is necessarily the case that the m asculine principle m ust have existed before
this oppression of w hich it w ould be the origin. B ut the m ale sex did not exist
originally.... So this non-sex, non-gender created itself as sex and gender. A  dizzying,
pretentious, infantile form  of thought, w ell beneath the hollow  theological vaticinations of
the late R om an Em pire.



[22]  From  the character Thom as D iafoirus, physician in M oliæreɋs Le M alade Im aginaire. ɆTr.

[23]  See: G uillaum e Faye, A rcheofuturism  (London: A rktos, 2010); W hy W e Fight (London:
A rktos, 2011). ɆEd.



CH A PTER 3

M ales and Fem ales: C om plex
D ifferences

Egalitarianism  ɇ  the dom inant ideology w hich continually pushes to
m ake reality conform  to its view s ɇ  proceeds w ith the m atter of
gender in the sam e w ay as it does w ith individuals, populations, or
races. The dem and for equality betw een m en and w om en, that is,
equality of opportunity, legal equality, and equal treatm ent ɇ  perfectly
legitim ate dem ands ɇ  has drifted tow ard a dem and for equivalence of
roles, w hich leads to a dead end. Legal equality gets confounded w ith
natural equality. In order to justify this view , intrinsic differences
betw een the sexes are denied, just as are differences betw een
populations. A s alw ays, this is done in spite of reality, observation,
com m on sense, and science, all for the benefit of ideological delirium
and political w him s.

In differentiating betw een m en and w om en in term s of psychology,
ability, and sexuality, one obviously runs the risk of falling into sexist
clichçs. M an per se and w om an per se do not exist. Still, w om en as a
w hole and m en as a w hole function, in K onrad Lorenzɋs bold
expression, Ɋas tw o different speciesɋ. In this regard, hum ans are no
different from  the rest of the anim al kingdom .

The dogm a according to w hich differences betw een m en and w om en
are only cultural com es from  doctrinaire fem inist behaviourism  w hich,
m oreover, considers w om en as potential m en ɇ  botched boys ɇ  and
has never ceased to reject and devalue fem ininity (cf. our chapter on
fem inism ).



A s is the case w ith all living species, the reality is that fem ale and
m ale hum ans differ broadly on a psychological and physical level, w ith
this being a function of the biological specialisation of the sexes. But
these differences are affected by cultural change. Still, the basic
distinctions betw een the tw o sexes rem ain, especially at the
behavioural level, since there is no reason w hy som ething that affects
the entire body should not also affect the brain. A fter all, w hat is the
m ind, the psychological com plexion, if not som ething that falls w ithin
the dom ain of the brain? M ale and fem ale functions have not been the
sam e for m illennia of evolutionary history. There is no reason to think
w e are w itnessing a convergence of the sexes, no m atter how  m uch
ideological force or cultural pressure is applied.

W om anɋs D eep Psychology and A rchetypical
R epresentations

It is certainly presum ptuous on the part of a m an to involve him self in
the interior life of w om an, especially since behind Ɋw om anɋ are w om en
in all their diversity ɇ  individual and, of course, ethnic. H ow ever, I
shall em bark on this difficult and debatable (though not uninteresting)
exercise. The French philosopher Raym ond A bellio[1] distinguished
three categories of w om an, or three types of fem inine psychology: th e
o r ig in a l w o m a n , th e  m a n ly  w o m a n , a n d  th e  u ltim a te  w o m a n .

The original w om an is the m other, the faithful spouse, the
reproducer w ho leaves social superiority to the m ale and consecrates
herself in bringing up her children to adolescence, though not further.
H er sexuality is sim ple, faithful, of m oderate intensity, and oriented
tow ard pregnancy. She cultivates a discreet, conventional fem ininity.

The m anly w om an is the one w ho com petes w ith m an on his ow n
ground and m eans to share his attributes: direction of society,
authority, equality w ith or even superiority to m an. She is relatively



asexual, pleasure interests her less than pow er, and she is vengeful
tow ard m en.

The ultim ate w om an is a synthesis of the tw o, but w ith som ething
else as w ell. H yperfem inine, very sexual, and cerebral, she aim s both at
(lim ited) m aternity and com petition w ith m en. Seductive, a fem m e
fatale par excellence, she denies herself no experience. O ften bisexual,
she is also psychologically fragile, even depressive (despite her
superficial hyperactivity), for she constantly experiences a
schizophrenic tension betw een her fem inine and m asculine poles.

O f course, these three categories can m ix and overlap in a single
person, and are not necessarily encountered in a pure state. Still, let us
consider each of these psychological paradigm s one by one, keeping in
m ind that real cases are alw ays m ore or less am biguous.

* * *

The original w om an runs a rather long gam ut, from  the Ɋdelightful
idiotɋ to Ɋm other courageɋ, from  the subm issive and hum iliated w om an
of the Islam ic to the respected but cram ped m ater fam iliae of Latin
civilisation, from  the traditional G erm an w om an of the three K s
(Kinder, K úche, K irche ɇ  children, kitchen, church) to the traditional,
som ew hat inferiorised m odel of A sian civilisation. The original w om an
is alw ays conventional and predictable, but indispensable. She has been
lauded by C hristianity as part of the unchanging order of things, of the
hearth, and of reproduction. She corresponds to the goddess m others of
m ost religions. She is the keeper of dom estic order. H er status is
am biguous, being either exalted or constrained to subm ission. In
G raeco-Latin m ythology, she corresponds to H era-Juno.

The m anly w om an, w ith all her positive and negative features, is a
creation of the W est. B ut this is a very ancient archetype: pre-C hristian,
w ell prefigured by both the hunter-goddess D iana and by the m yth of
the A m azons. She gave birth to fem inist ideology (w hose roots can be



discovered in the first century A D  in R om e[2]): the w om an w ho m eans
to assum e m asculine attributes for herself and w ho fundam entally
despises her ow n fem ininity and m ore or less disclaim s her ow n sex.
She w ants to be creative, but is alw ays torn by a frustrated superiority
com plex (resentm ent of the m ale), and thus feels inferior. Sexually, she
is im m ature. She is in revolt against her ow n fem ininity, her ow n
nature, and this is w hy she often turns tow ard exclusive hom osexuality.
N ot m aternal at all but highly am bitious, she often outperform s m en in
their ow n dom ain.

The ultim ate w om an is another kettle of fish entirely. She is the
disturbing synthesis, concentrating in herself the attributes of
fem ininity and m asculinity at once, and thus she is really th e  th ir d  se x ,
surpassing both w om an and m an. A t the sam e tim e, she can be m other,
w ife, intellectual, poet, fighter ɇ  even w hore. She is alw ays seductive,
upsetting m enɋs hearts and bodies. The G reek goddess A phrodite has
som e of her characteristics, but not all. Elusive, m ysterious, she is
alw ays enterprising and courageous. Sexually, she is hyperactive but
unfaithful.

The ultim ate w om an is the one w ho inspires passion, w ho gives off
a m ysterious aura. Bisexual, she seduces m en as w ell as w om en.

* * *

M any fem inine figures are a cross of these three relatively universal
fem inine archetypes. For exam ple, the virginal figures of goddess-
m others show  a sublim ation of the original w om an (Egypt,
C hristianity) as a protective, all-pow erful m ater virginia preserved
from  defilem ent by the m ale penis. The V irgin M ary and m any
C atholic saints are sublim ated original w om en and thus salvific, but
none of them  is a m other ɇ  a concrete original w om an.

Joan of A rc represents an archetypal figure of the m anly w om an,
but pure and sanctified, w hile M arie de M edici represents a profane



version. M arie-A ntoinette or M essalina have m ore of the ultim ate
w om an about them . In short, the three types are alw ays m ixing, and
except for the original w om an, it is hard to find a pure type.

The prostitute, the courtesan, and the geisha are am ong the varieties
of ultim ate w om en. A m ong hom osexual w om en one finds about half
ultim ate w om en and half m anly w om en. O ne can also observe
conversions and shifts: ultim ate w om en w ho at a certain age becom e
original w om en upon the birth of a late child and put their house in
order; or one can even find the converse: fam ily w om en w ho go to the
dogs once they hit forty m orph into one of the other types.

The prostitute is a cross betw een the original w om an and the
ultim ate w om an. Islam  and Judaism  have despised and hated her, w hile
C hrist forbade her stoning, like that of the adulteress, and forgave her
Ɋsinsɋ. Indian and ancient European paganism  tolerated the prostitute as
a sort of social necessity.

Q uestions about the D ependence and Subm ission of
W om en

D espite social egalitarianism  and the grow ing econom ic independence
of w om en, and despite her sexual and econom ic em ancipation, w om en
need m en m ore than the converse. For reasons that are probably
genetic, w om an is less able to bear the solitude of celibacy than m an.
She needs to be surrounded. This explains w hy w om en m ay choose to
rem ain w ith disagreeable m en they do not need, and w hy others set up
house w ith m en they despise and w ho becom e unbearable, sim ply so as
not to be left alone. N B : these statem ents obviously do not concern all
w om en, but are statistical generalisations.

W om en suffer m ore from  separation than m en. M ale em otions are
often frustrated; evolution has program m ed him  for egoism . M an bears
solitude better than w om an (w e see this even in the anim al w orld:



solitary m ales am ong the prim ates, canids, felids, delphinids, and so
on).

* * *

A  neighboring phenom enon is the attraction of m any w om en to m anly
and indeed brutal m en, even those w ith w eak intellectual capacity and
w hose com pany is not very rew arding. People are often am azed that
w om en w ho get beaten stay w ith their com panion and do not dare leave
him . ɊI still love him ; Iɋm  going to give him  another chance and hope
he w onɋt start again.ɋ Such is the stupid leitm otif of battered w om en
one hears so often in m edia reports.

In a sim ilar vein, people are surprised by intelligent w om en w ho
succum b to the charm s of m en gifted only w ith physical qualities, w ith
a strong appearance but often lacking in other areas, including
financial.[3] It is rem arkable that even if the m an has no other quality
except Ɋvirilityɋ in the m ost superficial sense of the term , even if he
turns out to be stupid and disagreeable and, indeed, physically
unsatisfying, his virility, his overt brutality w ill attract a num ber of
w om en like larks attracted by a m irror. Beauty and the beast?

The propensity of m any w om en to accept m ale brutality, to let
them selves be taken in by one superficially virile and w ithout conjugal
interest in her, to accept the authority of rather pathetic m en, can
perhaps be explained phylogenetically. O ver the course of evolution,
for m illions of years, undoubtedly before the passage of hom inids to
H om o sapiens, it w as inscribed in fem ale genes that she m ust be
protected by a strong m an, a m an able to hunt.

Rom antic attachm ent is certainly m ore sincere in w om en than in
m en due to a sim ple atavistic necessity of dependence. The fem ale
principle of love is receptive, passive, attentive but also self-giving, as
opposed to the egotistical m asculine rom antic principle. Rom antic
suffering, like the concept of love itself, is not really m asculine. But



take careful note: all this cuts both w ays, for there is a constant
interpenetration (m athem aticians w ould speak of an interference of
statistical areas) of fem inine and m asculine psychologies.

* * *

The subm ission of w om en to m en is not a subject that can be passed off
w ith a rem ark such as: Ɋitɋs just a passing cultural phase.ɋ Som ething
deeper, som ething atavistic m ust be at w ork. In a television program
broadcast on the France 3 netw ork (ɊH igh-Risk Love: Can Love Be
D angerous?ɋ) view ers w ere treated to am azing testim onials by young
w om en w ho had taken up w ith and had children by m urderers, violent
and stupid m en, fugitives from  justice, psychopaths w ho beat and
despised them . Yet they continued to defend these m en and say that
they Ɋlovedɋ them . These w om en did not com e from  backw ard classes
but from  the educated m iddle-class.

It is also notew orthy that w ell-publicised crim inals given heavy
punishm ents for m urder, serial rape, large-scale banditry, and so on get
letters from  fascinated w om en w ho w ant to m eet them  and becom e
their com panions. Is this attraction to brutality phylogenetic?

It is absolutely fascinating to see how  far educated, intelligent, self-
proclaim ed fem inist w om en end up subm itting to the authority of
psychotic and m ediocre m en. It is as if these highly evolved w om en
struggled intellectually w ith m achism o but, in their daily life, end up
subm itting to a m an. W om en w ho have been beaten, even raped,
forgive their attackers. O ne m ust ask w hether they do not love them
because of their brutality.

Cases of m en subm itting to w om en exist, but are far m ore rare.
W hat is extraordinary is that m any of these subm issive w om en w ho
allow  their lives to be degraded are econom ically independent and have
no need of a m an. The explanation of fem ale subm ission by violence or
econom ic dependence (as in traditional societies) does not hold w ater,



since m istreated w om en today could easily take off. O ne explanation
could be that w om en tolerate loneliness less w ell than m en, and that
they end, even after a free and em ancipated youth, by needing a
guardian ɇ  even if a disagreeable and hateful one. O ne often gets the
im pression that the idea of freedom  is less im portant for w om en than
the fear of loneliness.

* * *

A m ong the observations I have m ade in m eeting people, I have alw ays
been struck by the follow ing type of case, w hich I have observed a
num ber of tim es: 1) a w om an beaten and m istreated by her husband,
som etim es turned into a sex object in orgies, w ho is on a higher
intellectual level than him  and w ho could perfectly w ell be
econom ically independent after leaving him , does not rebel and
rem ains subm issive; 2) a w om an, harassed by a m an, often insulted,
w ho has a foreboding that her life w ith him  w ill be a living hell, ends
by giving in and agrees to m arry him ; w hen she sees her m istake, it is
too late (in reality, she saw  her m istake from  the beginning but
suppressed her ow n perception of the situation); 3) a m an adm its that
by being harsh and dom inating w ith his w ife he benefits from  m ore
gentleness on her part than w hen he show s him self am enable, friendly,
and nice w ith her; 4) a w om an harassed by a m an, even one w hom  she
does not like, ends up taking pity on him  or succum bing to a sort of
authority she cannot explain.

It is sad to say, but there also exist a certain num ber of w om en w ho
can go to bed w ith a m an at his order, by persuasion, and even w ithout
any interest in him , by m ere insistence on the m anɋs part, w ho uses
every strategy im aginable. The w om an finally Ɋcracksɋ under the
pressure.

These cases have m any interesting aspects: even w hen m istreated,
w om en often forgive. W om en are less likely than m e to hold a grudge.



O ne m ight speak of blindness. The naívetç of even intelligent w om en in
the face of the seductive verbiage of m en ɇ  especially w hen they insist
ɇ  has been noted by all the best observers from  Juvenal[4] to Sacha
G uitry[5] by w ay of M m e de Staél.[6] Let us not forget to quote Erasm usɋ
Praise of Folly: ɊW om en chase fools; they avoid sensible m en like
poisonous anim als.ɋ W e m ight also m ention this eighteenth century: Ɋa
w om an m ay resist the love she feels but not that she inspiresɋ, m eaning
that w om en are m ore sensitive to flattery than to their ow n personal
choices, like the crow  in the fable.[7]

Everything happens as if, in the end, w o m e n  d o  n o t k n o w  h o w  to
sa y  n o . A m an harassing a w om an has ten tim es the chance of
succeeding as a w om an w ho harasses a m an if she fails to attract him
sexually. W om enɋs pow er of resistance is rather w eak. Even those w ho
m ost proclaim  them selves to be fem inists rem ain basically a fr a id  o f
m e n . I have know n w om en w ho w ould shack up w ith a m an on Friday
and call him  every nam e in the book on M onday. Iɋve know n others,
sm art and w ith good taste, w ho w ill jum p into bed w ith brutes and w ho
w ill unceasingly com plain about but continue to put up w ith them .

The upshot of all this cannot be sim ply Ɋcultureɋ, especially in
environm ents soaked in the idea of equality betw een w om en and m en.
There is indeed, inscribed in our genes, a n  a ta v istic  fe e lin g  o f
su b m issio n  b y  w o m e n  to w a r d s m e n , tow ards the one w ho shouts the
loudest. O ne m ight regret it but, in m y opinion, this is how  things are.
O nly a few  exceptional w om en do not fit this rule. B ut w e m ust add, as
w e shall see further on, that w om en (outside the couple) can react
infinitely m ore courageously and w ith greater intrepidity in dangerous
situations than m en.

Q uestions on M ale Superiority and the ɊD om inant
M aleɋ



I am  by no m eans defending m ale superiority as an incorruptible
essence; all I w ant to do is observe and pose som e questions. N B: W hat
I advance does not com e from  dogm a, but from  observation and
investigation. Let us calm ly look at the argum ents of those w ho
m aintain that there is a certain kind of superiority of m en (especially
W hite m en) over w om en.

O nly in the rarest cases have there been fem ale N obel Laureates.
The overw helm ing m ajority of basic inventions have not been the w ork
of w om en. N o great fem ale com poser or conductor, very few  great
scholars or philosophers, and only a sm all m inority of poets of w hom
w e have any trace. In the novel, even if w om en devote them selves
fervently to the form , it is dom inated by m en. The sam e goes for all of
literature, painting, sculpture, and the plastic or cinem atic arts, despite
such notable exceptions as Colette, Cam ille Claudel, G eorge Sand,
A naís N in, and so on and so forth. It is as if creativity and genius w ere
m ostly m asculine....

If one draw s up a statistical balance for the past tw o thousand years,
in every creative dom ain (arts, sciences, literature, politics, philosophy,
theology, technology, etc.), m ale dom ination w ould be staggering. A nd
not m erely in the area of European civilisation but in all other
civilisations. This w as already rem arked upon by Spinoza.[8] Is it so
certain that this m asculine preponderance has a purely Ɋculturalɋ origin
and is m erely the fruit of Ɋoppressionɋ?[9] Later on I shall try to answ er
this troublesom e question.

W ithout w anting to, even the defenders of the absolute equality of
w om en fall into the trap of this idea of fem inine inferiority. For
exam ple, on the occasion of International W om enɋs D ay, 8 M arch
2008, then-president Sarkozy organised a reception at the Çlysçe Palace
for Ɋ150 exceptional w om enɋ, that is, a selection of w om en w ho had
perform ed as w ell as m en in a variety of dom ains. But by an
inadvertent sem antic glitch, the very title of the event let slip that these



Ɋexceptional w om enɋ are precisely that: an exception; in other w ords, it
is only by exception that w om en elevate them selves to the level of the
best m en.... This w as a dreadful lapse w hich the brilliant
Ɋcom m unications advisorsɋ of the Çlysçe Palace never noticed.

* * *

But m ay one conclude from  this a definitive superiority of m en to
w om en in the dom ain of culture and civilisation? The question deserves
to be posed this tim e w hen w e have been w itnessing a slo w  b u t ste a d y
r ise  o f w o m e n  since the beginning of the tw entieth century.

The superiority of m en in the creative dom ain, or rather their near-
m onopoly of this dom ain, is often explained by the fact (a m ore than
classic fem inist argum ent) that w om en have alw ays until recently been
oppressed ɇ  apart from  exceptions am ong the very highest social
classes over the course of history.

The counter-argum ent consists in saying that w hoever concretely
dom inates is necessarily superior w hatever the contingent social facts,
since these latter com e dow n in the last analysis to an unsurpassable
relation; thus, discrim ination against w om en can only be the product of
a relation of strength (even intellectual strength) favourable to m en,
and that w hatever artificial help is granted to w om en, they can never be
(statistically) as creative as m en.

It is as if the fem ale w ere statistically confined to reproduction and
the upkeep of the hom e and nurturance of offspring, w hile m en w ere
restricted to external activities. H ow  can w e explain that, statistically,
in all dom ains this rule of m ale dom inance has never know n an
exception? The fact that this rule has increasingly been bent since the
beginning of the tw entieth century, especially in the W est, gives us the
first hint of an explanation.

In actual fact, it w ould seem  that it is not any congenital incapacity



of the fem ale brain to correctly carry out certain functions that is at
issue, but the fact that w o m e n , b e in g  e v e r  le ss h in d e r e d  b y  m a te r n ity ,
h a v e  g r a d u a lly  se t o u t to  c o n q u e r  m a sc u lin e  r o le s, m ost of the tim e
successfully.

In any case, m ale and fem ale perform ance is quite variable
depending on civilisation and race. A m ong A fricans, for exam ple, or in
m any A rab and M iddle Eastern populations w hich have m ixed theirs
w ith A frican blood, w om en on the w hole have qualities superior to
those of m en, especially m oral qualities and qualities of character. This
can be observed in im m igrant populations in Europe w here girls have
superior capabilities to boys. This is not the case in European
populations.

The global dom ination of m en over w om en in all civilisations is due
to the physical and m uscular strength of m en. This superior physical
strength has occasioned m ale social dom ination. W om en, constrained
by nature to devote them selves to the tasks of m aternity, have not been
able to develop their m ental qualities. But it w ould be absurd to think
they could not do so.

There is no difference in intelligence betw een m en and w om en,
o n ly  p sy c h o lo g ic a l d iffe r e n c e s, n a m e ly  d iffe r e n c e s o f c h a r a c te r. It is
not possible, how ever, for us to say that w om en are m ore sensitive than
m en, or m ore sensual, or w ork harder, and so forth. O nly that this
sensuality, this hard w ork, this sensitivity is applied differently
according to sex, for genetic reasons. H ow ever, w e m ust pose tw o
questions, concerning w hich various schools of applied psychology
have argued for m ore than a century: Statistically speaking, are w om en
m ore em otional than m en ɇ  som ething w hich could obviously be a
handicap; and are not m en better predisposed to inventiveness? The
only profound study of this question on the basis of tests involving
large sam ples is that of J P Reynolds, and seem s to conclude in the
affirm ative.



Inventiveness and curiosity are m ore com m on am ong m ales. This is
not a m atter of intellectual ability, but of character traits. The m ale
m ore often than the fem ale is Ɋexternallyɋ oriented: eager to create,
eager for novelty, recognition, and glory. H e m ore frequently uses his
intellect for com petition, innovation, research, and discovery.

Still, in m any dom ains w here people try to draw  boundaries
betw een fem inine and m asculine psychology (for exam ple,
possessiveness, jealousy, sensuality, depression, irascibility, gullibility,
and so forth) the results are not convincing. O n the other hand, in the
areas of aggression, com petitiveness, vanity, libido, cruelty,
narcissistic delusions, m urderous im pulse, dogm atism , resistance to
subm ission, and inventive curiosity, the balance seem s to tilt in favour
of m en. A s for honesty, em otional fidelity, subm issiveness, cleanliness,
prudence, tem perance, as foresight, these characteristics are m ore often
appropriated to w om en.

* * *

M achism o, that is to say, the belief in the biological and social
superiority of m en over w om en, and in a kind of legitim ate and innate
dom inion over the latter, is a detestable and ridiculous position proper
to less evolved civilisations.

W e m ust m ention those m en (including Ɋprogressiveɋ politicians)
w ho m ake them selves out to be w om enɋs best friends, w ho m ake grand
professions of fem inist faith and w ho go as far as to claim  that w om en
are superior to m en, but w ho, in their daily lives ɇ  both professional
and private ɇ  prove to be cynical m achistes[10] w ho fundam entally
despise w om en and treat them  as second-rate hum an beings. I am
thinking especially of sexual blackm ail in hiring and prom otion w hich
is a w idespread reality ɇ  especially in prestigious and m anagerial
professions. W e should also m ention the m a ssiv e  r e tu r n  o f m a c h ism o
(w hich I shall speak of later) due to M uslim  im m igration w hich, w ith



stupefying hypocrisy, is perfectly tolerated (or, at least, not talked
about) in progressive and Leftist m ilieus.

For a long tim e w e w ere asked to believe that the Right w as for the
subjection of w om en and the Left for their liberation, em ancipation,
and equality. Things are a great deal m ore com plicated than that. The
tendency to m achism o is, broadly speaking, m ore pronounced in
southern civilisations and ethnic areas than in the north. In general, it
can be said that the least m acho societies are those of Scandinavian,
G erm anic, and C eltic origin ɇ  and, by extension, those of A ncient
G reece and Rom e.

Effem inisation and D evirilisation of Society
The parallel and concom itant effem inisation and devirilisation visible
in society over the last several decades corresponds to the rise in tim id,
consensus-values of pacification, protection, therapy, and m othering.
This w as seen in the Ɋfem inistɋ cam paign of Sçgolæne Royal[11] in 2007,
w ho portrayed herself as a nurse for the French ɇ  a protective and
pacifying Big M other.

This need for security and protection is obviously the counterpart to
an increasingly violent, w ild, brutal, and neo-prim itivist society falling
apart into egoistic and antagonistic com m unities. This need is
expressed by neo-fem inist political ideology incarnated by Sçgolæne
Royal and also by M artine A ubry,[12] nam ely the ideology of m aternal
foresight, the m otherly resolution of all conflicts based on classic
Leftist naívetç (of clearly Christian origin), and belief in the goodness
of hum an nature. O n the other hand, w e see a sham e-faced nostalgia for
the virile return of the father and his authority (the im age Sarkozy
w anted to project), for the return of the repressive order of com m on
sense and discipline far rem oved from  fem inist/teary-eyed m aternal
em otionalism .



The G erm an philosopher Peter Sloterdijk,[13] in an interview  for
Point (A pril, 2007), declared: ɊThe fem inisation of society goes hand-
in-hand w ith the evolution of political system  tow ards the prim acy of
therapeutic functions. W hile Sarkozy identifies w ith the dem and for
security of the post-dem ocratic age ɇ  and the fight against the
rabble[14] requires this ɇ  Sçgolæne Royal is not a socialist but a
fem inist. For her, fem inism  is a tim eless norm ; the social order is not
just unless it is im posed by w om en.ɋ But, things not being so sim ple,
her im age w avers betw een that of the gentle Virgin M ary, the vengeful
Joan of A rc and... the castrating m other.

* * *

The fem inisation of society and especially of its political values does
not necessarily m ean the breakthrough of w om en into political life ɇ
despite the absurd policy of Ɋparityɋ[15] ɇ  but the shift in public
preoccupations and political discourse tow ard com m iseration,
protection, em pathy, and everything Ɋsocialɋ to the point of absurdity
(w ith all the hypocrisy this involves). W e should bear in m ind,
how ever, that fem inised m en dispense these values as m uch as or m ore
than w om en.

W e m ust be clear w hat sort of Ɋfem ininityɋ w e are speaking of. For
fem inine values are not necessarily those of w eakness, pity,
forgiveness, or tolerance. T h e  c u r r e n t fe m in isa tio n  o f so c ie ty  is a
c a r ic a tu r e  o f fe m in in e  v a lu e s a ssu m e d  b y  u n m a n ly  m e n . In decadent
societies it is often w om en w ho take up m anly values once again, or,
m ore exactly, w ho express th e  a u th o r ita r ia n  sid e  o f fe m in in ity  w h ic h
su b stitu te s itse lf fo r  th e  fa ilu r e  o f m e n . Just think of M argaret
Thatcher.

The fem inisation of political and social values is not the m echanical
result of w om en acceding to various sorts of pow er, but of the
d iv ir ilisa tio n  o f E u r o p e a n  m a le s in all dom ains. This divirilisation



involves not m erely the progress of m ale hom osexuality but spreads
through all social and political behaviour. There is no need to repeat
here w hat I have dem onstrated in several of m y w orks. Signs of the
divirilisation of the W estern political, m edia, and intellectual classes,
as w ell as of the elites, can be noticed (w ith a few  exceptions) in the
m ost diverse dom ains, w ith the m ost w orrisom e being the fascinated
resignation in the face of the (virile) Islam ic thrust and m igration
invasion, along w ith hum anitarian and com passionate lachrym osity
and, m ore generally, the lack of courage that can be noticed in all m ale
behaviour. For exam ple, am ong m any M uslim s one finds contem pt for
the decadent native Europeans because they let M uslim s take their
w om en.

In contem porary society, m oreover, one can note a striking parallel
betw een rising violent and barbaric behaviour, a collapse of social
codes, and (in the discourse and ideology of the m edia) the rise of a
syrupy hum anitarianism . B arbaric Ɋvirtual violenceɋ (TV, video gam es,
m ovies, and so on) becom es a counterpoint to real unm anly, fearful,
cow ardly behaviour and a grating hum anitarian and m oralising
rhetoric. To speak colloquially, m en have becom e pussies.
Paradoxically, w om en are tending to becom e m ore m anly than m en. A
sw apping of roles? Possibly.

D ifferent W ays the Sex A ct Is Perceived B etw een
M en and W om en

Is m ale sexuality m ore frustrated than fem ale sexuality? Is it m ore
libidinal and less sensual?

For horm onal reasons, the m ale orgasm  is distinctly w eaker than
that of the fem ale. A m anɋs sexual pleasure resides above all in
seduction and conquest rather than in fulfillm ent. W hen it com es to the
sex act, the w om en experiences and undergoes a rom antic fusion (that



is to say, a confusion betw een em otion and physical pleasure) w hile
m en tend to dissociate sexual pleasure and em otion. This is the case
purely because of evolutionary reasons: the sex act holds m ore gravity
for a w om an than for a m an on account that it m ight m ake her
pregnant.it m ight m ake her pregnant.

This psychology has endured despite the prevalence of birth control,
since it is inscribed in the biological unconscious; the w om an still
invests m ore in copulation than the m an. Som e obvious consequences
derive from  this.

The first is that m an has an inborn tendency to constantly seek
sexual partners, that is to say, to cruise. The w om an is m ore subtle: she
tries harder to seduce, though w ithout acting on it, in order to prove to
herself that she is still desirable (even if she is m arried). Since the
sexual act is less im portant to m en, they try to m ultiply their partners
in order to vary the sexual acts w hich never really satisfy them . This
m ale sexual dissatisfaction explains w hy he cheats on his partner m uch
m ore than w om en do. H is need to copulate is m ore pow erful than that
of w om en because he feels less pleasure; he com pensates for intensity
w ith quantity.

The second consequence is that the rather w eak pleasure that the
m ale libido procures does not m erely drive them  to add new  sexual
relations in a risky search for the absolute orgasm , but also to
experim ent w ith other kinds of sexual relation. In fact, m any m en,
frustrated w ith classical sexual relations w hich give them  only a
m oderate orgasm , give them selves over to the m ost diverse, sordid, and
ridiculous transgressions and perversions in order to aw aken a
declining libido, m ost notably paedophilia, of course, but also
urination, bondage, sado-m asochism , experim ents w ith cross-dressing,
and so on. These perversions are very rare am ong w om en.

The paradox is easy to explain: W om an, investing m ore in the



sexual relationship and having stronger orgasm s (resulting in a closer
bond w ith her partner) feels less of a need to seek m ultiple or perverted
sexual experiences. The case of prostitutes or sem i-prostitutes w ho
collect sexual relations is very different (I w ill speak of it in another
chapter) since they rarely choose this activity for reasons of sexual
pleasure as m uch as for econom ic reasons.

* * *

The other great physiological difference betw een m ale and fem ale
sexuality is that the m an m ust have an erection. M ale sexuality is
active, fem ale sexuality passive. The m ale is thus m uch m ore fragile,
since im potence alw ays lies in w ait for him . This explains w hy the
hum an m ale, especially as he ages, needs ever m ore erotic excitem ent
before he gets an erection.

The m an does not get an erection out of love but out of excitem ent,
and excitem ent does not necessarily correspond to the feelings he has
for the w om an he loves. A m an can be excited by a w om an he does not
love and rem ain frustratingly w ithout any desire for the w om an w ho he
does love. The converse can occurs, of course, but it is m uch rarer.

O ne w idespread psychological phenom enon is the paralysis of oneɋs
faculties in cases w here they absolutely m ust be called upon: a sports
team  that chokes at the very m om ent it faces its m ost im portant gam e;
a student w ho stresses out at the big exam  and doesnɋt perform  as w ell
as on the practice exam . In this vein, sexologists and m atrim onial
agencies[16] have noted that m en can be struck by tem porary im potence
out of sheer anxiety over his virility w hen faced w ith an extrem ely
beautiful and desirable w om an or one w ho represents Ɋhigh stakesɋ for
him , w hile he has no trouble w ith an ordinary w om an or prostitute.

The em otional and rom antic needs of w om en are greater than those
of m en. O ne m ust alw ays distinguish betw een declared or displayed
love from  love felt. In this area, w om en are generally m ore sincere than



m en. M en feel m uch less guilt in com m itting adultery than w om en
because for them  copulation is not synonym ous w ith em otional
involvem ent. That fem ale infidelity alw ays (before the very recent
phenom enon of contraception decided) involves a risk of unw anted
pregnancy has created a stubborn situation w hich endures to this day:
the sexual act is m ore im portant not only for the w om an but also to
society than it is to a m an. A m anɋs sexual straying is considered a
m inor indiscretion, but a w om an w ho partakes in such behaviour. .

The fact that, in the W est over the past few  decades, a certain sexual
liberation of w om en has taken place (extended singlehood, m ultiple
lovers, no expectation of virginity at m arriage, and so on) does not
change anything regarding the overall situation of hum anity, w hich still
endures, nor regarding the traditional sexual schem a w hich still applies
to m ost people.

The R ising Pow er of W om en Today
In the current French school and university system , girls have a
tendency to out-perform  boys, and the trend is getting stronger. In
literary and scientific dom ains, w om en continue to eat aw ay at m ale
roles, and the w eak representation of w om en in m anagerial and higher
roles is also changing quickly.

For a long tim e, w om en w ere prohibited from  leaving behind their
dom estic duties and the care of the hom e. V irtually all civilisations
practice this custom . O nly exceptional w om en, like icons, played on the
sam e court as m en.

The em ancipation of w om en w as one of the great upheavals of the
tw entieth century, one repercussion of w hich is the risk that it leads to
the belief in the illusion of absolute equivalence.

First of all, w e should note that w om en are still undervalued. In
France, w om enɋs salaries are on average 25 percent low er than those of



m en. This is in part due to com panies allow ing them selves to pay
w om en less (given equal com petency and hours w orked) and because
w om en are less dem anding than m en. B ut  the fact that w om en are
m ore likely to choose part-tim e w ork than m en and that m anagem ent
positions m uch m ore frequently go to m en is not the result of
discrim ination (contrary to fem inist com plaints) but of a fear that
w om en w ould becom e unavailable through m aternity. H ow ever, this is
changing w ith the continuing rise of w om en in the professions.

In any case, it is stupid to w ant to establish equality forcibly
through legislation, as is being done now. It is Franceɋs eternal failing
to think that law s can take the place of m ores and can correct them .
ɊParityɋ law s, like all forced egalitarianism , can only have perverse
effects.

It is estim ated that a w orking w om an w ith children w orks 50
percent m ore than a m an, because she m ust do housew ork. O f course, a
m inority of m en (especially in N ordic and G erm anic cultures) accept
doing a part of the housew ork. But w e should not delude ourselves: on a
global scale, the egalitarian idea of sharing housew ork and infant care
betw een the sexes is utopian. For m en are not biologically program m ed
for carrying out dom estic and m aternal tasks. This is the illusion of the
equivalence of sexual roles.

O bserving sex differences since the beginning of the tw entieth
century in the W est (w here w om en have departed from  their strictly
fam ily role to go to w ork[17]) allow s us to conclude that w o m e n  a r e
a b le  to  fu lfill m o st tr a d itio n a lly  m a sc u lin e  ta sk s w h ile  m e n  a r e  n o t
a b le  to  fu lfill h a lf o f th e  fe m in in e  ta sk s.

A nother observation can be m ade since w om en have entered the
w orking w orld. It w ould seem  that w om en are m ore Ɋdevotedɋ than
m en, w ork harder, and are m ore honest and m ore careful, both in
m anagerial and subordinate jobs. M oreover, in all societies there is less



delinquency, less socially harm ful behaviour on the part of w om en. A
society largely directed by w om en w ould function better than one
m ostly directed by m en, in the opinion of m any fem inists. But w ill
such a society becom e possible one day? Probably not.

This dom ination of m en over w om en, insofar as it has w eakened
over the course of the nineteenth and tw entieth centuries, has gradually
given w ay to a broadening of the social dom ains in w hich w om en are
involved. The idea that w om en are m entally incapable of carrying out
m ale tasks has show n itself to be a grave error. W om en can carry out
the sam e tasks, but do so differently, except in certain quite specific
dom ains. But for w om en to be w orking m akes any separation of sexual
roles difficult. The m other of a fam ily does not have the tim e to
perform  w ork like a m an. She m ust play both roles, w om an and m an at
once. M odern W estern society tells w om en to be sim ultaneously
w om en and m en; androgynous, they m ust at once be housew ife,
m other, and w orker. C ontrary to a w idespread notion, w om en have
alw ays w orked, if only in agriculture w hen m ost of the population w as
of the peasant class. Even in M edieval villages w om en carried out
num erous tasks. The difference from  today w as that fem inine tasks
w ere quite distinct from  those of m en, and that in m ore com m unitarian
societies childcare w as not necessarily the m otherɋs concern but that of
grandparents and aunts.

The idea that Ɋa w om anɋs place is at hom eɋ does not correspond to
historical reality. W om en w orked in all ancient societies except, of
course, am ong the upper classes. O bviously, they w orked m ainly in
subordinate positions. It w as in the nineteenth century, w ith the
em ergence of the m iddle class, that housew ives appeared in great
num bers. The housew ife is typical of the bourgeois fam ily, before their
num bers began declining once again in the tw entieth century. It has
only rarely been the lot of w om en to occupy their lives w ith leisure
activities (otium  in Latin); for even the housew ife w ithout public



em ploym ent carries out useful tasks.

W om enɋs R evenge and the Possible R eversal of
Sexual Polarity

B ut there are tw o cases in w hich m en can never equal w om en nor
w om en m en, for they are deep m atters of psychobiology. In w hat
follow s, there is no idea of inferiority of w om en or m en in relation to
each other, but sim ply of com plem entarity.

W om en can succeed in all dom ains of m ale perform ance. But there
is an area in w hich one m ight pose the question of w om enɋs capacity,
that of c r e a tiv ity . I return here to a point discussed earlier.

In all areas of intelligence ɇ  practical, cerebral, calculating,
intuitive, applied, deductive, and com prehensive ɇ  w om en can
perform  as w ell as m en. B ut in the area of im aginative projection they
are less w ell furnished. Im a g in a tiv e  p r o je c tio n  is the ability to detach
oneself, to abstract from  contingent reality, to im agine som ething else;
and this in all dom ains, scientific or otherw ise. Epic poetry, science
fiction, pure im agination, fundam ental research, and even the creation
of religions are essentially m asculine dom ains.

It w as not in fem ale brains that w ere born the idea of subm arines, of
space travel, of quantum  physics, of grand philosophical system s, of
grand political and econom ic theories, and of the im m ense m ajority of
great scientific discoveries (apart from  M arie Curie, the exception that
proves the rule). M ost discoverers have been m en, and this is not
because w om en have been held back, but because the fem ale brain does
not experience that need to abstract from  the real, to im agine
som ething else. W om enɋs dream s are different from  those of m en: they
are practical, contingent, em otional, and attached to reality. M ale
dream s explore the im possible, absolute novelty, risk, and escape from
im m anent reality, w hether of a scientific and technical or of a religious,



poetic, or political nature. The epic or inventive m entality, that of
discovery, of opening new  land to cultivation, belongs (statistically)
m ore to m ale psychology, w hile prudence and doubt are the preserve of
w om en.

This does not at all m ean a superiority of m en or inferiority of
w om en, but that needs, attractions, and appetites differ betw een the
sexes for biological reasons.

Even in religion, the great prophets have been m en: Jesus C hrist,
M uham m ad, the Buddha.... Fem inine psychology is not cut out for
believing oneself the m essenger or prophet of G od. In all the w orldɋs
religions, m onotheistic (Judaism , Islam ), polytheistic (H induism ,
various form s of paganism ), or henotheistic (C atholicism , O rthodoxy),
the single or dom inant G od is m asculine.

* * *

So w hat is the central psycho-intellectual dom ain in w hich w om en
perform  better than m en? It is that of fo r e se e in g  a n d  u n d e r sta n d in g
r e a lity . M an is the dream er: im aginative, inventive, but as a
counterpart to this disposition, he is utopian and is not good at
perceiving reality and the natural order. W om en are bound to reality.
They have better perception of situations than m en, greater
psychological acuity. M oreover, w om en understand m en better than
m en understand w om en. W om en are m ore r e a listic than m en, less
easily led into adventurism . Prudence and discretion, pragm atic
observation, and resistance to fanaticism  are m ore developed in w om en
than in m en.

W om en have m ore social understanding and m ore tem perance than
m en. Sim ilarly, they break m oral rules less often than m en do (all this
is statistical, of course); they resist deliria of all sorts, gratuitous
violence, useless transgressions, artificial paradises, and so on. W om en
are also m ore p r a g m a tic than m en: they are hesitant to risk too m uch



on a senseless project, to sacrifice a present reality for a foggy or
fantastic future. They are reluctant to m ake am bitious plans. W om anɋs
nature is to preserve life, preserve and pursue it as it is. W om en act to
lim it risks, m en to take greater risks.

But to say the w orld w ould be better off if ruled by w om en w ould be
just as false as saying that it w ould be better off if only ruled by m en.
M oreover, an increase in the num ber of w om en m anagers w ould be
better than the e ffe m in a te  m e n  w e endure today w ho com bine the
faults of both sexes w ithout the virtues of either.

In any case, the question that faces European peoples today is as
follow s: H o w  to  r e c o n c ile  fe m a le  e m a n c ip a tio n  w ith  a  su ffic ie n t
b ir th  r a te. D elayed first pregnancy poses a serious problem  for
fertility. The solution can only be found in an active policy of support
for couples and young m others. This w ould be better than funding
illegal im m igrants.

* * *

Foreseeable techno-scientific upheavals m ay blur the borders betw een
m an and w om an, betw een fem ininity and m asculinity as w ell as
everything else that relates to biology. (I expand on this in the final
chapter.)

For exam ple, w hen new  technologies (only available to a m inority
of the higher classes of course) allow  certain w om en to avoid
pregnancy and childbirth, w e shall see a transform ation that cannot be
foreseen today, one at least as im portant as chem ical contraception.

Sim ilarly, the rising pow er of w om enɋs roles in so-called developed
societies m ay provoke a revolution, a change of course in relations
betw een the sexes. N o one can predict how  current tendencies w ill play
out. But w e m ust bear in m ind the contradictory double m ovem ent w e
are w itnessing today: on the one hand, the continuation of fem ale
em ancipation, and on the other, the return of m achism o and subjection



of w om en caused by m assive M uslim  im m igration into the W estern
w orld. The genius of W estern civilisation has alw ays been to put
fem inine capital to use.

* * *

It is w orth review ing the characteristics, faults, and positive qualities
w hich the greatest authors have attributed to w om en in order to
distinguish erroneous clichçs from  pertinent rem arks. For G andhi (in
All M en Are Brothers[18]) w om en are m ore hum ane than m en, since
they are non-violent, and are hum anityɋs recourse for establishing
peace on Earth. G andhi is one of the great sources for ideological
fem inist argum ents, though rarely acknow ledged. A C hinese thinker
and epigram m atic poet in the fam ous Book of Rites (w ritten by order of
the Im perial Court, w here w om en had the upper hand) considered
w o m e n  ta lk a tiv e  a n d  su p e r fic ia l. N apoleon, in the M em orial of Saint
H elena[19] and also in his correspondence, judged w om en to be
schem ers and thought they should be Ɋrelegated to the hom eɋ, far from
political life. La Bruyære in his Characters, considered w om en
Ɋextrem e ɇ  either better or w orse than m enɋ, w hich is a com plim ent.
M oliære in The Learned W om en denied w om en all intellectual or
literary am bition, w hich he considered ridiculous; this is all the m ore
surprising given that the author w as an enthusiastic defender of fem ale
em ancipation, and w as especially opposed to arranged m arriage. M m e
de Staél (in O n G erm any) develops the idea that Ɋw om en should be
excluded from  public and civil affairsɋ, proving that fem inists w ho
appeal to her authority have not read her carefully. A lfred de Vigny in
Les D estinçes considers w om en b o r n  tr a ito r s, Ɋsick childrenɋ, stricken
w ith im p u r ity , w hich returns to the position of the Church Fathers and
the dogm as of the Q urɋan. Voltaire in LɋIngçnu develops the idea of the
p sy c h o lo g ic a l su p e r io r ity  o f w o m e n  to  m e n , the latter of w hom  are
lead around by the nose. Racine, the great creator of dram atic heroines,
alm ost alw ays (and especially in Athalie) depicts them  as w avering,



hesitant, inconstant, but also m ore or less as se x u a l o b se ssiv e s, in the
style of the fortyish Phædre in love w ith young H ippolyte. The w hole of
classic eighteenth century opera follow s him  in this respect.
C onversely, Corneille alw ays paints his heroines as m ore c o u r a g e o u s
than m en, m ore c o n sta n t, m ore determ ined, follow ing H om er and
G reek tragedy (A ntigone, for instance). For La R ochefoucauld, w om en
are m ore concerned w ith appearances and w ith their Ɋreputationsɋ, than
m en. They also take m ore care over their personal appearance, and this
author of the M axim es slyly suggests that m en w ho are overly
concerned w ith their appearance (especially w ith their clothing) are not
very m asculine or trustw orthy, inclined to dissim ulation.

W illiam  Faulkner, an unrepentant m isogynist, considers that w om en
are Ɋm erely articulated genital organs w ith a kind of aptitude for
spending w hatever m oney you haveɋ, (from  the novel M osquitoes) a
statem ent w hich w ell represents A nglo-Saxon Protestant biblical
prejudices and sexual frustration. In M udarra the Bastard, Lope de
Vega reckons that w om en sw ing betw een tw o poles, Ɋlove and
vengeanceɋ. B alzac, on the other hand, in his H um an C om edy alw ays
constructs devoted, se lfle ss, sensitive fem inine heroines w ho know  how
to suffer, w hereas his m en are egotistical, calculating brutes. B alzac
(never cited in fem inist literature out of ignorance ɇ  w ho reads
Eugçnie G randet any m ore?) thinks w om en have better m oral qualities
than m en. A s for the author of D on Q uixote, Cervantes brings before us
in d e c isiv e w om en, constantly sw itching opinion, not trustw orthy or
true to their w ord.

To return to ancient authors: there is, of course, H om er, w ho thinks
w om en are fa ith fu l, c o n sta n t, c o u r a g e o u s, and w ho plainly
acknow ledges fem inine bisexuality ɇ  provided they have a husband;
but also M enander, w ho equates w om en w ith ferocious beasts, like
H esiod, to w hom  w e ow e the expression fem m e fatale. B ut the poetry of
H orace, like Plutarchɋs M arital Advice, divinises w om en long before



the Ɋcourtly loveɋ of the M iddle A ges. Let us conclude w ith Tolstoy. In
Anna Karenina, the R ussian novelist advances the idea that every
w om an is a m o th e r  in  h e r  so u l: the w ife in regard to her husband, the
m istress in regard to her lover, and every w om an in regard to the m an
w ith w hom  she falls in love. Thus, fem inine psychology reproduces
everyw here ɇ  even in the dom ain of sex ɇ  the m other-child relation:
a dom inating-dom inated and dom inant falsely dom inated.

W e see that no one is really in agreem ent over fem inine
psychology. They are presented as both cruel and loving, thoughtful
and thoughtless, devoted and faithless, subm issive and dom inant. The
R om an allegory of the She-w olf,[20] or the goddesses M aɋat[21] and
D iana[22] of Egyptian and R om an m yth, reflect this com plex and
kaleidoscopic im age of fem inine nature. Is not this fem inine nature
m ore com plex, m ore com plete than that of m asculine nature? M an is
sim ple, one m ight say; w om en is com plicated. W hat has given an
advantage to the m ale m ay give an advantage to the fem ale in the
future.

The U nisex U topia
The fem inisation of so-called Ɋm ale professionsɋ creates a num ber of
insurm ountable problem s. O ne of the utopian im peratives of
egalitarianism  is applied here, nam ely equivalence betw een the sexes
or, m ore precisely, their interchangeability. The fem inisation of the
arm y and the police[23] are a good exam ple.

This ideology of equivalence betw een the sexes is the counterpart to
the equivalence betw een races (or of their denial). U nisex ideology and
fem inism  m ake a good team , but it all com es dow n sim ply to
m asculinising w om en and ridding them  of their fem ininity. F e m in ists
a r e  fa sc in a te d  b y  th e  m a le  m o d e l w hich is im plicitly taken for
Ɋnaturalɋ. In doing this, the w om anɋs body ɇ  w ith all it im plies ɇ  is
devalued. A t the sam e tim e, and as a sym m etrical counterpoint, the



m ale body is fem inised.

* * *

In the W est, unisex first hit the fashion w orld in the 1960s w ith trouser
suits for w om en. Let us note that this w as still a m atter of
m asculinising w om en; no one had any idea of launching a fashion of
skirts for m en. The proportion of W estern w om en w ho w ear dresses
today is no higher than 15 percent, especially am ong recent
generations; 50 percent of m en and w om en dress alm ost
interchangeably. This is a process of sartorial desexualisation,
paradoxically associated w ith an increasing sexualisation of all im ages
and discourse.

O bserve a high school or university w hen classes let out; com pare
photos of people in the street and in cafçs and restaurants today w ith
those from  before the 1960s or from  the Belle Epoque. Tw o things are
especially striking: people of both sexes are now  badly dressed, w ithout
elegance (despite the im pressive num ber of Ɋoff-the-rackɋ outlets w hich
have replaced tailors), and a large num ber of w om en and girls, having
lost all sense of coquetry, dress in dull outfits of m asculine appearance.
Fear of harassm ent does not explain everything; a very serious decline
in taste is also involved.[24]

This m asculisation of fem inine dress is a covert defence of
androgyny, just as the ideology of m iscegenation is a defence of
anthropological indistinction. In both cases, differentiation is chased
aw ay: no m ore sexes, no m ore races, everything identical.

H ow ever, this situation covers up som e striking paradoxes w hich
run in the direction of both sexualising and desexualising the fem ale
body, as if a tendency tow ards exhibitionism  w ere com bining w ith a
tendency to dissim ulation. It w as in the 1960s that all this first
happened, w ith the sim ultaneous appearance of the pants suit and the
m iniskirt ɇ  and the bikini.



To com plicate things still further, w e have recently seen a return to
skirts am ong w om en in som e dom ains w here pants are w orn, especially
politics, out of exasperation at the w ry rem arks of their vaguely m ale
colleagues. O ut of defiance, they show  their legs: a form  of
sexualisation w hich should m ake certain fem inists bristle.[25]

Today, this str u g g le  b e tw e e n  th e  se x u a lisa tio n  a n d
d e se x u a lisa tio n  of the bodies of (young) w om en has becom e
com plicated, not to say confused; different discourses confront one
another and becom e entangled in contradictions. W e (increasingly) see
young M uslim s by birth or conversion w ith their bodies ensconced in
sinister outfits; but at the sam e tim e, am ong high school girls there has
appeared a fashion for w earing jeans or skirts that leave as m uch of
their bellies exposed as possible, as w ell as for tight fitting trousers of
leather or cotton w hich draw  attention to the m ons veneris.

A t the sam e tim e, girls are choosing to dress in a m asculine and
ugly m anner (parkas, shapeless tracksuits, and the like), not to use
m akeup or fix them selves up so as not to Ɋprovokeɋ boys, especially in
the suburbs, of course.[26] They turn them selves into asexual beings.

The m ore use advertising m akes of fem inine eroticism , the m ore
fem inist groups scream  about the hum iliating Ɋobjectificationɋ of
w om en. Fem inist ideology, in any case, has an irreconcilable quarrel
w ith the idea of fem inine beauty, w hich it equates w ith the exploitation
of w om en by m en. Fem inist ideology im plicitly prom otes the idea of
fem inine ugliness instead.

The contradiction ɇ  betw een w om anɋs sexual liberation and the
refusal to allow  her body to be displayed or Ɋinstrum entalisedɋ ɇ  runs
through all fem inist ideology. Sex and puritanism  m ix in the m ost
confusing w ay. It is as if w om en m ust be free regarding bodily
enjoym ent but at the sam e tim e be protected from  m enɋs eyes.
M achism o is the enem y, but so is the sexualisation of the fem ale body



(there are strong traces of lesbianism  here: w om enɋs bodies m ust be
reserved for w om en). F e m in ism  c o m b in e s p u r ita n ism  w ith
m a c h ism o  in its w ill to separate the sexes and to repress open
heterosexual enjoym ent.

C o -e d u c a tio n  in prim ary and secondary schools w as also im posed
beginning in the 1960s, in the nam e of unisex ideology. This w as a very
poor decision. M ixing pupils of both sexes has given rise to significant
disturbances, especially am ong boys. Thinking they w ere prom oting
m aturity through m ixing, im m a tu r ity  a n d  p sy c h o lo g ic a l c o n fu sio n
w ere the result. A s alw ays w ith its naíve presuppositions, egalitarian
ideology thought that the education of girls proceeded in the exact
sam e w ay as that of boys. Egalitarians im agine ɇ  or rather force
them selves to believe, in accordance w ith the catastrophic doctrines of
Ɋeducationistsɋ ɇ  that children of different nationalities, of distant
origins, and of different levels of academ ic ability (rejecting ability
grouping) can be m ixed in the sam e classroom s. Their other-w orldly
and dogm atic ideology (w hich has destroyed the French school system )
had, by 1960, invented m andatory coeducation starting in first grade,
m aking it universal w ithin ten years. Psychologists advised against it.
The assum ption w as that there is no difference betw een boys and girls,
and above all that girls and boys m ust not develop any Ɋfem ininityɋ or
Ɋm asculinityɋ, contrary to unisex dogm a.

The effects w ere perverse and unforeseen by the im becilic M arxist
ideologues: contrary to their assum ptions, co-education favours
m achism o in boys over the long term , including disrespect for girls and
their vulgarisation as a defence m echanism . Forcing young boys and
girls together harm s the psychological developm ent of both sexes. B ut
dogm a is incorrigible: all individuals are interchangeable, all have the
sam e brain, sex and origin be dam ned....

Co-education is, in m y opinion, one reason ɇ  obviously not the
only one ɇ  for the low er average achievem ent (especially am ong boys)



in prim ary and secondary schools.[27]

Com bined w ith extra-European im m igration, co-education has
created inextricable problem s: boys and girls of every race and origin
are forced into the sam e educational m old, faced w ith obsolete, often
m ediocre teachers w hose heads are stuffed w ith ideology. This can only
end in total failure: in e th n ic  a n d  se x u a l c h a o s. Such is the illusion of
Ɋrepublican integrationɋ, of the egalitarian illusion that each hum an
being, boy or girl, w hatever his nature, is a m ere cipher. A fter all this,
w e should not be surprised that the illiteracy rate am ong the younger
generation is constantly rising.

The m ost com ical aspect of w hat is happening is that progressives
do not see any problem  in M uslim  im m igrants rising up against the
unisex m odel (be it schools, sw im m ing pools, or w hatever) w ith
obsessive excess. A t bottom , this is their anti-racist com plex at w ork.
O ne does not criticise Islam ; it is untouchable. If C atholic
fundam entalists rejected co-education (or anything else), progressives
and fem inists w ould be w ild w ith indignation. B ut M uslim s have the
m oral right to dem and anything, even contrary to the dom inant
ideology, w hich is paralysed w ith fear of them .

The D ialectics of D ouble D om ination 
A  m anɋs love or desire for a w om an can sw itch to hatred or
indifference the m om ent she becom es a stepm other. The w om an, the
com panion, turns into a substitute m other, castrating, ruling,
authoritarian, and disciplinarian. She loses all her charm , all her
m ystery.

Fem inine authority kills m ale sexual desire; m asculine authority, on
the other hand, does not necessarily kill fem ale sexual desire. Fem ale
violence tow ard m en generally pushes them  tow ard indifference and
abandonm ent, tow ard lassitude; m ale violence to w om en, on the other



hand, pushes them  tow ard subm ission.

G enerally speaking, w om en despise subm issive m en that they are
able to com m and, and hope they w ill revolt. D om inant w om en are
w aiting to be dom inated by a m an even stronger or m ore brutal than
them selves, even if they never find him . The m ost authoritarian,
fem inist, autonom ous, Ɋliberatedɋ w om en still have a rather lim ited
capacity of resistance w hen faced w ith a sufficiently enterprising m an.
Their ability to say Ɋnoɋ is w eak. A  w om anɋs resistance is not lim ited
by her ow n w ill but by her exhaustion in the face of m asculine
insistence. This leaves aside the terrible litany of w om en beaten, raped,
or killed at hom e, w hich I shall discuss later, w ho just happen to be
found especially in neighbourhoods w ith a high proportion of M uslim
im m igrants.

The subm ission of w om en to m en rem ains a m ajority phenom enon
even in the W est, despite legal equality. Regardless of fem inist
dem ands and Ɋparityɋ law s, it is not possible to cancel w ith the stroke of
a pen hundreds of centuries of phylogenetic evolution.

* * *

D om inant w om en start off hating m en w ho do not obey them  and
refuse to subm it to their w him s; but they often end by adm iring such
m en for resisting them , and decide to subm it to them , fascinated by
their strength. They also despise m en w ho subm it to them  and obey
their com m ands, enjoying their ow n position w ith a hint of sadism .
D om inant w om en are only im pressed by m en w ho ignore them  and, at
the sam e tim e, are able to tam e them  and stand up to them .

W hether a w om an is dom inant or dom inated, she is alw ays looking
for a father figure (w ith the inherent contradiction that he can also be
like a son w ho m ust be taken care of at hom e). A w om anɋs love for a
m an is alw ays based, even if unconsciously, on a striking m ixture of
subm issiveness and m aternal protectiveness: tam ing the w ild m ale



w hile also feeling reassured and defended by him  and assuring him  a
hom e. The recent econom ic independence of w om en does not change
anything about these hereditary dispositions. B ut at the sam e tim e,
quite paradoxically som e w om en look for subm issive m en in order to
protect and correct them  like m others w ith little boys, w hich perm its
them  a certain revenge.

The m ost Ɋliberatedɋ w om en are alw ays looking for the m ost
dom inant m en, w hile also trying to dom inate m en. Fem inine
psychology does not look for tenderness in the m ale, but a sort of
presence, a reassuring presence. D om inant w om en only adm ire ɇ  and
only sleep w ith ɇ  m en w ho resist them , and only fall in love w ith m en
w ho are indifferent to them .

* * *

W om en are, in general, rather fragile in the face of an assiduous effort
at seduction, even if at the beginning they reject the m an w ho insists
upon courting them . The reasons for this are probably genetic. In spite
of all egalitarian and fem inist discourse, m any apparently dom ineering
and determ ined w om en end up subm itting to insistent, dom ineering
m en. I have seen striking cases in w hich fine w om en have ended up
giving w ay, by a sort of atavism , to the incessant courtship of m ediocre
m en unw orthy of them . This can be explained by tw o traits of fem inine
character: m aternal pity (Ɋpoor fellow, he has w anted m e for so long; I
donɋt w ant to m ake him  unhappyɋ) and subm issiveness to m en (ɊI have
to obey; I donɋt w ant to m ake an enem yɋ, or ɊH e has influence; that can
alw ays be useful to m eɋ). M any w om en are unable to resist a m anɋs
insistent harassm ent. The m an w ho doesnɋt give up, even if he is ugly
and stupid, has got a chance. H e is counting on the fact that,
statistically speaking, w om en generally end up giving in.

The gullibility of som e w om en prevents them  from  detecting the
m ore subtle techniques of sexual harassm ent, based on the Ɋprom iseɋ



technique. The seducer passes him self off as pow erful ɇ  exaggerating
or even inventing his social and professional position ɇ  and the
desired w om an ends up giving in, im agining that he w ill help her or
that his prestige w ill reflect on her. These are all illusions, of course.

W om en are m ore easily im pressed than m en by signs of m asculine
prestige and pow er (but m any m en are also attracted to w om en of
prestige and pow er), som ething from  w hich m any high-flying
politicians benefit.

* * *

M any couples fall apart because the w om an reveals herself as
authoritarian, intolerant of the m an w hom  she dom inates and am usedly
despises for his w eakness. The m an is responsible for this situation, as
is the ideology of the egalitarianism  and the fem inisation of m en. A
w om an, atavistically, cannot respect a m an w ho does not resist her,
does not stand up to her, does not dom inate her, w ho show s him self
w eak, undecided, a cow ard. The w om en w ho scream  denunciations of
m achism o are the first (despite all their ideas, w hich are only w ords
and do not translate into behaviour) to need a m an of authority and w ho
need, albeit subtly, to be dom inated. A  m an w ho does not know  how  or
is unw illing to dom inate finds him self cruelly dom inated, for he has
stepped out of his natural, ancestral role.

Being overly considerate, too Ɋfem inineɋ, too nice, too obliging
confuses a w om an, often turning her into an irritable and aggressive
harpy. W om en, usually w ithout adm itting it to them selves, expect a
certain dignity, a certain authority from  m en, a recurring harshness, an
indifference, a distance, w hich they interpret as protective strength. The
overly friendly m an is rarely loved and never respected. W om en only
respect strong m en, those w ho brow beat them  occasionally, w ho
im pose their w ill, w ho are som ew hat stingy w ith tenderness. This is,
how ever, easy to understand; the w om an expects a m an to be virile, and



one aspect of virility is to im pose oneɋs w ill w ithout discussion or
negotiation, and to know  how  to say no.

M oreover, w hen you study the strategy of seducers such as
C asanova or D on Juan, you see that they m easure out attention
sparingly, alternating w ith m uch studied indifference, w hich excites the
target. N ever does a seducer say ɊI love youɋ to the w om an he desires or
w ho satisfies him . These m agic words, as the songs call them , can only
be pronounced by w om en. The w orst rom antic turn-off is the m ale Ɋdo
you love m e?ɋ

Such considerations, even if shocking to the spirit of the tim es, rest
upon the unchanging natural order of the m ale and fem ale constitution,
forever safe from  ideological pronouncem ents. The m ost stable couples
are those in w hich the m an exercises his authority (w hich has nothing
to do w ith being dom ineering, brutal, or disrespectful) and m akes
decisions ɇ  in certain m atters but not all. The m ost ephem eral couples
are those in w hich the w om an assum es the m ale role and Ɋw ears the
trousers.ɋ A s for the m ixed m odel of the perfectly egalitarian couple, it
is one of those contem porary utopias, one of those m odels w hich w ill
never be realised.

M oreover, w e notice that w om en w ho exercise authority (in a
couple, in society, business, politics, and so forth) do so in a rigid
m anner. She has m ore bossiness about her than authority, precisely
because authority is not natural to her. To dom inate she has need of a
certain violence, for she does not know  how  to exercise pow er.

* * *

Today, out of concern for equality, parental authority has replaced
paternal authority in the law . But childhood developm ent w ould be
m ore balanced if children felt, in their daily life, the presence of the
paternal authority; of the head of the fam ily (a term  reviled by the spirit
of the tim e) ɇ  unless, of course, it is a M uslim  fam ily, for w hom



everything is perm itted. The counterpart of m asculine authority in the
m iddle and low er classes w as the respect due w om en ɇ  politeness,
gallantry, precedence in social ritual ɇ  and especially the duty to
protect them . The form ula for access to life boats in case of shipw reck
is w ell-know n: W om en and children first! This w as not sim ply because
adult m en w ere thought better able to fend for them selves physically,
but because children represented the future and w om en w ere the givers
of life. The very idea of a w om an soldier, exposed to all the violence of
com bat, w ould have seem ed absolutely unim aginable to our near
ancestors, and even barbaric.

There w ere far few er battered w om en in France during the first half
of the tw entieth century (until just prior to dem ographic colonisation
and the m assive decline of m orals) than there are today, and the
phenom enon w as lim ited to couples in w hich the husband w as
alcoholic. To m istreat a w om an, to speak unkindly to her, to use bad
language in her presence w as considered som ething horrible. In the
popular novels of the nineteenth and early tw entieth centuries (today
com pletely forgotten, but upon w hich the historian of social m ores
m ight usefully rely) m arital tragedies w ere often the subject. The prose
and the dram aturgy w ere w rought to perfection, w ith a care infinitely
greater than the slipshod w orks that carry off the Prix G oncourt in our
day.

O ne situation recurred frequently: the betrayed w ife slapped her
unfaithful husband, that is, she raised her hand against him , insulted
him . The m an did not dare respond. In the converse case, w here the
w om an w as guilty of adultery, the m an collapsed, w ithout revealing the
least anger, in order to elicit the pity of the unfaithful w ife, to sham e
her, to threaten her m orally w ith her ow n w rongdoing, blackm ailing her
w ith the possibility of suicide. O f course, in the plots of m any of these
novels, the w ronged husband does not take his revenge on or do
violence to his unfaithful w ife; he issues a challenge to the rival and



puts a bullet through his heart. The w om an, in tears, torn up by the
death of her lover, returns to her duty; subm issive, she is nevertheless
condem ned to be left untouched by the husband w ho now  view s her as
tainted. She ends her days busying herself about her children and
m editating upon her fault. The m oral to these custom s of prior days
w as that w om en w ere never dealt w ith violently.

* * *

In the course of a Parisian dinner party com prised of bobos (bourgeois-
bohem ians: bourgeois of the elitist Left, trendy, anti-populist, and anti-
European, despite being a native) the conversation turned to the subject
of w om en battered and raped in the fam ily hom e. A  fetching young
w om an of the fem inist intelligentsia w as present. O ne of the attendees
rem arked that he could never let him self hit or even insult a w om an,
and that he m ade it his duty alw ays to protect w om en.

The young w om an rose up against him , pronouncing the follow ing
incredible w ords, w hich I sum m arise: ɊYou are an outdated m acho
m an. You could hit a m an but not a w om an. So you consider w om en
w eak and inferior beings.ɋ This rem ark enlightened m e as to the real
nature of m ilitant fem inism : a psychotic rejection by w om en of their
fem ininity and their biological condition; a desire to be considered like
m en. This is one of the them es of the next chapter: the paradox of
fem inism , w hich w ants to m asculinise w om en.

Love, M oney, and Interest
The notion of love betw een m an and w om an (as in certain regards the
notion of friendship betw een tw o persons) obviously has a sexual
and/or affective dim ension, but the latter is often overw helm ed by
financial interest. M oney is involved as an intensifier or a turn-off, as
the case m ay be. B ut very often m oney and w ealth are the m ain pillars
of love, as of friendship.



O ne m em ber of a couple w ants a separation; if the other suddenly
has a stroke of good financial fortune, the one w ho w anted the
separation w ill think tw ice. From  A ristophanes and Plautus to popular
theatre and m ovies, this plot has becom e banal, especially w hen it
com es to the old story of the heir/heiress, w hich gives rise to endless
gags. Inheriting a large sum  inevitably leads to an influx of (perfectly
sincere) new  friends, to the reactivation of w eakened bonds of
friendship, and especially to ease in finding candidates for an am orous
connection. If a couple of w hatever sort is doing badly, and one or both
of the partners w in a big prize in the lottery, all sociological studies
reveal that the couple w ill get along better.

A  rich m an has m ore chance of success in courting a w om an than a
sim ilar m an w ho is poor or of m odest circum stances, regardless of
physical or intellectual qualities. A  rich w om an, other things being
equal, w ill m ore easily find a husband than a poor w om an. A n
attractive but poor m an or w om an is at a disadvantage on the m arket of
love. A t one tim e, a pretty girl w ithout a dow ry could not find a taker.
O n the other hand, a spouse (m an or w om an) can be led to divorce
his/her partner if he/she hopes to get a large alim ony paym ent,
som ething that happens frequently in the U nited States. A  daughter or
son w ill love their father or m other all the m ore ɇ  m easured against a
num ber of m anifestations of filial piety ɇ  if the parents are rich, and if
they hope for their speedy death and an inheritance favourable to them .
The strongest intra-fam ily hatreds are m ore often brought about by
conflict over m oney than over anything em otional. Sim ilarly, rom antic,
filial, and friendly attachm ents are greatly strengthened by the prospect
of financial gain.

M any w om en act lovingly tow ard a spouse they detest because he
has them  in a state of econom ic dependence, that is to say, in a state of
a sort of blackm ail. O n the other hand, w om en about to leave their
husbands have rethought it if the latter suddenly becom es rich (though



this rem ark also applies to m en, obviously). M oney stim ulates a
m im esis of love as of friendship, w hether upw ards or dow nw ards.

The behaviour of show  business personalities is em blem atic in this
respect (as is, increasingly, that of political personalities) as revealed
by the tabloid press: they get m arried, they divorce, they m ake up, they
redivorce ɇ  all this being alm ost exclusively dependent on their
partnerɋs financial position and notoriety. A ttraction is thus strongly
influenced by the external socio-econom ic elem ent. This occurs in all
orders of society (though w ith variable intensity) and is based on
ethological dispositions thousands of years old. The erratic rom antic
behaviour of the show biz w orld resem bles w hat happened in all the
courts of the old, m onarchical Europe, and even am ong the low er
orders. O ne of m y principal theses is that only bourgeois m arriage
m ore or less escaped this pattern for a century-and-a-half because of its
extraordinary solidity, based on an alliance (very zen, at bottom )
betw een love tem pered by self-interest (as properly understood),
restrained passion, and fam ily interests. But only the m iddle-class
bourgeoisie could accom plish this, for com plex psychological reasons
m entioned above.

In any case, m oney (w hich is the central pole of all social position
and determ ines 70 percent of personal happiness) plays a role in
rom antic feeling just as the orbit of a heavenly body is altered by the
gravitational force of another. M aterial interest is a pow erful influence
on behaviour com m only thought to be spontaneous and gratuitous. This
is a constant of hum an behaviour w hich neither pagan philosophers nor
m onotheistic theologians have been able to correct through their
reasonings, exhortations, or im precations.[28]

R om antic (or friendly) feeling is never pure except in novels,
m ovies, or in the lives of saints. It exists, how ever, like an inaccessible
sun, but is very dangerous because it has som ething disarm ing about it
w hich runs counter to the natural law  of perpetual conflict. Just as



theories of absolute w ar, hatred, and aggression are absurd explanations
of hum an behaviour, so too are absurd all theories w hich see a hum an
ideal in loving em pathy. Loving em pathy exists, but is alw ays
subordinate to self-interest, apart from  in pathological cases. The
individual logic of love (rom antic love, friendship) follow s the sam e
paths as the collective logic of love (hum anitarianism , charity), that is
to say, it is m ixed w ith the logic of m oney and self-interest. Let us take
an exam ple: the m illions of people w ho ɇ  in W estern countries
innervated principally by C hristianity ɇ  donate to hum anitarian and
third-w orld causes and associations are usually quite sincere but,
despite all the evidence, they are unable to adm it that the beneficiaries
of this m oney are the charitable organisations them selves, that is,
business enterprises frequently operated by crooks. That a political-
business personality w ho has built his fortune on the hum anitarian
industry (Ɋloveɋ) can be a favourite of the French public according to
opinion polls tells you a lot about popular naívetç.

* * *

Entirely disinterested love or friendship could only com e about
betw een tw o beings possessed of all w ealth and w ithout any m aterial
need of one another. In such a case, love or friendship w ould also be
extrem ely fragile. The m ost stable couples, according to statistical
studies of m arriage and divorce, are those in w hich the w om an depends
econom ically on the m an. A bsolute sincerity in love and friendship, in
the sense of a gift w ithout return, does not exist apart from  in
exceptional cases. The only case that escapes this rule of calculation
and self-interest (albeit not alw ays) is filial love, that is, love for oneɋs
children. It is possible to love oneɋs children unconditionally and
sacrifice for them . This is genetic program m ing w hich affects all
m am m als and even other species, and affects hum ans past the stage of
w eaning.[29]

Love is m ore fragile than friendship, for one of its pillars is sex. B ut



love, like friendship, is conditioned by relations of self-interest, and
thus by pow er relations, even if transfigured by discourse. C oncrete,
m aterial self-interest is the basis of all hum an feeling and behaviour
apart from  in tw o im portant cases, those of patriotism  and religious
fervor (even if exceptions to these kinds of disinterestedness are
com m on). A bsolute gratuitousness is highly uncom m on w hen it com es
to hum an nature.

Sincere love and sincere friendship are, m oreover, w eaker than pure
hatred, w hich does not require any return. H ate can develop on its ow n;
it is a pure gift, the gift of death. Love and friendship, on the other
hand, are a transaction, a gift and a return. I love you, so you ow e m e
som ething. H ence the w ell-know n direction in w hich rom antic
disappointm ent develops: a person w ho loves another w ithout being
loved in return feels that he/she has been stolen from , and tries to
punish the beloved that he/she cannot have.

M oney is alm ost everything. Som eone w ith m oney is free of all
threat of blackm ail, in friendship or love. H e can dem and anything; he
is alw ays respected; he is alw ays loved. Som eone w ithout m oney,
especially a w om an, is a victim  of all possible blackm ail, all possible
slavery.

From  the m om ent you sexualise rom antic love, or rather
attachm ent, and forget the dim ension of self-interest, you render it
fragile. For the pleasure in sexual attraction is by definition tied to
im m ediacy, and attachm ent is tied to length of tim e. Sexual attraction
can, of course, endure and even grow  exceptionally stronger, but in
general it is a fragile and ephem eral feeling, extrem ely vulnerable to
habit. This is w hy couples that form  on the basis of sex are less durable
than those w hich form  on the basis of self-interest, and w hy husbands
in C hristian couples based on lifelong sexual fidelity are unable to keep
from  seeking prostitutes.[30]



[1]  Pen nam e of G eorges Soulæs (1907Ɇ86), French novelist, essayist, m em oirist, and
esotericist. ɆTr.

[2]  In R om e during the first century A D , reports Jçròm e C arcopino (D aily Life in A ncient
R om e), there existed a coterie of w om en of good society w ho w anted to live like m en,
w ho frequented taverns and dem anded the right to divorce. These proto-fem inists had a
slogan: hom o sum  (ɊI am  a hum an beingɋ), w hich m eant that the condition of hom o
should equalise vires (m en) and m ulieres (w om en).

[3]  Princesses setting up house w ith bodyguards, fam ous fashion m odels m arrying football
players, etc.

[4]  D ecim us Iunius Iuvenalis, better know n as Juvenal, w as a R om an poet from  the first and
early second centuries A D , best rem em bered for having w ritten the Satires. ɆEd.

[5]  A lexandre-Pierre G eorges ɊSachaɋ G uitry (1885Ɇ1957) w as a French actor, director,
screenw riter, and playw right, son of the fam ous French actor Lucien G uitry. ɆEd.

[6]  A nne Louise G erm aine de Staél-H olstein (1766Ɇ1817) w as a revolutionary w riter in
France and an active participant in the political and intellectual life of Sw itzerland and
France during her tim e. She w as w ell-know n as being a principal opponent of N apoleon.
ɆEd.

[7]  Le C orbeau et le R enard, one of the best-know n of Lafontaineɋs Fables. ɆTr.

[8]  Faye is, presum ably, referring to Spinozaɋs Political Treatise in w hich he denies w om en
political rights on the grounds of there being a necessary inequality betw een the sexes. Ɇ
Ed.

[9]  To sum m arise and toughen our position, w e m ay also say that the great m ajority of
fundam ental creations in all dom ains w hich have left their m ark on hum anity since
antiquity have been the w ork of W hite m ales ɇ  and, in a far sm aller m easure, of A siatic
m ales. A s for A fricans, there role is virtually non-existent. H ence the resentm ent against
the W hite m ale. The consultation of any encyclopedia that covers w orks and creations of
all kinds in all dom ains ɇ  including politics ɇ  from  the beginning of historical tim e
leaves no doubt about the statistical facts.

[10]  ɊM acho m enɋ. ɆTr.

[11]  M arie-Sçgolæne R oyal is a m em ber of the French Socialist Party and current M inister for
Ecology, Sustainable D evelopm ent, and Energy. ɆEd.

[12]  First Secretary of the French Socialist Party and daughter of ex-President of the European
C om m ission, Jacques D elors. ɆEd.



[13]  Peter Sloterdijk is a professor of philosophy and m edia theory at the U niversity of A rt
and D esign K arlsruhe. H is w ritings are categorised as belonging to the schools of
phenom enology, philosophical anthropology, and posthum anism . H e is perhaps m ost
notable for form ulating the foam  m etaphor as a m eans of illustrating social relations, w ith
the individual hum an being characterised as a bubble into w hich signals (from , for
exam ple, the m edia) infiltrate. The foam , com prised of a m ultitude of bubbles (the
com m unity), is said to be that w hich shelters the individual bubble from  these signals. Ɇ
Ed.

[14]  R acaille. This m ost inegalitarian of expressions w as given new  life by French President
N icolas Sarkozy, w ho em ployed it to describe those responsible for the French riots of
2005. ɆTr.

[15]  Parity in France refers to the principle of m andating equal representation of m en and
w om en in various dom ains. M ore specifically, it refers to Franceɋs ɊLaw  on Equal A ccess
by W om en and M en to Electoral M andates and Functionsɋ, passed 6 June 2000, w hich
requires all political parties to put forw ard equal num bers of m ale and fem ale candidates.
ɆTr.

[16]  M ichæle Lasserre, founder of a high-end m atrim onial agency, has rem arked that very
beautiful w om en are harder to m arry off than average-looking w om en.

[17]  Especially due to the m obilisation of m en during the First W orld W ar.

[18]  M ahatm a G andhi, A ll M en A re B rothers: A utobiographical R eflections (London:
B loom sbury A cadem ic, 2005). ɆEd.

[19]  A  collection of N apoleonɋs m em ories w ritten dow n by Em m anuel, com te de Las C ases,
w ith w hom  he conversed alm ost daily. ɆEd.

[20]  The w olf said to have found and cared for the tw ins, R om ulus and R em us, after they had
been cast into the river. K now n as the C apitoline W olf, she is frequently depicted w ith
young children suckling her teat. ɆEd.

[21]  G oddess of truth, balance, order, law , m orality, and justice. ɆEd.

[22]  G oddess of the hunt, the m oon, and childbirth. ɆEd.

[23]  The Stateɋs official goal, according to the N ational Police A dm inistration, w hich sent a
m em o on the subject to the trade unions (24 M arch 2004), is the fem inisation of the
police. B y 2015, one policem an out of three is to be a w om an. A t present, the security
police are 22.08 percent w om en according to the M inister of the Interior. B ut this causes
problem s on the ground. M artine Veillard of the union Synergie O fficiers adm its in Le
Figaro (7 A pril 2005) that Ɋw om en are not cut out for forcible actions against crim eɋ. In a
com m uniquç published by A gence France-Presse (6 A pril 2004) the G eneral Secretary of



the Syndicat N ational de la Police, N icolas C om te, stated: Ɋit is not m erely a question of
physical strength. In certain neighbourhoods w here part of the m ale population has
difficulty im agining a w om an in any w ay other than veiled, they find it hard to accept the
authority of a w om an in uniform ɋ. W estern arm ies now  accept w om en in ground com bat
units despite the enorm ous problem s they have been m et w ith.

[24]  Exactly as in official contem porary (Ɋconceptualɋ) art w here ugliness is im posed as the
norm , clothing styles are undergoing a sharp aesthetic decline in the W est. The fashion
show s of Paris, M ilan, N ew  Y ork, etc., are m erely exhibitions of ridiculous outfits,
disguises, and jokes treated seriously. Particularly since the 1980s, the w orld of fashion
has favoured ugly, uncom fortable, and absurd outfits for the young generation (very
expensive, though, w hich is an obvious sw indle on the part of the Ɋdesignerɋ labels):
slashed or torn blue jeans; baggy trousers w hereby the crotch com es dow n to the knee, in
im itation of A m erican jailbirds; trousers belted below  the pelvis, falling in accordion folds
to the ankles, dragging upon the ground; shapeless Ɋsportsɋ shoes of canvas or im itation
leather; horrible t-shirts m ade in C hina for a quarter of a dollar, em bellished w ith a
Ɋdesignerɋ label and sold to W estern suckers for $80; etc., etc.

    This sartorial laissez allez, signifying a rejection of elegance, is also seen in the refusal to
w ear a tie so as to appear inform al, out of a false sim plicity, as a defence of negligence.
B ut w orst of all is w hat w om en w ear: in an age w here all discourse revolves around sex,
m ost W estern w om en dress w ith as little fem ininity as possible. Just for fun, w alk to the
M useum  of Fashion or the Louvre in Paris and com pare the w om enɋs outfits of the
regency (early eighteenth century, the absolute peak of French sartorial aesthetics ɇ  or
indeed of the w orld) w ith w hat todayɋs parisiennes are w earing. N ot a pretty picture, as
they say.

[25]  In A ntiquity, breeches (trousers) w ere w orn only by m en for reasons relating to clim ate
am ong the C elts, G erm anics, Varangians, and all non-M editerranean peoples. In the
R om an Em pire, m en w ore either the toga or a loincloth that reached to the m iddle of the
thigh. In A rab civilisation before it w as W esternised, trousers for m en w ere rather rare.
B ut trousers for w om en are not attested in any civilisation. It is in the W est that this
practice took off in the 1960s. A m ong W esterners, it w as a m atter of m asculising oneself
to liberate oneself, according to a fem inist w him  w hich appeared in the nineteenth century
w ith G eorge Sand, w ho dressed as a m an.

    B ut there are som e striking paradoxes in all this: to protest against the m acho and off-
colour rem arks of their m ale colleagues, w om en legislators have abandoned the trouser
suit for skirts. A s for veiled M uslim  w om en, you see a lot of them  w ear w ide, black
trousers.

[26]  In France, young m en of non-European im m igrant background are heavily concentrated
in the suburbs [les banlieues]. ɆTr.

[27]  To co-education m ust be added other causes for the decline of the Ɋrepublican schoolɋ:
the collapse of discipline and of the level of instruction from  the very first grades; ethnic



heterogeneity; decreasing selectivity; a surge in the m ediocrity of teachers ɇ  especially in
the prim ary grades ɇ  w ith the teachers them selves being a product of a degraded
educational system ; solidarity am ong the excessive num ber of em ployees in the education
system  (badly paid, it is true, because of their excessive num ber). A t one tim e,
neighbourhood schools and (free) State secondary schools w ere clearly superior to
tuition-charging private schools; today the situation has been reversed. C hildren of
com fortable m iddle-class fam ilies enjoy an education clearly superior to that of the low er
orders ɇ  w ho, m oreover, are subjected to a horrible school environm ent. The circulation
of elites has stopped, and w e have the Left to thank.

[28]  C ontrary to the statem ents of sociologists or publicists w ho decry the Ɋcom m odification
of the w orldɋ and our ageɋs Ɋw orship of m oneyɋ w ithout any know ledge of history, the
possession of w ealth and consum er appetite constituted one of the central poles of ancient
and traditional societies. In the R om an Em pire, m em bership in the equestrian and
(especially) the senatorial class w as reserved for very w ealthy m en. It w as not until the
end of the nineteenth century that property qualifications for voting w ere dropped (the
elector having to pay above a certain am ount in tax). U ntil the nineteenth century, the
popes w ere recruited am ong the propertied Italian nobility, and everyw here cardinals had
to com e from  rich fam ilies able to provide for a luxurious m anner of life, w hich w as
inseparable from  their religious prestige. Sum ptuousness, prodigality, and the display of
w ealth w ere not in ancient societies condem ned as they are today, but eagerly sought and
adm ired. N othing could be m ore bling-bling than the Florentine nobility and clergy, or
sovereign European (as m uch as Eastern) courts. M oreover, let us not forget the practice
of the dow ry, w hich survived in France to the m iddle of the tw entieth century. U ntil the
nineteenth century, even a very pretty girl had a poor chance of m arriage w ithout a
dow ry. If her fam ily w ere poor, she w as likely to end up a household servant (Ɋgood for
anythingɋ, w hence the expression bonne [French for m aid ɆTr.]), a nursem aid (for rich
w om en did not nurse their children and took little trouble over them ), or even a prostitute.
O ne m ight also m ention the venality of offices.... [In France under the ancien rçgim e,
certain public offices, including that of judge, w ere filled by purchase. ɆTr.]

    A ll of this is to say that in contem porary W estern society, m oney plays a m uch less crucial
role m aterially and in term s of prestige than in pre-m odern societies, despite claim s spread
by ignorant journalists or self-proclaim ed philosophers.

[29]  The hum an species is the only one in w hich filial love (attachm ent and care for
offspring) endures beyond w eaning. It w ould seem , m oreover that certain populations
practice filial love less and for a shorter tim e than others, but this subject is too politically
incorrect and dangerous to be treated by anthropologists. A s soon as the little one is no
longer little but has becom e a young adult, the parents lose interest in him .

[30]  Speaking of the arrival of C hristianity in the R om an Em pire, the historian Lucien
Jerphagnon often em phasises that C hristian sexual m orality am azed pagans. In Julien dit
lɋA postate (Tallendier, 2010), he explains how  rabid the proscription of the new  religion
seem s to have been: ɊH is (C hristɋs or C hrestosɋs) com m andm ents w ere genuinely



frightening: to love all m en as oneself w as the least realisable thing im aginable, and
som ething that had never even occurred to anyone. O ne also had to renounce the various
pleasures of the divine Eros, apart from  contracting m arriages, and one had to rest
satisfied w ith them  and stick to them  indefinitely. O ne sim ple glance at an attractive girl
and your soul fell like a dead fly.ɋ



CH A PTER 4

Fem inist Schizophrenia
Fem inism  m ade a tim id appearance in the W est in the nineteenth
century, at first aim ing to align the legal status of w om en w ith that of
m en in tw o areas: the right to vote (hence the term  suffragette for the
first activists) and the abolition of law s unfavourable to w om en in
fam ily and financial law.[1] This m ovem ent, broadly supported by m any
m en, appeared am ong peoples of European origin (W estern and
N orthern Europe, along w ith N orth A m erica) am ong w hom  a w om anɋs
position had historically been strongest w hen com pared to other
civilisations.

The fem inist m ovem ent contributed to a true, positive revolution,
perhaps the m ost im portant of all cultural revolutions: the
establishm ent of the legal equality of m en and w om en, som ething that
had never before happened in the entire history of hum anity. N either
the French R evolution nor the A m erican Revolution had accorded legal
equality to w om en. The Bolshevik Revolution in Russia had done so,
but in practice had hastened to transform  w om en into forced labourers.

The fem inist m ovem ent succeeded. But as soon as this (com pletely
legitim ate) legal equality had been obtained, deviations and excesses
began to appear and fem inism , from  being a m ovem ent prom oting
equality of the sexes before the law , w as transform ed into an em otional
ideology w ith egalitarian and extrem ist overtones ɇ  above all, w ildly
utopian. W e can speak of neo-fem inism . This neo-fem inism  has
succeeded in im posing itself on us through law s that restrict our
freedom , especially Ɋparityɋ law s.[2]



A t the sam e tim e, it is running up against insurm ountable
contradictions, especially the follow ing: the fem inist m ovem ent,
having becom e a satellite w ithin the gravitational field of the Left, is
naturally pro-im m igration, anti-racist (of course), and thus scandalised
by Islam ophobia. N ow, Islam  is hardly a shining exam ple of respect for
w om en.

The second sym ptom  of the schizophrenia of contem porary
fem inism  is its opposition to fem ininity, its aim  of m asculinising
w om en.

The Insurm ountable C ontradictions of Fem inism
The first contradiction in the m ovem ent for the em ancipation of
w om en, clearly visible in fem inist ideology, is the paradox in its view
of the fem ale body. This has been going on for decades. O ne the one
hand, they dem and that w om en be allow ed to reveal their charm s, no
longer to hide them selves, to liberate them selves from  m odesty (w ith
Ɋm odestyɋ defended today by prudish Islam ), to show case their bodies;
but on the other hand, they denounce the Ɋexploitation of w om enɋs
bodiesɋ by the advertising and pornographic industries and by the
m edia as a w hole. They com plain as if they had just m ade the discovery
that m en find w om enɋs bodies attractive. A square circle: liberate our
bodies, but donɋt let anyone look at us.

The second contradiction of fem inism  is the a ffir m a tio n  o f
e q u a lity  b e tw e e n  m e n  a n d  w o m e n  c o m b in e d  w ith  th e  r e je c tio n  o f
fe m in in ity , considered as a sign of inferiority. The m other of the
fam ily, the guardian of the hearth, the procreator ɇ  indeed, the
desirable and sexual w om an ɇ  are considered archetypes of oppression
and subm ission. M en are the ideal upon w hich fem inists m odel
them selves. The new , liberated w om an m ust resem ble a m an (w hile
m en, for their part, are divirilising and fem inising them selves). The
m asculinisation of w om en is im plicitly central to the program  of every



fem inist m ovem ent since the beginning of the tw entieth century.

The third contradiction of fem inism , clearly visible today, is its
a n c h o r a g e  in  th e  L e ft, a n d  th u s in  th e  a n ti-r a c ist a n d  Isla m o p h ilic
v e r n a c u la r. A part from  a few  exceptions, fem inist m ovem ents are
careful not to criticise Islam ic practices against w om en too strongly,
nor the m isogyny that is inseparable from  Islam  itself ɇ  a crying
om ission. Islam  per se is never considered in relation to the increasing
violence against w om en and young girls, nor is the ethnic origin of the
perpetrators. These, how ever, are the direct causes of that violence!

To be clear, fem inists privately think that Islam isation and m assive
dem ographic colonisation w ill have dram atic consequences for the
status and cause of w om en. O ut of cow ardice, how ever, none of them
dares to raise the question. They prefer to reassure them selves w ith
dream s and untruths such as Ɋsecular Islam  w ill w in outɋ, even as m ore
and m ore w om en go veiled and as increasingly serious sexist incidents
occur.[3] The association: N either W hores N or Subm issives is
interesting to study.[4] W hat does it consist of? Young N orth A frican
w om en in perfect contradiction w ith them selves, rejecting the w ay of
life im posed on them  by a certain form  of Islam , but also revolted by
the barbaric m achism o of their m ale coreligionists.

But politicised fem inism , w hich attracts the ear of those in pow er,
originates in w ell-protected strata of the Leftist bourgeoisie; it is not
interested in the progress of brutal m achism o am ong the low er orders
caused by Islam isation. It prefers to occupy itself w ith Ɋparityɋ in
political assem blies, candidacies, in the boardroom s of large
com panies, in the salaries of fem ale adm inistrators, and so on. These
are very im portant causes in the eyes of am bitious, w ell-protected elite
fem inists, but of no im portance to the w om en of m odest circum stances
w ho are bearing the brunt of Islam isation.

* * *



Fem inist ardour ɇ  w hich resem bles the dream s of a garåon m anquç[5]
ɇ  also exhibits both schizophrenic behaviour (nam ely the
im possibility of adm itting oneɋs ow n identity and personality, and the
tendency to adopt a double identity) and paranoid behaviour, or
persecution m ania.[6] H ere are few  exam ples of m any:

Journalist Jacqueline Rçm y took offence in an article featured in
M arianne over sports com m entators at the French O pen Tennis
Tournam ent w ho rhapsodised over the figures and charm  of certain
w om enɋs tennis cham pions, considering this an expression of
contem ptuous m achism o. She w as also scandalised that the publisher,
R obert Laffont, released a G uide to the Pretty W om en of Paris (by
Pierre-Louis C olin, 2008), w hich review s the areas richest in fem inine
beauty. For a m an to praise the beauty and charm  of a w om an is, it
seem s, Ɋm achoɋ and anti-fem inist. This is the very w orst vein of
puritanical A m erican fem inism . A  heterosexual m an w ould not have
thought of m entioning the attractiveness of a m ale sportsm an, therefore
he ought to speak of a sportsw om an in an asexual m anner, as he w ould
a m ale. The resentm ent of fem inist m uses at not having been born m en
is evident here: they are at w ar w ith fem ininity and fem inine sexuality
ɇ  w ith their ow n sexuality. You can im agine their frustration.... Is it
insulting a w om an to praise her beauty, her attractiveness? It is as if
fem inists are asham ed of fem inine beauty. Is it not also because m any
fem inists, them selves poorly endow ed, are sim ply envious of pretty
w om en? This is perhaps the beginning of an explanation.[7]

In reality, in accordance w ith the sam e neurotic m indset as
hom osexual activists and im m igrant lobbies that com plaining about
Ɋracism ɋ, fem inists see discrim ination and Ɋm achoɋ contem pt
everyw here. Som eone says a w om an is ugly? M achism o, persecution.
Som eone says a w om an is attractive? M achism o, persecution. Som eone
says that a w om an is foolish? C ontem pt, insult. Som eone says w om en
deserve adm iration? H ypocrisy, lies. The fem inist activist, like the



hom osexual or anti-racist activist, loves to posture as a perm anent
victim , to invent oppression and to see conspiracies everyw here.
Paranoia.

C ertain dow n-m arket w riters and journalists have succum bed to the
latest fashion: fem inising certain com m on nouns and adjectives. Thus
have the follow ing barbarism s been coined: authoress, professoress,
w riteress, prosecutress, and so forth, out of sheer orthographic
ignorance.[8] In French, such nouns are neutral, neither m asculine nor
fem inine. Shall w e go so far as to call w om en painters Ɋpaintressesɋ, or
speak of taxi driveresses, judgettes, firew om en, plum beresses, and the
like?

The Tw o Fem inism s: Sane and Insane
A  certain num ber of civilisations do not consider w om en hum an beings
by full right, that is, as beings of equal capacity and (especially) as
equal in law . These civilisations are essentially Eastern, N ear Eastern,
or A frican. W e see this clearly today in the case of Islam  or even
elsew here, w hen you consider the social situation of w om en in the Far
East and the traditional Ɋm achoɋ ideology w hich pervades.[9] The status
Europeans have accorded w om en is an historical exception.

In European traditions, the proper place of and respect for w om en
have been a constant concern. A lthough the roles of the sexes w ere
separate and com plim entary, and despite m ale dom ination, no one has
ever found legal infantilisation of or social contem pt for w om en as one
finds in the rest of the w orld. W h a t d e te r m in e s th e  su p e r io r ity  o f a
c iv ilisa tio n  is th e  le g a l a n d  so c ia l p o sitio n  it a c c o r d s to  w o m e n .
Superior civilisations can be recognised by not trying system atically to
oppress w om en and preserve their status as a social m inority.

C onsidering w om en inferior is a constant in all civilisations, but in
Europe this tendency w as less strong than elsew here. A m ong the Celts,



R om ans, G erm ans, and Scandinavians, w om en, although subordinate,
enjoyed respect, consideration and a favourable legal status. In
classical Rom e of the first and second centuries, w e even see the
beginnings of a fem inist m ovem ent, during the reign of Trajan. U pper
class w om en dem anded sexual freedom  and absolute legal equality in
divorce and civil cases, as w ell as dem ands that w ere not heard again
for nineteen centuries.

H ow ever, w e should not forget that in classical G reece, law s
protecting w om en (respecting m arriage and divorce) kept them  strictly
w ithin the dom estic realm  of hearth and fam ily, restricting them  to
subordinate form s of w ork and excluding them  entirely from  the sphere
of politics. The teachings of A ristotle and Plato w ere highly influential:
according to A ristotle in the M etaphysics, w om an is a being radically
different from  m an, a Ɋm atter inform ed by m anɋ. W om an is a
Ɋm onsterɋ, and Ɋonly m an can tend tow ard perfectionɋ. For Plato,
w om an is a hum an being, but Ɋinfantileɋ, closer to children than to m en;
she is not ontologically different, as for A ristotle, but is inferior. This
thesis im plies a m oderate exclusion of w om en, though not contem pt for
them .

These tw o traditions, A ristotelian and Platonic, have existed side-
by-side. In R om an Law, the A ristotelian view  prevailed. W om en are
incapacitated because of their otherness. In post-R om an custom ary law,
it is rather the Platonic view  that prevailed: w om en are subordinated
because of their inferiority. In both cases, the rights of w om en are
inferior to those of m en. W ith the disappearance of paganism  and
introduction of Christianity, the status of w om en decreases, because
they are considered the incarnation of sin and im purity. In St Paul and
St A ugustine w e find the sam e curses against w om en as w e do am ong
radical M uslim s today.[10] The questions of w hether they had a Ɋsoulɋ
w as resolved only w ith great difficulty. This tradition, taken up and
am plified by Islam , obviously com es from  certain biblical texts and all



oriental traditions, violently Ɋm achoɋ and anti-fem inist. O n this m atter,
the thesis of D r G çrard Zw ang[11] is that the exclusively m asculine
character of the unique G od in the various m onotheistic religions
corresponds to an inferiorisation of w om en.

In the French C ivil Code, the Platonic view  lasted until the m iddle
of the tw entieth century: the w eakness and im m aturity of w om an
im plied that she w as in need of protection, w hich in turn im plied the
im possibility of m aking her the head of the fam ily and lim ited her civil
rights. N evertheless, this legal inferiority of w om an w as not
accom panied w ith any contem pt or oppression, for exam ple, by
com plete veiling or other practices of m onotheistic Islam .

* * *

W e are com pelled to recognise that in all civilisations up to the present,
m en have been at the top in the arts, arm s, law, sciences, philosophy,
politics, poetry, and everything of the sort. W hy? The first explanation
that com es to m ind is the division of roles according to sex. O utdoor
w ork for m en, indoor w ork for w om en, nam ely reproduction, dom estic
w ork, or subordinate tasks. This is the schem a, w ell dem onstrated by
Irenâus Eibl-Eibesfeldt[12] and R obert A rdrey,[13] of w om an as guardian
of the hearth and m an as hunter. From  the start of the tw entieth century
in the W est, this division of authority began to be underm ined, since
w om en w ere increasingly obtaining im portant social roles in literature,
science, and politics. N evertheless, in no place have w om en yet reached
a level of equivalence w ith m en.

But this idea that w om en have never been able to equal m en in the
dom ain of general creativity (w hich is the m ain question, anyw ay) does
not indicate that this is necessarily the case, and that this tendency
could not be reversed. A  fem inine (not Ɋfem inistɋ) revolution is perhaps
possible.

The only peoples in history w ho did not m ake w om en inferior w ere



Europeans, especially Celts, G erm ans, Scandinavians, Slavs, and
ancient R om ans and G reeks. So the idea of total equality betw een m en
and w om en naturally m ade its appearance, along w ith its corollary,
fem inism , w hich ended up an aberration because it slipped from  the
idea of equality to that of equivalence. This in fact am ounts to denying
fem ininity and m odeling w om en on m en.

The form  of fem inism  w hich defends w om en (inspired, of course,
by the W est) is very m uch alive in the A rab w orld and even India. In
India, for exam ple, although m ajority polytheistic and pagan,
m istreatm ent of w om en is a part of the social habitus. In the W est on
the other hand, fem inism  has lost its w ay, deviating tow ard a utopian
Ɋw om enɋs causeɋ w hich ends in the denial of the real fem inine
condition; this fem inism  borrow s its patterns of thought from  the m ost
threadbare M arxism , transform ing w om en into Ɋproletariansɋ exploited
by m ale oppression, m aking of them  no longer a sex but a new  sort of
social class. H ere again, the A ristotelian m ean should prevail: no
oppression of w om en, equality w ith m en, but no deviation tow ard
sexual equivalence.

The A ndrogynous U topia
D ogm atic W estern fem inism  thus neglects the m ere defence of w om en
and their right to their bodily identity on the pretext of their Ɋm asteryɋ
of their bodies. It is a sort of ideological bath w hich aim s to abolish
fem inine specificity. T o  m a sc u lin ise  w o m e n  a n d  fe m in ise  m e n , th u s
c o n str u c tin g  th e  a n d r o g y n : such is the goal of the fem inist. The
doctrinaire partisans of this anthropological chaos are just as m uch m en
as w om en, too. A s a utopian ideal, the androgyn is the counterpart to
the m ixed-race person: a return to entropy, to the indifferentiation of
the sexes as w ell as the races. This confusion reigns in the social realm
as w ell as in that of sex, since w om en and m en are supposed to carry
out the sam e functions, ply the sam e trades, but also both be bisexual.



This paradigm , w hich com es close to dem entia, is a denial of the
natural law ; but above all, it harm s w om en m uch m ore than m en.

Indeed, fem inism  is above all a form  of m asculinism . To im itate
m en, to becom e a m an, not only socially but also sexually: such is the
unthinkable idea[14] of fem inism , w hich is stronger still than their desire
to fem inise m en. The unisex androgyn of fem inist dream s is, at base,
m ore m asculine than fem inine. The unisex person w ill have a tiny
penis, but a penis nonetheless.

* * *

The fem inisation of so-called Ɋpurely m aleɋ professions is one of the
exam ples, and poses a num ber of insurm ountable problem s. This is a
m anifestation of one of the utopian im peratives of egalitarianism :
equivalence betw een the sexes, or m ore precisely, their
interchangeability. The w ill (in the W est) to im pose quotas for w om en
in police forces and A rm y com bat units constitutes one of the m ost
surreal exam ples of fem inist ideology. A s perfectly acceptable as it is
for w om en to occupy technical or m anagerial positions, it is equally
idiotic to incorporate them  (especially by quota!) in ground com bat
units, first of all because they are physically unable (statistically
speaking) to assum e these roles ɇ  w om en not all being potential
A m azons ɇ  but also because putting the lives of real or potential
m others in danger is unacceptable in a balanced society. T h e  life  o f a
w o m a n , especially a young w om an, c o u n ts fo r  m o r e  th a n  th a t o f a
m a n  in such a society, sim ply because she is a m other, in charge of
reproduction and the upbringing of offspring.[15] The presence of young
m others or future m others w here law  and order is being enforced or w ar
fought w ould have seem ed, from  antiquity up until the last century, a
m adm anɋs idea.

* * *

D uring the First W orld W ar (a horrifying inter-European slaughter)



w om en participated in the w ar effort as nurses and canteen w orkers,
and especially as replacem ents for m en in factories and on farm s, but
they w ere never com batants. In the Second W orld W ar, it w as the sam e.
W om en on both sides w ere incorporated into the A rm y, but in non-
com bat roles. Such is not the case today in W estern arm ies, w here
w om en are used in com bat units in the nam e of egalitarian unisex
ideology. The Israelis w ere the first to try including w om en in com bat
units and to institute fem ale m ilitary service, for dem ographic reasons
and because they w ere vastly outnum bered by the enem ies that
surrounded them , but they w ere quickly disillusioned, and the arm ed
soldierettes w ere relegated to office w ork.

In the A m erican A rm y, although the law  forbids w om en from
entering into com bat (a com m on-sense m easure), the law  is not
respected. A ccording to The New York Tim es, of the tw o m illion
A m ericans w ho served in Iraq and A fghanistan (taking account of troop
rotations), 220,000 w ere w om en, m aking up 11 percent of the entire
contingent and 6 percent of the M arine Corps. In A fghanistan, Special
Forces com m andos accepted w om en, w hich had previously been
forbidden. Since 2001, 130 fem ale soldiers have been killed, including
70 in com bat.

Fem ale soldiers perform  very satisfactorily, often better than m en,
because for a w om an to sign up for a com bat unit, she m ust be m ore
m otivated than a m an. ɊW om en have m ore feeling in the face of
danger. W om en fighters display greater aggressiveness, better
com posure, and m ore guts: they have them  to spareɋ, explains an
A m erican officer (investigative report by K aren Lajon, Journal du
D im anche, 20 D ecem ber 2009). A w om an Colonel explains, putting a
dam per on the last assertion, that: Ɋm en are program m ed to defend
w om en; itɋs in their genes. W e are not m ade for joining the infantry.
W e w ould only be a distraction, and so an annoyance.ɋ The presence of
fem ale fighters at their sides changes m enɋs behaviour: Ɋthe young m en



are no longer w ithin that dynam ic of protecting w om en during com batɋ.

D espite the proven effectiveness of the Lioness Team s am ong
A m erican troops, the use of w om en in infantry com bat units am ounts to
an utter aberration. W ith this, w e have entered the very heart of anti-
nature, of pure and sim ple negation and confusion of the sexes and their
roles. It is the ultim ate stage of w om enɋs m asculinisation, com m on to
all fem inist and Ɋparity-istɋ ideology. Esprit de corps, a purely m ale
phenom enon, is disrupted by the presence of w om en. Inevitably, sexual
problem s w ill arise, w ith jealousy and rom antic disappointm ent never
far behind. In schools co-education is counter-productive, but in a
m ilitary regim ent it is w orse still. M oreover, risking the lives of
w om en ɇ  potential or actual m others ɇ  in battle is sym ptom atic of a
m indset that has entirely lost its bearings.

To be really effective (esprit de corps again), troops m ust be united
ethnically, ideologically, and sexually. M oreover, w om en naturally
have less of a physical capacity as regards m uscular strength, resistance
and endurance. The incorporation of w om en in French A rm y ground
units, the gendarm erie,[16] and police forces is already posing great
difficulties. Ideology, how ever, dom inates: it is not pragm atic; it does
not care about effectiveness; its aim  is to obey a dogm atic teaching ɇ
in this case, the anti-natural egalitarian dogm a according to w hich
everyone is interchangeable w ith one another.

C onfused m inds w ill object: But w hat about the A m azons? W hat
about Joan of A rc? The A m azons w ere a m yth of G reek antiquity, of
course, and not a reality. A s for Joan of A rc, it w as her very singularity
as a w om an w arrior sum m oned by G od that struck peopleɋs m inds as a
m iraculous exception. In any case, her virginity ɇ  assum ed alm ost
m agically as such, although she had not taken any vow  nor entered into
any religious order ɇ  defem inises her. Joan of A rc w as not a w om an
incorporated into the arm y of the K ing of France, but a quasi-divine
figure entirely w ithin the unconscious tradition of European paganism ,



w here som etim es, in exceptional circum stances and in order to inspire
the m inds of m en, a w om an or fem inine divinity w ould turn w arrior, as,
for exam ple, N ike, the W inged goddess of Victory, w ho w ore a helm et
and carried a spear. But it w ould have occurred to no one in A thens to
incorporate w om en into the hoplite phalanx.

* * *

Fem inist ideology has slipped through every pore in our society and
taken it over; now  it is now  show ing its true face by negating fem inine
nature. For a particular w om an to decline to becom e a m other is
perfectly acceptable, but to set up anti-m aternalism  and
m asculinisation as an im plicit ideology is a sym ptom  of a delirium
com parable to that of com m unism , the delirium  of Anti-N ature.

There is a striking parallel betw een this fem inist tendency and its
dem onisation of pregnancy and of m other. It is perfectly legitim ate for
w om en to dem and control of their bodies, to refuse im posed pregnancy,
and to control their ow n use of chem ical contraception. But by the sam e
token, fem inist ideology has flagrantly prom oted abortions on the basis
of convenience ɇ  an irresponsible position ɇ  and tried to ridicule
m otherhood, m ostly im plicitly. By depicting m others as slaves,
fem inist ideology has show n that it prom otes an entirely individualist,
selfish, and anti-natalist m odel of society, largely unconcerned w ith the
w elfare of future generations. W hen you psychoanalyse the fem inist
unconscious, you discover a garåon m anquç: the w ish to becom e a
Ɋguyɋ, a Ɋfellow ɋ.

* * *

This ideology of equivalence betw een the sexes is, as w e have seen, a
counterpart to that of the equivalence of the races ɇ  or of their denial.
Let us reconsider Sim one de Beauvoirɋs fam ous slogan: ɊO ne is not
born, but rather becom es, a w om an.ɋ[17] In M m e de Beauvoirɋs
unconscious, only m ale birth is of value. A ll babies are m en, virtually.



The com m on ideal is m asculinity. W hy did she not w rite: ɊO ne is not
born, but rather becom es, a m anɋ? Indeed, if little girls are not born
w om en, w hat are they born as? H erm aphrodites? In reality, she thought
that the body w as unim portant, and that w e are all born unisex,
androgynous, but m ainly m ale. She probably hated her w om anɋs body.
W ithout know ing it, Beauvoir w as an advocate of m achism o.

Fem inism  is fascinated w ith the m asculine body and m odel of
society, w hich is im plicitly taken as the Ɋnaturalɋ m odel. The w om anɋs
body, along w ith all it im plies, is thereby devalued, for it is too heavy
to carry. Fem inism  w avers betw een a hate-tinged envy of the m ale
body (the penis, the absence of gynecological problem s, periods,
pregnancies, and so on) and a rejection of the fem ale body as too
painful.

This Leftist, W estern fem inism , w hich has w rongly labeled itself a
Ɋliberation m ovem entɋ, has nothing to do w ith authentic fem inism ,
w hich aim s at com bating m achism o and giving w om en legal equality
and equal treatm ent. Fem inist ideology is as anti-fem inine as
proletarian M arxist ideology w as anti-w orker and anti-peasant.

There has also been an overall evolution tow ard m asculinising the
appearance of w om en. W hen you look at photographs of a European or
A m erican street scene prior to the 1960s, you can easily distinguish the
w om en from  the m en. The sam e photo today w ould show  a unisex,
alm ost indistinct crow d.[18] O ne of the consequences of these facts is
that the perception and recognition of the different sexes has lessened
in daily life, sim ply because of this clothing style. Is not unisex style
harm ful to the intensity of sexual attraction? There is no m ystery about
it; everyone is alike. B ut the m ost serious point of all is that Leftist
fem inists see no problem  in M uslim  w om en (even those forcibly
converted) subm itting to the Islam ic uniform , including the
ignom inious veil.



* * *

C o -e d u c a tio n , as w e have seen, w as began to be im posed in both
prim ary and secondary schools in the 1960s  by politicised fem inists in
order to produce a sort of social capillary action for their ideas.[19] Its
effects have been catastrophic, especially on the developm ent and
sexuality of adolescents. Particularly w ith the increasing presence of
faster-developing A frican and N orth A frican adolescents in French
schoolroom s, w e are w itnessing grave problem s, m ost notably the loss
of attention by boys distracted by the presence of girls, tension and
conflict relating to aggression tow ard girls or to sexual rivalries,
defem inisation of girls, as w ell as the disturbance of psycho-sexual
developm ent from  the constant presence of the other sex at the height
of puberty. In actual fact, it is only after puberty, by the tim e secondary
studies draw  to an end, that m ales and fem ales can live together, not
during.

* * *

W e should m ention the fem inist notion of Ɋdispossession of the fem ale
bodyɋ. The m ain criticism  of fem inist ideology against traditional
society is that w o m e n  w e r e  n o t m a ste r s o f th e ir  o w n  b o d ie s, th e y  h a d
b e e n  d isp o sse sse d  o f th e m  by m ale society. The w hole progressive
Left follow ed this line of argum ent in the 1950s, follow ing W ilhelm
Reich[20] and H erbert M arcuse.[21]

The first form  of alienation w as, of course, the prohibition against
abortion, w hich deprived w om en of the possibility of m aking a decision
about their ow n pregnancy, even in cases of rape. O ther form s of
alienation could be noted: forced m arriages im posed on girls, even
w ithout their desiring or loving their husbands; tolerance of sexual
indiscretions in m en and opprobrium  cast on those of w om en, alone in
being forcibly constrained to fidelity; the obligation to be virgins at
m arriage; distrust of fem inine enjoym ent; prohibition against unveiling



them selves in public, and so on.

These argum ents are not w rong. M oreover, the conservative m ilieus
of the tim e justified the alienation of w om enɋs bodies; they explained
that, in fact, this body did not belong to her individually, but w as a part
of the social order since it w as the receptacle and instrum ent of
reproduction. If a m anɋs sexuality, they said, is a m atter of his ow n
w ill, that of a w om an w as (because of the possibility of pregnancy) part
of fam ily and society. O f course, these argum ents today seem  idle
(although w ith m ass im m igration, such argum ents are returning in
force in M uslim  m ilieus, w hich is preparing som e surprises for us). The
legalisation of abortion and chem ical contraception have m asculinised
fem inine sexuality and given it autonom y.[22]

B ut by a sort of ideological inertia, fem inists continue firing off
accusations that w om en are alienated from  their bodies. This
rem arkable persistence of the need to be com plaining about oppression
long after it has disappeared is sym ptom atic of the sam e victim
m entality one finds in hom osexual m ilieus. W o m e n ɋs b o d ie s a r e
in str u m e n ta lise d  a n d  a lie n a te d  b y  e r o tic ism , by pornography, and by
the constant show casing of nudity Ɋto excite m enɋ, w ho thereby
consum e the fem ale body as an object w ithout a soul, a receptacle for
fantasies. The contradiction here is that fem inism  dem anded the
freedom  for w om en to show  their bodies, and considered the unveiling
of nudity and erotic attraction as liberation from  the oppressive prudery
w hich hid the fem ale body. Today, how ever, the Ɋnew  fem inism ɋ has
becom e prudish, so fem inism  oscillates betw een puritanism  and sexual
libertinism . The transform ation of w om en into androgynous beings has
been the im plicit program  of fem inism  since the beginning of the
tw entieth century.

In reality, one of the central dem ands of fem inism  ɇ  sexual control
over oneɋs ow n body ɇ  aim s (as in all other dom ains) to m asculinise
w om en. Fem inine sexuality can result in pregnancy, a source of



dangers and responsibilities, w hile m ale sexuality has no consequences
for m enɋs bodies, only possibly on their social existence (paternity).
Fem inism  has alw ays m ore or less recognised pregnancy as a
constraint, as a kind of alienation, and dream ed of w om en having a
sexuality sim ilar to that of m en, that is to say, a Ɋfree sexualityɋ. But
fem inists should take heart: in the tw enty-first century, w om en (at least
those of the w ealthy elite) w ill undoubtedly enjoy the benefit of
conception w ithout pregnancy or delivery, thanks to incubator
technology, w hich w ill replace pregnant m others. This w ill have
enorm ous consequences, as w e shall see later on.

* * *

F e m in ism  is b a se d  o n  th e  sa m e  m e n ta l sc h e m a  a s m a c h ism o : o n e
se x  is su p e r io r  to  th e  o th e r. Fem inism  is inverted m achism o. For
fem inism , behind its egalitarian faåade, considers the fem ale sex
superior. This is an untenable position, especially since they w ant to
rob fem ininity of its essence by m asculinising it. This proclam ation of
the superiority of w om en over m en, w hether im plicit or openly
proclaim ed, am ounts quite sim ply to reintroducing the m ental schem a
they are pretending to eradicate. (The sam e goes for hom ophile
ideology, w hich now  proclaim s the superiority of hom o- to
heterosexuality, and for anti-racist ideology, w hich insinuates that
m ixed-race or non-W hite people are superior.) This is a classic trait of
all Left-w ing egalitarianism  since the French Revolution.[23]

This tendency to talk up w om en (w hich is m uch broader than the
sm all cadre of fem inist activists) as if they w ere superior but
unrecognised beings has som ething suspicious about it, som ething
annoying and insincere (in som ew hat the sam e w ay as Ɋpeople of
colourɋ, that is, extra-European people, are talked up out of ideological
conform ism ). W om an m ust becom e the new  stronger sex she should
never have stopped being, but at the price of her fem ininity....



For fem inist ideology, pregnant w om en and m others are despised,
looked dow n upon ɇ  especially if they are native European. A t the
very least, one feels sorry for them , along w ith w ives and housew ives
w ho are supposedly exploited. In fact, this ideology does not seek to
defend w om enɋs rights, as it claim s, but to advance a utopian m odel of
the new wom an, a kind of photocopy of m en. This new  w om an greatly
resem bles the new m an of M arxism . The tw o utopias are parallel, and
share the sam e authoritarian tendency hidden beneath their dem ands for
liberation. It w as the neo-M arxist W ilhelm  R eich w ho supplied first
A m erican and then European fem inism  w ith som e of its conceptual
tools.[24]

Fem inist and M arxist form s of reasoning bear a close resem blance:
the proletarian w orker and producer is at core superior to the bourgeois
and the aristocrat w ho unproductively live on their rents. W om en, also
essentially superior, have been oppressed by m en from  the daw n of
tim e, victim s of m ale society. Very w ell, but in either case ɇ  applied
M arxism  or applied fem inism  ɇ  you only end up w ith a w orker-slave
or a sterile w om an deprived of all her qualities. U topian fanaticism s
alw ays end in the ruin of w hat they w anted to defend and prom ote.

The D ogm a of ɊParityɋ
To legislate Ɋpolitical parityɋ betw een m en and w om en w as a stupid
m istake. N evertheless, it is being taken yet further, w ith econom ic
parity being im plem ented at the m anagerial level in large com panies.
This is a m etapolitical victory for fem inist utopias. O bligatory quota
regulations for m en/w om en in elections (and elsew here) can only end
in the debasem ent of w om en. It am ounts to considering w om en as
handicapped persons w ho m ust be helped in any w ay possible. It is to
risk electing or nom inating w om en for responsible posts Ɋsim ply
because they are w om enɋ and thus, possibly, incom petent w om en.
Positive discrim ination alw ays harm s those w hom  it is supposed to



help. N o rigid, m echanical law  can replace the naturalness of life. If
one w ants to repair injustices or discrim ination against w om en, it m ust
be done upstream  (the causes) and not dow nstream  (the consequences).

To decree quotas for w om en on electoral lists, prom otion, and
em ploym ent, (supported by legal penalties) seem s odd w hen one
considers that the oppression of young w om en is tolerated in all
M uslim -m ajority areas. Fem inists alw ays reason in term s of law s and
rules, w hen peopleɋs w ay of thinking is w hat m ust be changed.

These legislative m easures are contem ptuous of w om en. If a w om an
is able to enter into politics if she w ants to and can get herself elected,
w hy im pose a m andatory quota? This obliges political parties (and soon
com panies) to find w om en at any cost, or face the consequences. It
m eans taking the risk that the w om en em ployed on this basis w ill
actually be unsuitable for the role. This law  w as supposed to counter
the Ɋm achism oɋ of political parties w hich, so it w as thought, kept
w om en out of eligible positions. In reality, w om en are m uch less
attracted than m en to political activity, as all statistics prove. M ust one
then oblige political parties and trade unions to have equal num bers of
both sexes? If so, w hy not go further still, and have Ɋparity in
adm inistrative bodiesɋ, com panies, the offices of private associations,
adm inistrative com petitions, high public offices, and the like? It is
alw ays the sam e m echanical and artificial determ ination to replace
organic equilibria and restrict peopleɋs freedom  in the nam e of a false
vision of justice and equality. This is one consequence of the
com m unist m entality that has penetrated and anim ated the w hole
French public m ind. W hile believing w e are defending the cause of
w om en, w e are low ering them  to the status of a sort of handicapped
m an.

This logic of forced Ɋparityɋ has som ething totalitarian about it, and
it resem bles another piece of ugly bureaucratic jargon: diversity ɇ
w hich concerns not the sexes but races and ethnic groups, but w ith the



sam e w ill to im pose quotas and positive discrim ination.

* * *

In the sum m er of 2008, a group of fem inist activists called The Beard
put on fake beards to carry out publicity stunts against Ɋsexism ɋ and
discrim ination against w om en in all dom ains.[25] They took particular
offence in there being too few  w om en in adm inistrative bodies and
political assem blies. The A ssociation of French M ayors, for instance, is
only 11 percent fem ale. B ut w hat if w om en do not w ant to be m ayors,
or deputies, or w hatever? W ho is forbidding them  from  running? O f
course, to be elected to the N ational A ssem bly, one m ust have the
backing of a party to cover cam paign expenses and one m ust have a
serious constituency; but none of this is necessary to run for m ayor.

The introduction of the fam ous m an/w om an parity in political
representation (and soon in businesses and adm inistration) breaks w ith
the principle of equality and free individual choice, and poses a serious
problem  of political philosophy. U nder the pretext of strengthening it,
such m easures actually result in corrupting the principle of equality;
for individual equality is being substituted for com m unal equality
(today sexual but soon racial and ethnic), w hich is contrary to the very
Enlightenm ent principles to w hich the French Republic appeals. This
em phasis of the com m unity over the individual ironically m arks a
return to the anti-revolutionary ideas of the A ncien R çgim e (considered
ɊRightw ingɋ and defended especially by M aurras[26] and Joseph de
M aistre[27]). So the anti-racist, fem inist Left is using (w hen it
convenient) concepts of political philosophy it judged reactionary and
obsolete only yesterday.

In the constitutional revision enacted on 21 July 2008, an
am endm ent introduced by U M P[28] deputy M arie-Jo Zim m erm ann (w ho
is also president of the N ational A ssem blyɋs C om m ittee on W om enɋs
R ights) changed the pream ble of the C onstitution to perm it the



introduction of quotas, som ething w hich w as strictly forbidden since
the revolution, in the nam e of liberty and equality. Such a m easure,
w hich no one dared oppose thanks to the dictatorship of neo-
totalitarian, politically correct ideology, opens the Pandoraɋs Box of
positive discrim ination, an extrem ely slippery principle. For it breaks
w ith the principle of individual m eritocracy and splits the social body
by sex and, tom orrow , by ethnic origin. Im posing a quota of w om en (or
anyone else) rests on the sam e logic that allow s their exclusion.[29]

W e are poking our fingers into the gears of an infernal m achine.
H ow  far shall w e go? R acial quotas? R eligious quotas? The process
could even be turned against w om en: in certain areas, there are m ore
qualified w om en than m en. Shall w e dem and m ore m en? Could there
be too m any fem ale m agistrates, teachers, nurses, executive
secretaries? W hat if there are too m any Jew s in certain professions or
dom ains, or not enough of them ? Shall w e legislate under pressure
from  M uslim s, w ho think that, being m uch m ore num erous in France
than Jew s are, it is abnorm al and discrim inatory that there should be so
m any Jew s in m any professional dom ains?

W anting to im pose (sexual, racial, religious) quotas by force, as
people are starting to do today, is not only to infringe upon the
principles of equality and of justice, it is to step onto the slippery slope
of a com m unitarian society riddled w ith conflict (the underlying idea
being that social functions and professions should reflect the ethno-
sexual com position of the population w ith m athem atical precision).

This is a good exam ple of the incom patibility betw een equality and
freedom . Real equality, a concept defended by M artine A ubry and a
large fraction of the French Socialist Party ɇ  w hich has alw ays
rem ained covertly M arxist ɇ  is opposed to the legal equality of the
French R evolution, and concludess w ith the im position of quotas,
injustice and Ɋpositiveɋ discrim ination. Equal results are substituted for
equal opportunity, w hich results in the granting of unearned privileges.



This opens the door to an inefficient society (because it is anti-
selective) that is covertly totalitarian, since it replaces m eritocracy
w ith rules favouring particular sexes and m em bers of certain ethnic
origins.

H ow  far off are m andatory quotas in adm inistration, business,
electoral lists ɇ  or indeed electoral victors ɇ  as a function of their sex
and origin? The process is already underw ay. This is w hat w e are
m oving tow ards: an ossified society full of conflict (no one w ill ever be
satisfied w ith the place occupied by his ow n sexual-ethnic group),
authoritarian, neo-totalitarian and, as alw ays, all in the nam e of justice,
harm ony and equality. It is obvious that the contrary of all these w ill
result: injustice, endem ic conflict and inequality. M oreover, as these
quotas, preferences and privileges becom e m ore com m on, the result in
m any dom ains w ill be that not the best but the favored prevail and
dom inate.

* * *

W hat is m ore, the rule of Ɋparityɋ w ill occasion a kind of w a r  o f th e
se x e s. It w ill becom e easier to accuse a w om an of ow ing her position to
Ɋpositiveɋ discrim ination schem es rather than her ow n abilities, even
w hen this is untrue. Positive discrim ination w ill also increase racial
resentm ent, as has happened in the U nited States.[30] A  neo-sexism  and
neo-racism  are appearing, at the expense of the W hite m ale, in the heart
of an anti-sexist, anti-racist society that officially denies draw ing any
distinction based upon origin, but w hich breaks this rule through its
m uddled thinking.

It is perfectly true, how ever, that discrim ination against w om en
occurs in professional life (overestim ated by fem inists and
underestim ated by the Ɋm achoɋ m ale), but sex quotas w hen it com es to
em ploym ent and prom otion are certainly not the answ er. Civil society
m ust live and evolve in its ow n w ay, and the State should lim it itself to



guaranteeing the equality of citizens (and only citizens) before the law
(and only before the law ). Sexual parity, inscribed in the C onstitution
of the French Republic, is ɇ  from  the point of view  of constitutional
law  and legal philosophy ɇ  a denial of justice; for it contravenes the
very Rights of M an and of the C itizen on w hich the C onstitution is
otherw ise founded.

* * *

It is obvious that barriers have been erected by m en against the
prom otion of w om en in political parties and businesses. Such practices
are not necessarily based on m isogyny as fem inists claim , but on m uch
m ore com plicated social and practical m echanism s. W anting to
legislate and punish, to practice Ɋpositive discrim inationɋ and the
Ɋthum b on the scaleɋ, w ill alw ays have negative consequences.

W e have seen it tw ice: the first tim e w ith the governm ent of A lain
Juppç,[31] w ho introduced four w om en (the ɊJuppettesɋ) into his cabinet
exclusively in order to flatter fem inists ɇ  w om en w ho turned out to be
inexperienced; and, m ore seriously, w hen N icolas Sarkozy forced his
Prim e M inister to em ploy young w om en of N orth A frican and Black
A frican origin on the basis of entirely fem inist and m ultiracialist
m otives. In both cases, these artificial prom otions turned out to be
catastrophic. The w om en involved w ere quite sim ply incom petent,
w hich has nothing to do w ith their being w om en, but w ith their having
been chosen according to the w rong criteria (sexual, racial, and ethnic).
N ow , the only effective w ay of recruiting real elites is natural selection
based exclusively on individual perform ance independent of any
consideration of sex, ethnicity, or any other such arbitrary properties.
ɊThe right person for the right placeɋ, as the English proverb has it.
M ay the best m an/w om an w in.

O f course, one w ill alw ays find Ɋm achoɋ tricks and barriers. These
m ust be vigorously com bated, not for the sake of w om en but for the



sake of the position. A  business enterprise, an adm inistration, or a State
are not called upon to be fem inist, equal, or diverse, but to be effective.
It is just as inadm issible and counterproductive to give a job to a
w om an because she is a w om an as to refuse it to her out of m achism o if
she is com petent. Things m ust be allow ed to evolve according to the
order of nature. The International M onetary Fund, the M ovem ent of
Enterprises of France, and tw o large French political parties are already
run by w om en. Their proportion w ill only grow  (w ithout ever attaining
the dream ed-of 50 percent). Positive discrim ination, quotas, parity ɇ
these are all handicaps w hich generate incom petence and
ineffectiveness.[32]

It w ould have m ade m ore sense to em phasise equality of salary and
rem uneration betw een m en and w om en. In France today, despite all the
ineffective egalitarian law s, w om en are still m istreated in the
professional realm . It is a problem  pertaining to m indset m ore than to
law s. D espite being equally com petent, w om en are still paid
(approxim ately 25 percent) less than m en. This is unacceptable,
because everyone know s m any of them  have large fam ily expenses (not
paid by m en) in addition to their w ork. The further south you go, the
m ore obvious this becom es. In the N ordic, G erm anic, and A nglo-Saxon
countries, w om en are treated w ith m uch greater professional equality
than in Latin countries, not to speak of A sia, N orth A frica, B lack
A frica, South A m erica, and so on. The m ore N ordic, that is, G erm anic
and C eltic, societies are, the m ore w om en are respected ɇ  but at the
sam e tim e, the m ore they fall for the follies of fem inism . It is a
difficult balancing act.

* * *

W e m ust also m ention the subject of sexual harassm ent and blackm ail
of w om en, w hich no law  can directly solve since it is an attack on the
m ind. The m ost com m on victim  of these practices is the pretty wom an.
B lackm ail can either be explicit or, m ore often, im plicit. C ases are



com m on; everyone know s about them  but no one m entions them .
Sexual blackm ail in em ploym ent and prom otion are not only
characteristic of show -business but of all sectors of the econom y.[33]

A pretty and talented w om an experiences m uch greater professional
difficulties than a m an of the sam e age. M ore is dem anded from  a
w om an than from  a m an. A w om an w ill not only have a (statistically)
low er salary, but in to increase her professional opportunities, sexual
favours w ill be either explicitly or im plicitly dem anded of her. This
practice is universal, including in adm inistration (for prom otion and
bonuses) and am ounts to a m asked form  of in stitu tio n a lise d
p r o stitu tio n . The repression of this practice is all the m ore difficult in
that m any m en understand and adm it it, yet people keep quiet about it.

The sexual exploitation of w om en is not lim ited to w ild
prostitution, a form  of slavery that has becom e a universal scourge (and
w hich fem inist ideology has been totally unable to com bat), nor to the
general rise of fundam entalist Islam  in w hich, in all countries
(including the W est), w om en are treated as inferior. A gainst this, too,
fem inist ideology in Europe reacts very softly so as not to be accused
of Islam ophobia ɇ  a cardinal sin. The sexual exploitation of w om en is
a hidden daily reality w hich escapes the notice of our brilliant
sociologists.

I shall deal elsew here w ith the m atter of beaten and m istreated
w om en, w hose exponential increase is obviously correlated w ith the
increasing presence of M uslim  im m igrant populations. O n this
question, fem inists m aintain perfect radio silence. Likew ise, no one
seem s to dw ell on this surreal fact: that sentences passed against rapists
are extraordinarily light. A s for the sexual soap opera of D om inique
Strauss-K ahn, delicately referred to as a ɊLotharioɋ by his Leftist
buddies, people are splitting their sides....[34]

If w e w ant to assess the achievem ents of fem inist ideology ɇ



m aliciously, perhaps, but conform ably w ith reality ɇ  w e m ay say that
it has been very strong and effective at prom oting free abortion on
dem and and parity law s, but has been of no concrete use on such
subjects as the sexual exploitation of w om en, dom estic violence, the
decline in w om enɋs position because of Islam  in Europe, the grow ing
num ber of w om en m istreated and often killed, and so on and so forth.
Fem inism  am ounts to abstract posturing of the purely ideological and
dogm atic sort on the part of bourgeois intellectuals w ho are out of
touch w ith popular reality.

W om en w ho are beaten, raped, veiled, harassed, and/or forced into
prostitution or otherw ise exploited: fem inism  is interested in none of
that. The great victories are that underage girls should have free and
anonym ous access to the Pill, that governm ent insurance should
reim burse them  for convenient abortions, that political parties should
be obliged to put forw ard a predeterm ined proportion of w om en for
office, that business enterprises should appoint m ore w om en to the
board of directors, and that w om en should w ear trousers like the guys.

Fem inism  and C areerism
Everyw here in the W est, the goal is to achieve equal salaries for m en
and w om en and to attain parity in m anagem ent positions. The first goal
ɇ  equal pay for equal w ork ɇ  is both just and realistic; but the second
poses problem s. Let us exam ine the question objectively, standing
aside from  either fem inism  or m achism o.

In the C ity of London, fem ale participation on boards of directors
rose from  2 percent to 3.6 percent betw een 2000Ɇ7, w hich is
m icroscopic. In France, w om en represent only 17 percent of salaried
m anagers. O nly 6.5 percent of governm ental adm inistrative bodies are
fem ale, and only 5 percent on executive bodies, w here operational
pow er is located. R egarding the num ber of fem ale CEO s, France ranks
87th in the w orld. W om enɋs com pensation is low er than that of m en by



a figure w hich hovers betw een 15 and 25 percent; som e people explain
this as a consequence of m achism o, w hich is som ething of a
sim plification, as w e have seen. O f course, the French com pany A reva,
w orld leader in nuclear energy, w as run by a w om an[35] until 2011, as
w as M edef, but these are trees that hide the forest.

O n the other hand, the fem inisation of the judiciary and of national
education over the past several decades has been an im pressive
although negative developm ent.[36] Looking at a photo of heads of state
united for the G -20 sum m it, you can count the w om en on one hand.
A lthough w om en are occupying a larger space in politics and the
econom y, the goal of Ɋparityɋ seem s utopian because of sex differences
ɇ  the social division of labour by sex ɇ  w hich is a fact of nature and
not only of choice.

Franåoise G ri, President of M anpow er France, w rites (Le Figaro, 7
D ecem ber 2009):

C EO s know  w ell that it is betw een the ages of 28 and 35 that, w ithin com panies, the
nursery of high-potential em ployees, destined to occupy the m ost im portant positions in
the years that follow , is form ed. N ow , it is during these years that m ost w om en decide
to becom e m others. W ith w hatever giant steps science evolves in the com ing decades,
this biological difference betw een m en and w om en is likely to rem ain a decisive factor
for several decades yet.

It is for this reason that an increasing num ber of fem ale em ployees
postpone first childbirth until the age of forty once their career has
been launched, w hich obviously lim its the birth rate.

Elisabeth B adinter, a m ilitant fem inist w ho supports absolute parity,
recognises that a w om an w ith children is running w ith a great handicap
in her professional life, for she assum es 80 percent of fam ilial and
dom estic tasks as w ell. To reach the goal of professional equality, it
w ould be necessary for m en, husbands ɇ  assum ing the w om en
concerned are still living as part of couples ɇ  to carry out 50 percent



of fam ilial and dom estic tasks, or even m ore, since m en experience
neither pregnancy nor nursing. N o law  can oblige them  to do so.
M oreover, given that divorces are rising am ong active em ployees and
that w om en m ost often get custody of the children, the disparity
betw een am bitious m en and w om en w idens still further.

* * *

In 2003, the N orw egian Parliam ent passed a law  that, in a sense, forces
nature: publicly traded com panies are obliged to appoint 40 percent
w om en to their boards. Such a m easure is flaw ed: w hat if one cannot
find the sufficient percentage available, or enough w om en com petent
for these positions? This debate raises several disturbing points: first,
you get the sense that being a m other is less gratifying than having a
successful career as a m id- or upper-level m anager; w om enɋs
individual professional success takes precedence over their success in
their fam ilial function. Secondly, p u sh in g  w o m e n  to  su c c e e d  in  th e ir
p r o fe ssio n a l c a r e e r s a m o u n ts to  m e c h a n ic a lly  d isc o u r a g in g
c h ild b ir th , especially am ong the social elite. A s alw ays in the
dom inant egalitarian ideology, w e are faced w ith a utopian vision, this
tim e in the belief in everything at once. W om en are supposed to be able
at the sam e tim e to carry through a brilliant professional career and to
be perfect m others. This is only possible for elite w om en w ith no
financial w orries and for exceptional w om en (single and childless
w om en not being applicable to this debate). H ere again, egalitarianism
m akes a pretence of letting everyone benefit from  privileged status.
M oreover, this idea of equal representation in professional careers
requires a devaluation of the status of m otherhood and the elevation of
careerism  to the rank of a m ajor criterion of accom plishm ent for
w om en (an extrem ely m aterialistic w ay of thinking), w hich leaves
w om en facing the fundam ental question: W ho am  I?

Professional success is thus presented as of greater value than
m aternity (a case of extrem e individualism ), and the innate desire for a



child that nearly every w om an feels is thus thw arted. Be a m an, m y
girl, have a career! M aternity only happens by accident; it is like the
fifth w heel on a w agon. A  w om an hatches one or tw o pet children, as
late as possible, around age forty, once her career is firm ly on track.[37]

M enɋs behaviour is partly responsible for fem ale careerism . They
are no longer perceived by w om en as trustw orthy com panions. The
fam ily is falling apart, divorces are m ultiplying (there w ere 500,000
m arriages per year in the 1970s. C om pare this w ith the 250,000 per
year today, of w hich half end in divorce). M any w om en of the m iddle
class w ant to get a w ell-paying job so as not to rem ain a housew ife
dependent on a husband w ho m ay leave her. So w e are faced w ith an
insoluble problem . A part from  m anufacturing children in incubators
(w hy not?) and raising them  like cattle in governm ent centers (there
again, w hy not?), it is hard to find a w ay to ensure the perfect
professional equality of m en and w om en w ithout the fam ily and the
birth rate suffering. For w om en cannot perfectly fulfill both the role of
m other-educator (w e speak of Ɋm aternal languageɋ rather than Ɋpaternal
languageɋ)[38] and perform ance in the professional sector. This
androgynous m odel cannot be applied. To hope for a cultural m iracle
assisted by legislation (for exam ple, m ale parental leave), that m en w ill
divide m aternal and household tasks w ith w om en, still runs up against
that annoying natural law  w hich egalitarianism  canɋt help but neglect in
its dogm atic dream ing. N ot only are m ost m en unsuited to these tasks,
not being program m ed for them , but all psychologists know  w ell that
very young children of both sexes need first of all a m other. By
definition, ideological utopias fail to see the obvious; this is norm al,
for they are form ulated by intellectuals, that is to say, hem iplegics w ho
prefer constructing im aginary abstract system s based on a virtual w orld
rather than reasoning based on reality.

* * *

The questions of careers and m anagerial positions for w om en, of the



sharing of household and fam ily tasks, and of the com patibility of
m otherhood w ith w ork outside the hom e m ust follow  other principles
than egalitarianism  and fem inism . B efore w e spell out these principles,
w e m ust rem em ber tw o im portant points.

The first ɇ  it w as m entioned earlier, but let us rem ind ourselves ɇ
is that w o m e n  h a v e  a lw a y s w o r k e d  in  a d d itio n  to  p e r fo r m in g  th e ir
r o le  a s m o th e r s in traditional peasant agricultural societies. The
second is, as Franåoise G ri rem inded us above, that th e  m o st
p r o d u c tiv e  c o m p a n ie s a r e  th o se  th a t a c c o r d  w o m e n  th e  la r g e st
p la c e in m anagem ent and on the boards of directors. This does not
m ean w e need law s and punishm ents to com pel them  to have 50 percent
w om en in these positions! R ather, w e m ust choose w hether w e prefer to
have productive com panies or to renew  the generations? The debate is
skew ed, but at least proves that short-term  econom ic m aterialism  takes
precedence over everything else. This being said, w hat avenues of
reflection can w e propose concretely?

* * *

Logically, there should be equal pay for those w ho are equal in their
qualifications, perform ance, and availability. The problem  is know ing
w hether w om en are less rew arded because of their sex (w hich w ould be
unjust discrim ination) or because they are less com petent, less high-
ranking, or less available. B ut it is very difficult, w ithout going back to
a m anaged econom y (w hich has never w orked), to im pose equal
salaries by sex. Legislating against a cultural reality never w orks. It is
up to business enterprises to understand that they m ust em ploy and pay
people as a function of their com petence and objective abilities, and not
according to other criteria. U nfortunately, th e  m a c h o  r e fle x  o f m a le
c o o p ta tio n  cannot be changed by rigid law s. N or can the m entality be
changed of m en w ho refuse to place them selves under the authority of a
w om an. In adm inistration and public service, w om en of equal
com petence are paid the sam e as m en. In the private sector, this is not



alw ays the case for three reasons: netw orks of m ale influence, greater
financial dem ands from  m ale em ployees, and the low er availability of
w om en for m aternal and fam ily reasons. This last reason does not apply
to single or childless w om en, or for m others from  the affluent classes.

W e m ust not cherish illusions; exceptions aside, w e cannot expect
the sam e professional availability from  w om en w ho w ish to be m others
as from  m en in any sector, even for m anagem ent positions. This is w hy
the idea of quotas and rigid pay scales is counter-productive and
extrem ely stupid. It is not the business enterprise on w hich w e m ust
act, by forcing it bureaucratically and legislatively to adopt this or that
fem inist m easure (w hich w ill not w ork anyw ay, but be som ehow
circum vented); rather, it is incum bent upon the State to take certain
m easures in advance, farther upstream , as it w ere.

Every prom ising and gifted w om an from  the w orking or m iddle
class w ho hasnɋt any particular w ealth and w ho w ishes to follow  a
career and raise children in the interest of society should benefit from  a
fam ily allow ance and reinforced household aid. This is m uch m ore just
and m ore effective than paying unearned allow ances to unproductive
foreigners. A nother m easure should be taken in favour of w om en w ho
renounce a professional career to raise children, w hich could be called
a m aternal salary. The considerable sum s that are presently allotted to
State M edical A id for the benefit of any im m igrant, even an illegal one,
com es at the expense of w hat m ight be directed to fam ily allow ances
for native French w om en, as w ell as to decreasing the public debt. The
financial flow  m ust be reversed. The neo-totalitarian ideology ɇ  thinly
disguised as hum anism  ɇ  w hich all centres of pow er share considers
such com m on sense proposals horrifying.

The Fem inisation of V alues
In his book The First Sex (2006) w hich created som ew hat of a scandal,



Eric Zem m our[39] defends the idea that fem inism  is som ething negative,
that society can only rest on a patriarchal order, that the equivalence of
the sexes is an error, and above all that w e are w itnessing a deplorable
loss of m anliness that is m aking m en effem inate and w om en m annish.
H e denounces not only devirilising and androgynous ideology
(propagated through advertising, the m edia, education, and so on) but
also the craven, unm anly behaviour of m en in the W est. H e im plicitly
preaches the purely heterosexual m odel of the seducer of w om en and a
society founded on m ale dom ination, obviously m atched w ith an
equality of rights. H e has been accused, obviously, of m achism o.

But in reality, w om en are in no w ay responsible for the
em asculation of m en. O ne m ay suppose instead that fem inism  (w hich
appeared at the beginning of the tw entieth century) is not only a
reaction to the traditional devaluing and inferiorising of w om en but,
today above all, a  r e sp o n se  to  th is e m a sc u la tio n  o f m e n . In all
dom ains (business, politics, athletics, science, etcetera), w om en are
perform ing and often show ing them selves m ore effective than m en.
There is a crisis of m asculinity, and w om en have taken up the slack. In
G reat B ritain it w as M argaret Thatcher, that Ɋhousew ifeɋ so decried by
the bien pensant Left, the Iron Lady, w ho put her country on a strict
regim en.

The em asculation of young m en of European origin is flagrant in
France. W hat is m ore, since the 1970s, girls have been perform ing
better in school, w orking harder, and taking their studies m ore
seriously than boys. Zem m our rightly criticises the effem inacy of
social values, centred on protection, assistance, m othering,
hum anitarianism  ɇ  ideals w hich, m oreover, serve to com pensate for
the reality of a society increasingly shaken by a new  pauperism , and by
constantly rising crim inality and insecurity, by barbarisation, and by
neo-prim itivism .

But things cannot be decreed: if m en (and w ith them , social values)



are em asculated, it is their ow n fault. W om en are m erely filling the
vacuum , taking the place m en have abdicated. B esides, m any historical
episodes (that of Joan of A rc being the m ost fam ous) show  that w om en
alw ays tend to m ake up for the failures of m en, replacing them .

* * *

Paul-Franåois Paoli, in his w ork The Tyranny of W eakness: The
Fem inisation of the W orld, or the Eclipse of the W arrior (Paris: B ourin
Editeur, 2010) defends the idea that European Societies are becom ing
u n m a n ly , and consequently w eak, through the fem inisation of values.
H e cites the saying of M alraux that Ɋw om an is the ultim ate opiate of
the W estɋ. In his view , the decline of Europe is largely due to this
fem inisation. H e enum erates som e of the sym ptom s I m yself have
uncovered (and w hich are very easy to uncover for anyone w ho has
escaped the ideological vulgate of political correctness): the androgyny
of m ales and of m orals, the defence of the fem inine values of
gentleness and pacification through m anagem ent and in politics, the
rejection of the figure of the com bative and self-sacrificing m ale
w arrior, the delegitim ation of the idea of conflict and the recourse to
force, and so on. A ll this is the sign of a degenerate society Ɋliquefying
itselfɋ. In the U SA , on the other hand, Paoli thinks that society is still
inform ed by the values of m ilitary conquest.

The author also attacks fem inist ideology, w ithout fear of veering
into politically incorrect territory: fem inists are seriously m istaken in
im agining that w om en could reach parity w ith m en and in denying
genetic differences. H e dares to w rite (w hat w ill m ake him  very
unpopular): Ɋthere has existed and there still exists flagrant m ale
superiority on an intellectual levelɋ. By this he m eans that, as I m yself
said earlier, not that w om en are less Ɋintelligentɋ, but that in all the
sciences, the arts, the intellectual and creative disciplines, m en are
alw ays in the m ajority and that it w ill alw ays be so (even though the
num ber of w om en in these disciplines continues to grow  ɇ  especially



since girls are increasingly getting better m arks in school than boys)
because this state of affairs is not the result of discrim ination but of
inborn dispositions.

H e also develops a thesis w hich w ill be poorly received: this cult of
the fem inine w hich is em asculating European m en is a source of
serious confusion for the young. This is his position, w hich I shall
sum m arise: Ɋfear of the barbariansɋ is the basis of juvenile violence and
encourages, through the w eakness of effem inate European m en unable
to show  severity, a lack of respect for authority and the social
disciplines, or disaffection tow ard school. Isla m  th e n  im p o se s itse lf a s
a  m a n ly  c o u n te r-m o d e l to  th is la x , m a te r n a l, a n d  e ffe m in a te
so c ie ty . I agree w ith this courageous thesis, but I w ould go further; for
Paoli obviously, and unlike m yself, has a career to protect and cannot
say everything.

The secularisation of Christian charity by the invading R ights of
M an ideology is one m ajor cause of laxity in the face of the
im m igration invasion and the m assive and rapid im plantation of
Islam .[40] Islam  has perceived this w eakness, this lack of m asculine
authority and fighting spirit in Europeans, those fem inine feelings of
pity, and has rushed into the breach. N othing has done m ore to excite
its conquering and vengeful aggressiveness than this idea that its
form er m asters are becom ing little w om en.

If, today, you com pare the attitude of Ɋyouthsɋ of non-European
im m igrant background (not that any sociologist dares to do so, for they
are afraid to report w hat they observe), m ostly Islam ic or rather re-
Islam icised by w ay of ethnic pride, w ith that of young m ale native
French, you are struck by the enorm ous contrast. (O f course, this is not
so universally, but applies to a statistical m ajority.) O n the one hand w e
have conquering barbarians both m anly and rebellious (w ithout reason
for being so, for they are privileged by w elfare paym ents and the laxity
of the judicial system ); on the other, native young m en w ithout a hint



of m asculinity about them , w eaklings w ho are m orally burdened w ith
guilt, entirely incapable of defending them selves ɇ  never m ind
attacking others.

This contrast, this difference in m asculine potential flatters and
excites the deep m entality of Islam  and the people w ho bear it; the
m ore the one side retreats, subm issive before m anly force (ɊK iss the
hand you cannot biteɋ, says the Q urɋan), the m ore the other advances,
overexcited, against those they perceive to be w eakened, effem inate,
fearful ɇ  even, and especially, if the latter say they love and respect
the form er. For Islam  functions according to the spirit of subm ission ɇ
not resistance ɇ  to the stronger and m ore m asculine, nor (obviously)
that of pity for the w eak. The M uslim  is spontaneously subm issive to
G od (a m ale), and to m anly and strong m asters, w hoever they m ay be;
but it forces all those w ho seem  w eaker than itself, that is, fem inised,
into subm ission. W hence, by the w ay, the treatm ent accorded w om en in
Islam .

These m ental dispositions are not intrinsically peculiar to Islam , but
correspond to the m entality of the people w ho produced that religion.
For no religion or ideology escapes the m ental infrastructure of the
people w ho produced it. It is an exceptionally lucky break for Islam  and
the fertile colonising populations it carries in its w ake that it is faced
for the first tim e w ith the soft underbelly of fem inised Europeans,
m orally contrite and neurotic, w ho cannot be bothered to reproduce but
only to consum e, to grow  teary over Ɋhum anitarianɋ causes, w ho have
lost all ethnic consciousness, w ho are fem inising their arm ies, their
police forces, their penal and educational system s, w ho say nothing or
even applaud w hen you take their w om en. The decline of the m asculine
values of strength, pride, assertiveness, authority (along w ith the true
fem inine values of lineage and ethnic preservation) for the benefit of
other choices or pseudo-ideals such as consum erism , low -level m ass
hedonism , hum anitarian good conscience ɇ  all this sounds the death-



knell of Europe.
[1]  M y grandm others, both born at the end of the nineteenth century, enjoyed neither the

right to vote nor the right to hold a bank account in their ow n nam e until the end of the
Second W orld W ar. D espite this, they w ere the ones w ho kept the accounts, m anaged the
household m oney and decided on fam ily investm ents ɇ  especially real estate. They w ere
the ones w ho carefully and severely w atched over all their husbandsɋ expenses; you
didnɋt kid around w ith them . O f course, presiding over the entire household as they did,
they did not receive any personal incom e. The husband furnished the incom e, the w ife
regulated expenses and savings.

[2]   cf. C hapter 3, note 6. ɆTr.

[3]  This is especially the case in hospitals w here there is a refusal to be treated by m ale
doctors and by m ale gynecologists and obstetricians. There are also lim its in place on
w om en leaving the house, alw ays having to be accom panied, etc.

[4]  N i Putes ni Soum is, a French fem inist group founded in 2002. ɆTr.

[5]  Fr: tom boy. ɆEd.

[6]  Let us recall that schizophrenia (from  G reek etym ology: Ɋbrain split in tw oɋ) is the
tendency tow ard tw o opposite personalities, and that paranoia (G reek etym ology: Ɋm ind
detached from  reality; opposed to realityɋ) is the tendency to create a different w orld from
the real one, the form er generally being filled w ith persecution. These tw o conditions are
som etim es joined, and m ay be present in certain fanatical or m essianic ideologies or
religions, albeit w ith lesser intensity. The delirium  is alw ays the sam e, com prised of a
persecution com plex, w ith the tendency to see conspiracies everyw here and to invention
alternate w orlds and utopias.

[7]  W ithout w ishing to be cruel, it m ust be recognised that all the conventions, m eetings, and
congresses of fem inist m ovem ents gather m annish rather than attractive w om en on their
stages; w om en w ith aggressive rather than gentle features.

[8]  The authorɋs point does not com e across perfectly into English, w here Ɋauthoressɋ  used to
be an accepted w ord, and w here the influence of fem inism  has often been in the opposite
direction, tow ard carefully-constructed genderless language. B ut the point stands that in
both languages, fem inist ideology has inspired unfortunate and unnecessary coinages, as
w ell as clum sy paraphrase. ɆTr.

[9]  In India in July 2011 a ɊSlutW alkɋ w as organised to protest the perm anent oppression that
w om en suffer. [The first ɊSlutW alkɋ occurred in Toronto, C anada on 3 A pril 2011 in
response to a police officerɋs declaration that Ɋw om en should avoid dressing like sluts in
order to avoid being rapedɋ. ɆTr.]



[10]  cf. A ndrç Lam a, Propos M çcrçants [W ords of an Infidel ɆTr.] (Editions des Ecrivains,
2002).

[11]  cf. G çrard Zw ang, La fonction çrotique (R obert Laffont, 1972).

[12]  Founder of hum an ethology. ɆEd.

[13]  Paleoanthropologist and proponent of the killer ape theory w hich sees hum an evolution
as driven by w ar and aggression, and the hunting hypothesis w hich considers the
evolution of hum ans as prim arily influenced by hunter culture. ɆEd.

[14]  Lɋim pensç, literally Ɋthe un-thoughtɋ, equivalent of the G erm an U nbegriff. ɆTr.

[15]  Each year several young police officers w ho are the m others of sm all children are killed
by crim inal gunfire.

[16]  A rm ed forces charged w ith police duties am ong the civilian population. ɆTr.

[17]  Sim one de B eauvoir, The Second Sex, as translated by H  M  Parshley (N ew  Y ork:
V intage B ooks, 1979). ɆEd.

[18]  B ut if the num ber of veiled w om en continues to increase, this is destined to change....
This rejoices thinkers on the Islam ophilic fringe of the extrem e-R ight w ho, m oreover, are
at the com m and of the totalitarian Iranian regim e w hich, as the unspeakable and pathetic
A rnaud G uyot-Jeannin declared in a lecture: Ɋprefer the m odest, veiled young w om en to
the vulgar and provocative W estern girls in tight-fitting jeans or bare-bottom ed under
their m iniskirts.ɋ Such w ords im ply not only subm issiveness to invasive Islam , but also a
prudery w hich is of suspicious origin.

[19]  C apillary action is the tendency for a liquid to flow  into narrow  spaces, even against the
pull of gravity. For exam ple, if you dip the tip of a paintbrush into paint, paint w ill begin
to flow  upw ard into the part of the brush not subm erged in the paint. ɆTr.

[20]  W ilhelm  R eich (1897Ɇ1957) w as an A ustrian psychoanalyst w hose school of
psychoanalysis w as heavily influenced by Sigm und Freud. H e is perhaps m ost
notew orthy for his influential book, The M ass Psychology of Fascism , published in 1933.
ɆEd.

[21]  H erbert M arcuse (1898Ɇ1979) w as a m em ber of the Frankfurt School and highly
influential sociologist and political theorist. O ne of his m ost notable ideas w as set forth in
O ne-D im ensional M an (published in 1964), w hereby he offered a distinction betw een true
and false needs.  The preoccupation w ith satisfying the latter is said to result in the
repression and self-alienation of m an, w ho no longer know s his true needs. M arcuse w as
one of the teachers of the A m erican paleoconservative political philosopher, Paul
G ottfried. ɆEd.



[22]  D espite the fact that m any young girls and w om en get pregnant because they failed to
use their contraceptives properly, and usually end up getting abortions.

[23]  A ll citizens are equal, proclaim ed the C onvention, but those w ho did not share the ideas
of the C onvention w ere m uch less so than others, e.g., the V endçans.

[24]  W e should note that fem inism  really took off on A m erican college cam puses at the
beginning of the 1960s (as did w hat the French call ɋ68-ism ). W ilhelm  R eich w as a m ajor
inspiration for both A m erican and European fem inism . R eich (1897Ɇ1957) doctor,
psychiatrist, and psychoanalyst of U krainian origin w as a heretical disciple of Freud, a
M arxist, and m em ber of several com m unist parties, w ho eventually died in an A m erican
prison. O f his large oeuvre, the three books w hich influenced radical fem inism  and
Ɋsexual liberationɋ w ere: D ie Sexualitât im  K ulturkam pf, 1936 (The Sexual R evolution,
1945. ɆTr.); D er Sexuelle K am pf der Jugend, 1932 (The Sexual Struggle of Y outh , 1972.
ɆTr.); D ie Funktion des O rgasm us, 1927 (The Function of the O rgasm , 1968. ɆTr.). The
arrival of radical fem inism  and the sexual revolution in France began w ith the
interpretation of R eichɋs w orks by the Left-w ing A m erican intelligentsia.

    G oing farther back in tim e, w e should not forget that the ideas of the French R evolution
w ere also largely of A m erican inspiration. B ut it w as in France in both cases that these
ideas w ere taken to authoritarian and egalitarian extrem es, nam ely M aoism  and
Trotskyism  for the 68ers. A nd the invention of the prem ises of M arxist com m unism  in the
Terror and the C om m une of 1870 (cited by M arx) furnished the political tools of
com m unist totalitarianism .

[25]  In colloquial French, the interjection La barbe! (literally, Ɋthe beardɋ) m eans thatɋs
enough, cut it out! ɆTr.

[26]  C harles M aurras (1868Ɇ1952) w as a French nationalist counter-revolutionary ideologue
w ho w as the founder of the R ight-w ing A ction Franåaise. ɆEd.

[27]  Joseph de M aistre (1753Ɇ1821) w as a French C ounter-Enlightenm ent philosopher w ho
fled the R evolution and lived the rem ainder of his life in Italy. H e alw ays rem ained a
staunch opponent of dem ocracy and supported m onarchical rule. ɆEd.

[28]  U nion pour un m ouvem ent polulaire, or U nion for a Popular M ovem ent, is the leading
centre-R ight political party in France. ɆEd.

[29]  Large enterprises (able to afford to do so) and television netw orks have, am id m aking
great effort in attem pts at Ɋpublic com m unicationɋ (propaganda), launched a policy of
high-priority diversity recruitm ent ɇ  for positions requiring low  or m id-level
qualifications, of course. C oncretely, this w ill end in a low ering of standards, especially at
France-Tçlçcom , in w hich m ost of the technical and com m ercial staff are N orth or B lack
A frican. In a questionnaire sent to all its Internet subscribers, France-Tçlçcom  asks
w hether they are satisfied w ith the custom er service and installation personnel, providing



a scale for evaluating them . If there had not been a lot of com plaints, such a survey w ould
have been pointless.

[30]  Law suits have been brought by W hite and A sian students against universities w ho
granted preference to B lacks w ith low er grades in order to fulfill their quotas.

[31]  A lain M arie Juppç of the U nion for a Popular M ovem ent served as Prim e M inister of
France from  1995 to 1997 under President Jacques C hirac. ɆEd.

[32]  W e should note that in all vital professions (engineering, surgery, aircraft piloting,
scientific research, nuclear m aintenance, etc.) in w hich one cannot afford to fool around
w ith am ateurism , positive discrim ination, quotas pertaining to sex and ethnic origin
m iraculously disappear; the rule of rigorous individual selection w ins out. Practicality
sw eeps aw ay ideology and sentim ent. W e are no longer in the playground. That a pretty
young A frican w om an, incom petent and Ɋon the m akeɋ should, through favouritism ,
becom e first M inister of H um an R ights, then of Sports, then French A m bassador to
U N ESC O , is not a very serious m atter considering the vapidity and uselessness of these
positions ɇ  one m ight only regret the cost of her salary. That another w om an of N orth
A frican origin, just as incom petent and as m uch on the m ake should becom e M inister of
Justice [Faye is referring to R achida D ati, w ho held this office from  2007Ɇ9. ɆTr.] is m ore
serious, considering that the Elysçe Palace [i.e., the President of France, resident at the
Elysçe Palace. ɆTr.] w ill have to take the operation of this m inistry into its ow n hands,
quickly and discreetly. O n the other hand, M m e Lagarde is m uch m ore in her proper
place at the head of the International M onetary Fund than is M r Strauss-K ahn, w ho w as
propelled into that post for political reasons, and w as m ore concerned about his dick than
about the responsibility his position dem anded. [C hristine Lagarde assum ed the position
of M anaging D irector of the IM F follow ing the resignation of D om inique Strauss-K ahn in
M ay, 2011. Strauss-K ahn w as under investigation for the alleged rape of a hotel m aid at
that tim e; charges against him  w ere later dropped, although he acknow ledged having
sexual relations w ith the w om an in question. ɆTr.]

[33]  In the audiovisual dom ain and in show -business, m any w om en m ust have sexual
relations w ith this or that director in order to succeed. It is a kind of institutionalised and
forced prostitution. O bviously, pretty w om en are m ore often the victim s of these practices
and are thus the m ost disfavoured professionally. G raceless or ugly w om en are left
relatively undisturbed; but, obviously, they w ill never advance professionally. In France,
it is only a m inority of starlets w ho are able to succeed w ithout sleeping w ith anybody. In
show  business and the m edia, sex plays the m arket role and w om en are the m eans of
exchange. I know  a w om an w hose lucky break in this industry w as to find a hom osexual
boss. In m y ow n period of involvem ent in that professional dom ain, I never m et a single
pretty w om an w ho did not adm it to having been the victim  of sexual harassm ent and
blackm ail; not a single one w ho reached an im portant place w ithout having to give in to
these kinds of attack. O ther sectors of the econom y, especially com m unications, are
affected by this professional prostitution to a lesser degree.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Prime_Minister_of_France
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/President_of_France
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jacques_Chirac


[34]  The Strauss-K ahn affair revealed that the bosses of the Socialist Party, although stuffed
to the gills w ith fem inist ideology, have never cared about the behaviour ɇ  m acho, to say
the least ɇ  of the m an in question, w hose escapades w ere w ell know n to the political and
journalistic classes. A t the m om ent of his inglorious exit, 14 M ay 2011, m any of them
com m itted gaffe after gaffe trying to defend him , especially the pathetic Jack Lang. The
affair, w hich even a H ollyw ood script w riter w ould have been unable to render believable
as fiction, is em blem atic of Leftist ideology, of the disconnect betw een discourse and
behaviour, betw een theory and practice. D o as I say, not as I do. O ne of the m am m oths of
the Socialist Party w ent so far as to say: Ɋhitching up a m aidɋs skirts is not a crim e.ɋ Left-
w ing fem inist m ovem ents did not protest.

    G etting back to that com ical figure, Jack Lang, w hose pedantry and fatuity w ould have
delighted M oliære, w e cannot help m entioning this anecdote, w idely discussed in the
sum m er of 2011: Luc Ferry, the form er M inister of N ational Education and philosophy
reporter for Le Figaro (incidentally a very intelligent essayist and less full-of-him self than
Jack Lang), declared he knew  of a form er governm ent m inister w hose pederastic
adventures in M orocco nearly ended badly, that all Paris knew  about it, and that the
scandal had been hushed up from  on high ɇ  obviously referring to the Elysçe Palace.
A m using oneself w ith A rab boys is a classic tradition going back to the days of A ndrç
G ide. A t this, Jack Lang m ounts the battlem ents, acts indignant, protests, m akes threats,
etc., despite not even being the person in question! The episode rem inded m e of a story
told in m y native A ngoum ois: The Story of the C hicken-Thief. It goes as follow s: A
peasant com plains to the police that som e unknow n person has stolen som e good, broody
hens from  his chicken coup. The inquiry gets now here. N o fox could have been
responsible; they had all been exterm inated. So the guilty party m ust have been a m an, a
chicken-thief. The affair is w idely discussed in tow n. O ne day, a gypsy show s up at the
police station and says: ɊThat bum  is lying. H is chickens w ere not stolen! A nd it w asnɋt
m e w ho stole them  ɇ  or w ho plucked them , either!ɋ The police arrested the gypsy and
declared the case closed.

[35]  A nne Lauvergeon. ɆEd.

[36]  N o Ɋparityɋ is dem anded in the judiciary and national education ɇ  ultra-fem inised
sectors.

[37]  It is im plicitly accepted by the Zeitgeist that w om en m ust choose a career betw een the
ages of 25Ɇ40 rather than have children. W om en of the m iddle and w orking classes m ust
take care of the hom e, the children, and her w ork at the sam e tim e. They are exhausted by
the end of the day. W hat is m ore, the m an has often left the fam ily. O ne reason for the
low  birth rate of native Europeans is the com bination of this im perative for w om en to
have a career, the devaluation of the hom em aker, and the w eakening of couples.

[38]  ɊM aternal languageɋ (langue m aternelle) is the French equivalent of the English Ɋnative
languageɋ or Ɋm other tongueɋ. ɆTr.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anne_Lauvergeon


[39]  French w riter and political journalist w ho, until 2009, w rote for Le Figaro. H e is
notorious in France for his anti-liberal opinions. ɆEd.

[40]  In his 2011 M aundy Thursday H om ily at the C athedral of St John in Lyon, M sgr
B arbarin, a cardinal and Prim ate of the G auls, declared: ɊH e w ho w ants to be great am ong
us shall be your servant! This goes for the C hurch: authority is abasing oneself before
others, w ashing their feet, helping them .ɋ Surreal. A n inversion of m eaning: authority is
subm ission. The m orality of sheep faced w ith a w olf.



CH A PTER 5

The Farce of Sexual Liberation
Sexual liberation is one of the great ideological and political
m ovem ents w hich has agitated the W est from  the beginning of the
1960s. Strongly linked to political fem inism , dissident M arxism  (or
Leftism ), and also to libertarian anarchism , the current of sexual
liberation is a fine exam ple of m etapolitical success, since it attained
its objectives ɇ  w hich in any case w ere part of the current of the tim e
and m ay have occurred in any case.

The sexual liberation m ovem ent m ixed, pell-m ell, as if utterly
bew ildered, all of their projects and goals: the end of the bourgeois
fam ily, of conjugal fidelity, of fem ale virginity at m arriage, of
heterosexual predom inance, total freedom  for pornography, abolition of
taboos against incest, paedophilia, and so on and so forth. A great
potpourri in w hich Eros is noticeably absent; a potpourri lacking the
refinem ent of the libertine.

To value pleasure above all. ɊTo enjoy w ithout restraintɋ, said the
anarchist slogan of M ay Ɋ68. The m ost unbridled, egotistical
individualism  w as curiously m ixed, in France especially, w ith affinities
for the collectivist Left. But here there w as no contradiction. In
hindsight, w e can see that the sexual revolution w as a surge of vulgar
hedonism  of petty-bourgeois origin w hich w anted to em ancipate itself
brutally from  the straitjacket of C hristian sexual m orality. W ith a bit of
ideological sleight-of-hand, the theory of sexual liberation (w hich also
frequently referred to itself as Ɋthe sexual revolutionɋ) presented itself
as the counterpart to an anti-capitalist revolt and to an infantile neo-
M arxism , a pretention w hose im becility w as dem onstrated by
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Christopher Lasch[1] (of w hom  I speak elsew here), since com m erce
used it as the basis for a new  business.

A n Ideology of Puritans
This ideology has a principally A nglo-Saxon (above all, A m erican) and
G erm ano-Scandinavian origin, that is to say, it com es from  a cultural
dom ain m arked by puritanism  of Protestant origin.[2]

People threw  them selves headlong into w hat m ight be called
sexualism  w ith the eagerness of beginners, of philistines. Sexual
liberation thus has nothing to do w ith the refined libertine spirit w hich
is erotic and free, [3] and in its freedom  m anaged to m aintain order
w ithout sacrificing pleasure, and it does so discreetly. . A certain
G erm anic coarseness, a certain dullness of spirit (w ell perceived by
N ietzsche) w hich the U nited States has partly inherited runs through all
the m ovem ents for sexual liberation. D oes not m anifesting a desire for
liberation in any case am ount to an adm ission that at bottom  one is
frustrated?

Frustrated puritans discovered sex and w ere fascinated, passing
from  one excess to the other, from  the narrow est prudery to the grossest
sham elessness, like children w ho find the forbidden pot of jam  and
gorge them selves on it by the handful.

Paradoxically, the ideology of sexual liberation has gotten further in
Europe than in A m erica. That is because the ideological or cultural
viruses w hich originate am ong the A m erican elite affect only a rather
sm all part of the general population; this holds in all dom ains. Sm all-
tow n A m erica is not that of the college cam pus, nor that of N ew  York
or California. It has rem ained puritanical, even though A m erica
invented G ay Pride M arches and the pornography industry.[4]

M ore than sixty years later, the principal aim s of sexual liberation
have entered into our m ores. But it can hardly be said that the results



have lived up to the hopes. The universal happiness and joyful
liberation that w ere supposed to result from  sexual liberation have not
been realised. The great slogan of abolishing taboos w ent to w ork and
brought back a m ouse ɇ  not to m ention bringing back taboos far w orse
than those w hich preceded.

The False Prom ises of Sexual Liberation
H as this sexual liberation produced the anticipated effects, those of
fulfillm ent and a m ythical path to physical and psychological pleasure?
H ave w e, as prom ised, passed from  the repressive and frustrating
straitjacket of bourgeois society to the perm issive paradise of bodily
freedom , as predicted by W ilhelm  R eich and H erbert M arcuse?
C ertainly not. In fact, w e observe the opposite ɇ  am ong w om en as
w ell as m en. D ream s of em ancipation have resulted in alienation.

The universal sexualisation of society has trium phed at the expense
of personal w ell-being and w ell-balanced sexuality. The m edia plugs
society into a gigantic virtual sexual universe, a sim ulacrum  m ade of
im ages and w ords. This dream  w orld consisting of all form s of
eroticism  ɇ  from  the sw eetness of w ell-balanced and beneficent sexual
love to the orgiastic fantasies of pornography ɇ  has becom e a m ass
ideal, but it has becom e a hell on the individual level: the categorical
im peratives of sexual happiness have becom e im possible to achieve.
O ne dream s of a chocolate cake, but there is no chocolate cake.

In this respect, the traditional pornography industry of im ages
(film s, m agazines), legalised in the 1960s, and the industry of erotic
encounters (by telephone or via Internet m essaging) becom es ever
m ore frustrating for m illions of naíve, exploited custom ers ɇ  because,
obviously, it practically never leads to a real rom antic or erotic
encounter.

A s alw ays, in attem pting to substitute the virtual for the real, the
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chim era for the reality, the shadow  for the form , the credulous m asses
are being m anipulated and driven m ad. The collapse of fam ily norm s,
the retreat of the culture of m odesty, sexual confusion, adult sex placed
in the hands of unprepared adolescents, pornographic display m ade into
a m ass spectacle ɇ  all these have not lead to greater but to lesser
pleasure, not to m ore w ell-balanced but instead quite unbalanced
individuals.

H ere w e m ust bear in m ind the intellectually brilliant but
sociologically aberrant discourse of psychiatrists and Ɋphilosophersɋ
and dissident Freudians w ho reproached Freud because his O edipal
resolution aim ed at reinforcing social m orality and regulating sex
according to social norm s. In the 1930s, the M arxist psychiatrist
W ilhelm  R eich denounced the repressive character of the patriarchal
fam ily. Tw enty years later, H erbert M arcuse criticised the m ortifying
character of Ɋrenouncing im pulseɋ and spoke in favour of a sort of
sexual anarchy w hich w ould set one on the path to happiness and
fulfillm ent. In the 1970s, the French current of anti-psychiatry carried
the torch dow n the trail blazed in M ay Ɋ68. In their celebrated Anti-
O edipus, the Ɋphilosopherɋ G illes D eleuze and the psychiatrist Fçlix
G uattari defended (in term s that sounded alm ost like political
dem ands) the dem ise of the fam ily as an oppressive straitjacket and
now  obsolete (m uch in the sam e vein as the decadent novelist A ndrç
G ide). They preached the Ɋlegitim acy of every desireɋ, even pederasty,
and cham pioned Ɋan elective, polym orphic sexuality w ithout regard for
the distinction betw een the sexes.ɋ O bviously, they w ere preaching in
favour of their personal inclinations, but forgot that they them selves
had been raised in stable fam ilies.

Such are the intellectual roots of the sexual confusion w ith w hich
w e are fam iliar. W e are struck by the naívetç, superficiality, and
sociological ignorance of these celebrated Ɋthinkersɋ. Their procedure
w as identical to that of Lysenko: a dogm atic discourse disconnected
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from  reality and fiercely hostile to the natura rerum  [nature of things Ɇ
Tr.].[5]

It is not only sexual m isery but also em otional and fam ilial poverty
that w e are faced w ith here. Individual em ancipation and freedom  seem
to produce, by a dram atic inversion, isolation and incarceration in the
ego.

B ut the m ost extravagant thing about this w hole project of Ɋsexual
liberationɋ is that it d id  n o t e v e n  su c c e e d  in  d e fin in g  a n d  sy ste m isin g
its o w n  c o n c e p ts. This ideology did not even m anage, for exam ple, to
identify the central ideas of transgression and perversion. Exactly how
far could the liberation of individual desire be taken? There w as never
any clear response.

Indeed, since sexual freedom  w as to be total, since there w ere no
longer any Ɋbourgeois norm sɋ, no natural regulation, and since the
em ancipation of individual desire w as to take precedence over
everything else, w hy not allow  paedophilia, rape, incest (already
defended and glorified by m ovie director Louis M alle), bestiality,
sexual torture or m urder (a recurrent them e in Sade, an author greatly
adm ired by the theoreticians of sexual liberation), and so on, ad
infinitum ?

This ideology has show n itself incapable of draw ing a line betw een
the norm al and the deviant, the perm itted and the forbidden, the
acceptable and the harm ful, the licit and the illicit. B y the sam e token,
the ideologues of sexual liberation also posture as apostles of the
R ights of M an ɇ  Leftist dogm atism  requires it. B ut the contradiction
is insurm ountable: for freedom  of desire w ithout restraint, proclaim ed
as a right, a u to m a tic a lly  c a u se s h a r m  to  o th e r s. This is illustrated by
paedophilia, along w ith the spread of A ID S.

O n this last point, the contradiction I m entioned has becom e as
plain as day; for everyone know s that the m ale hom osexual



Ɋcom m unityɋ has contributed to the explosion of this viral illness,
thanks to the active encouragem ent m ale hom osexuality has received
across the entire W est since the 1970s. N ow, it is radical hom osexual
associations (usually tied to the Trotskyist extrem e-Left) w hich have
caused the biggest ruckus in favour of increasing funding for A ID S
research and for opposing any Ɋrepressiveɋ m easures against the above-
m entioned Ɋcom m unityɋ and even against any official prophylactic
control, described as Ɋdiscrim inatoryɋ. O ne gets the feeling that the
A ID S virus is a sort of Ɋfascist agentɋ w hich attacks hom osexuals in
order to punish them . In reality, the A ID S pandem ic is the direct,
logical consequence of the ideology of sexual liberation, especially of
its prom otion of m ale hom osexuality ɇ  not to m ention the
irresponsibility and anarchic hedonism  of hom osexuals.

By rejecting the very idea of order, this ideology turns against itself.
It m akes a pretence of defending harm ony, freedom , and the end of
oppression, but ends up constructing a w orld that operates according to
the law  of the jungle, the law  of the strongest or m ost perverted. The
im plications in the political dom ain are the sam e as in that of sex: since
desire and freedom  w ithout restraint constitute an absolute ideal, w hy
thw art the im pulses of the crim inal or the tyrant? Isnɋt the terrorist free
to gratify his im pulses, as w ell as the cannibal and the child-killer?

W e find the sam e contradiction w hen it com es to drugs. In the
1960s, this ideology considered taking drugs a hum an right, a form  of
liberation ɇ  in short, it w as considered in the sam e light as sex: an
a b so lu te  in d iv id u a l r ig h t to  p le a su r e. U nfortunately, enorm ous
problem s of public health and crim inality resulted from  the
consum ption of narcotics, problem s w ith no clear solution (as w ith both
A ID S and paedophilia). The spread of A ID S ow es a great deal to
unbridled tolerance of the Ɋgayɋ phenom enon. This em ancipatory
ideology com pletely lacks any p r in c ip le  o f r e sp o n sib ility . In all
dom ains, its prom ises of happiness result in unhappiness, an



unhappiness for w hich it stubbornly refuses to take responsibility. Yet
this dom inant, pseudo-em ancipatory ideology continues to im pose its
unjust and hypocritical egalitarianism  in the nam e of a phony liberation
ɇ  it continues w ith the pitiless and totalitarian repression of all w ho do
not follow  its errors.

By its excess, by its folly and deep m isunderstanding of hum an
psychology, the ideology of sexual liberation risks a very severe return
to that against w hich it originally rebelled: it p r o v o k e s a  r e b ir th  o f th e
th ic k -h e a d e d  p u r ita n ism  b y  w a y  o f r e a c tio n . It is provoking a
counter-offensive, a real sexual repression m uch m ore serious than that
of supposed bourgeois repression. The m assive intrusion of Islam  into
Europe, w ith its cortege of subjected w om en, obsessive and rigorous
discipliarianism , separation of the sexes, and m achism o is the
disturbing sign of this sw ing of the pendulum . A lready in France, an
increasing num ber of girls ɇ  m ostly of im m igrant background, of
course ɇ  are having their hym ens re-sew n to Ɋregain their virginityɋ
before m arriage. W e have com e far from  the dream s of sexual
liberation.

The Illusion of V irtual Encounters
The child of the sexual revolution and also of the Internet is the
explosive grow th of Ɋdating w ebsitesɋ (80 percent sexually oriented, 20
percent explicitly pornographic) and social netw orks. They have
replaced the traditional type of direct m eeting and cruising, and
theoretically they offer a m ultitude of opportinities for m eetings of
every kind. H ow ever, the results are disappointing. W hy?

Because the virtual can never replace the real.

The Internet sites (Facebook, M eetic,[6] and thousands of other sites)
are based on a virtual and sim ulated second-hand sex through a screen
interface. The first encounter is not natural; it occurs in solitude, in



front of a m achine interface, and everything else flow s from  there.
D ialogue in front of the screen falsifies and m isguides the rest of the
relationship, because it suppresses the direct em otion of the first
m eeting and establishes the relationship on lies, even if these are
involuntary. The accident of the first m eeting ɇ  in a bar, at a party, an
office, a friendɋs house ɇ  is replaced by calculated effort in front of a
cold screen. Im agination supplants reality. R om anticism  or desire are
transm itted in com puter files. Psychologically, a contact receives a
certain bias if it originates from  a com puter search. If you later happen
to m eet the person, you understand quickly that she does not
correspond to the electronic persona w ith w hich one chatted.

M oreover, tim e spent trying to find a m ate in front of a screen
com es at the detrim ent of older and m ore concrete and hum an form s of
seduction, less rationalised but m ore effective. Sexual and em otional
relationships elaborated over the Internet have neither the density nor
the fleshy taste of real seduction. H ere once again, w e are w itnessing
the unfolding of a false liberation w ithout real effect. The virtual
sociability of the Internet has about as m uch depth as a flat screen.

M oreover, it is sim ulation and lies that characterise these relations,
first of all because of the general sw indle inherent in all Ɋhotɋ sites
w hich tem pt their users to dream  w ithout these fantasies resulting in
anything concrete, since the goals of such w ebsites are com m ercial.
The sam e goes for all the countless Ɋtelephone sexɋ num bers.[7] M ost of
the m en and w om en (w ho are often disguised) w ho click and surf
around these sites have no intention of really m eeting anyone, but
m erely of am using them selves in front of their com puter screens. The
cold com puter m edium  plays the role of keeping people from  actually
acting.

The conjunction of sexual liberation and the Internet had the
opposite effect to w hat w as intended: it has sim ply increased sexual
solitude. B ars are going out of business or closing at ever earlier hours;



dance halls and discotheques are drying up (nightclubs are five tim es
less com m on today than in the France of 1980[8]), m atrim onial agencies
are locking their doors, and so on. R eal places for m eeting and
socialising are gradually giving w ay to a vain and anxious search in
w hich each individual is alone in front of his screen contem plating a
scene w ith as m uch density as a ghost: such is sexual liberation.
[1]  C hristopher Lasch (1932Ɇ1994) w as a vehem ently anti-liberal A m erican social critic and

historian. O riginally a neo-M arxist, his political perspective later evolved to fuse the
M arxist critique of capitalism  w ith cultural conservatism . ɆEd.

[2]  In a bookstore at an A m erican airport, I w as surprised to observe that m agazines in the
adult section w ere sealed in a black plastic w rap w hich hid the cover. Surreal.

[3]  Free ɇ  but not Ɋliberatedɋ in the sense of a free/liberated slave.

[4]  The X -rated film  industry originated in the U nited States and Sw eden at the end of the
1960s. Today the industry is largely dom inated by A m erican production com panies. O ver
three-quarters of pornographic Internet sites are A m erican. A nd it is in the U nited States
that one finds alm ost all the anti-vice leagues dedicated to outlaw ing such sites.
Pornography and puritanism  go hand in hand.

[5]  The French intelligentsia is fam iliar w ith the m edia celebrity of im postors like C am us,
Sartre, D errida, D eleuze, Lacan, B -H  Lçvy, etc., w hile real, innovative (but politically
incorrect) French thinkers like Julien Freund, C lçm ent R osset, and Jules M onnerot are
little-know n in France or abroad (except in Italy, the country of intellectual curiosity)
despite the pertinence and depth of their analyses.

[6]  A  dating and chat site in Europe. ɆEd.

[7]  False advertising (w hich never really punished) is the norm  in the entire audiovisual and
com puter industry, including am ong com panies partly ow ned by the state. The telephone
and Internet are at the centre of this institutional sw indle w hose w atchw ord is: Ɋitɋs free!ɋ

[8]  A nother reason for this phenom enon of disappearing m eeting spaces, especially
discotheques, nightclubs, and popular festivals is the increasing insecurity of nightspots,
som ething w hich sociologists know  but never adm it. This, obviously, is due to
uncontrolled im m igration.



CH A PTER 6

Sex and Perversions
Sexual O bsession and Sexual Im poverishm ent

A spectre haunts contem porary W estern society ɇ  the spectre of sex.
Sex has becom e its central them e. Sex is present as a transversal
recurrence, that is, it appears in force and enters all dom ains, w ell
beyond the field of eroticism  strictly so-called ɇ  a sexual
preoccupation that has overstepped its natural bounds and now  inform s
all com m unications m edia, of all genres. This is rather strange, because
the genetic nature of m en has not changed. The explosion of sexual
im agery, spectacle, and discourse since the m iddle of the tw entieth
century is related to the birth of a virtual sexual w orld. It can perhaps
be explained by a decline in real sex, or m ore exactly, by an isolation of
sex from  other form s of behaviour, as if sex w ere disconnected from
life. The present hyper-sexualisation of society is the exact counterpart
to the puritanism  of the nineteenth century. The sexual obsessive and
the puritan are tw o sides of the sam e coin: they put sex at the centre of
everything on account of their ow n frustration.

D espite co-education and the general diffusion of sexual and
pornographic spectacles (greatly m ultiplied by the Internet), it is very
difficult to know  w hether actual sexual relations are m ore com m on or
occur earlier than before. In any case, the idea that m odern W estern
m an has m ore sexual relations than his ancestors has been discredited
by several historical sexological studies. The psycho-sexual obsession
w hich characterises W estern societies (the recipe for sexual fulfillm ent
w hich invades w ith w hich one is bom barded via the m edia from

DARREN
Highlight

DARREN
Pencil

DARREN
Highlight

DARREN
Highlight



adolescence to old age, not to speak of om nipresent sexual im agery)
m ight lead one to suspect that w e  liv e  in  a n  a g e  o f se x u a l
im p o v e r ish m e n t, w here great m asses of bachelors bear the yoke of
sexual frustration, fantasy, and loneliness. It is the classic phenom enon
o f com pensation: if you are constantly bringing a subject up, it is
because it is problem atic, and one m ay suspect that som ething is
lacking. People only speak repetitively of w hat is m issing.

* * *

S e x u a l h y p e r tr o p h y  is a  fa c to r  in  se lf-d e str u c tio n  a n d  se x u a l
p a th o lo g y . W estern societies have gradually, beginning in the m id-
tw entieth century, replaced naturally experienced form s of sexuality
w ith form s dom inated by artifice. This is the consequence of sexual
over-representation, the om nipresence of sex in all discourse and m edia
spectacle and in our social surroundings, w ith each having been
system atically invaded by w hat can only be called a g e n e r a l se x u a l
o b se ssio n .

This obsession has greatly changed the nature of sex, causing it to
pass from  the status of integrated behaviour to that of spectacle or
problem . Let us try to enum erate the various dom ains that have been
occupied by this sexual obsession. W e m ay distinguish three cases:
pornography, m edia sexualisation, and therapeutic sex.

The pornographic industry is very lucrative and its global revenue
continues to grow , thanks especially to the Internet.[1] Like hom e care,
this is an industry w hich does not experience dow nturns. Pornography
has becom e trivialised to a point that w ould stupefy earlier generations.
A nyone can get access to audiovisual pornography, half of w hich
depicts perversions. The tim e w hen sex shops w ere places of discretion
has long since passed. X -rated night-tim e program s or Internet sites
(film s, photos, m eet-ups) are consum er products, as accessible as
yogurt on superm arket shelves. In the pages of large-circulation adult
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m agazines, a profitable industry has arisen: personal announcem ents
for sexual encounters (by telephone, instant m essage, or on the
Internet) w ith w om en or m en, or telephone services for listening to sex
acts played by actors. O bviously, the prom ises of Ɋencountersɋ are
entirely false (except som etim es in the case of prostitution netw orks),
but the sw indle does not discourage those w ho like to fantasise.

W e should note that pornographic m agazines (like sex shops) are in
decline, dethroned by the possibility of having audiovisual products
delivered to your door. W hat is striking, therefore, is the com bination
of the total accessibility pornography and its anonym ous, trivial, and
probably frustrating character, since it never results in real satisfaction.
A  sexuality of fantasy and m asturbation has replaced one of
satisfaction and adventure.

The pornography industry in its m any form s rests upon the
m onetisation of fantasy: it creates a need w ithout satisfying it. Som e
m ay think that pornography ɇ  sex as spectacle ɇ  is a sort of
com pensation for all w ho are sexually frustrated and, in the end, a
positive thing. This is as if one w ere to say that anti-depressants w ere a
solution to depression, w hen the real solution is to fight the causes of
the pathology further upstream .

W e should also m ention that pornographic film s and im ages,
available to absolutely everyone including adolescents, diffuse a very
prim itive, un-erotic, anim alistic and im m ediate, artificial, and
frustrating vision of sex often centred upon rape fantasies. There is no
need to m ention how  devastating the effects can be, especially on
young M uslim  m en.

W hat is striking about pornographic film s is that they are, w ith few
exceptions, entirely un-erotic. To speak colloquially, they are not a
turn-on. The sexual gram m ar is poor, im m ediately proceeding to the
act; the cam era angles are fixed and repetitive. Is this calculated
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m arketing, or do these film s reveal the poor erotic im agination of their
m akers?

Probably both. The pornographic film , for its m akers and its
audience, reflects fairly w ell the sexual sensibility of our age. This
supposedly liberated age know s no erotic refinem ent. In pornographic
film s, the sexual act resem bles the copulating of pigeons or shrieking
apes. There is no rise in sexual excitem ent. The recipe of the strip-tease
has been abandoned. The actors annoyingly proceed straight to the act.

O n the other hand ɇ  and this fact is fundam ental ɇ  a  sig n ific a n t
p a r t o f th e  X -r a te d  in d u str y  le g a lly  o ffe r s sp e c ta c le s o f p e r v e r sio n
(by Internet or on V H S) w hich are alm ost as com m on as classic,
Ɋvanillaɋ heterosexual videos. W e should also note the frequency of
interracial scenes, usually involving A fricans and Europeans (on these
subjects, see A ppendix E at the end of the book).

* * *

W e also observe the introduction of sex (non-pornographic, but often
just barely) in areas w here one w ould think it irrelevant, above all in
advertising. The suggestive use of w om enɋs bodies in the prom otion of
the m ost varied products, from  perfum e to clothing, to food, to
autom obiles, has been getting increasingly com m on for decades. The
suggestive use of the m ale body is also frequent, w ith a view  to the
hom osexual m arket. The advertising business has taken to sexualising
its m essages in all areas.

The sam e goes for film s, television series, and novels. N ot only do
the shabbiest possible sex-stories enter m ore and m ore into dram atic
plots but directors cannot refrain from  show ing various soft-core
scenes of copulation, even w ithout dram atic necessity. This
phenom enon took off in the 1970s. O f course, as you m ight expect,
m ale hom osexual w him s (increasingly present in productions) are
expressed even in prim e-tim e. O n the netw ork France 3 recently, a
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Ɋcreativeɋ m ade-for-television film  (w ith socio-artistic pretentions, as
alw ays) w as broadcast in the early evening, in w hich a m ale police
detective falls in love w ith a m ale forensic scientist. Scenes heavily
suggestive of fellatio and body-to-body em bracing betw een the tw o
fortyish actors (one w ith a prom inent belly, the other slender and
bearded) w ere broadcast for a fam ily audience. Such an anti-aesthetic
voyeurism  is surely the sign of pathology on the part of those w ho
m ade and w ho broadcast the film .

N ovels do not escape this pattern. R acy scenes are supposed to
accom pany and prove the literary talent of fashionable authors, as a
sort of obligatory rite of passage. O n television talk show s and in stand-
up com edy one can notice an increase in sexual them es since the 1980s,
as if even laughter m ust adopt the obligatory rite of passage that is sex.

* * *

This hypertrophy of sexual preoccupation is also found in them es that
appear in the m edia. M ore than half the subjects treated in m agazines
w hich are aim ed at young people, w om en, and m en, as w ell as celebrity
m agazines, revolve around sex or rom antic relationships. It is as though
the Freudian obsession w ith explaining all hum an psychology by m eans
of sex has spread to becom e a universal ideological dictatorship. S e x
th e r a p y  occupies a larger share of the popular m ind than astrology,
health, or purchasing pow er. Television and the Internet m ine this
quarry for all itɋs w orth. In D ecem ber of 2007, an entire program  on the
Arte channel w as devoted to m asturbation, in late prim e tim e; pseudo-
specialists arm ed w ith crude im ages spoke of solitary pleasure both
m asculine and fem inine as if it w ere a subject as im portant as global
w arm ing. Several popular broadcasts dw ell on the sex lives of the
handicapped, the aged, the obese, and so on, going into detail in
scientific and pretentious language, w ith the support of dow n-m arket
psychologists. In 2010, France 3 launched a series of docum entaries
entitled Take It O ff!, treating them es such as partner-sw apping and



fetishism . The program m ing schedule of the French cable netw ork
TNT, m ade up of tw enty channels, offers an average of three so-called
erotic m ovies each evening, w ith the note Ɋforbidden for view ers under
the age of sixteenɋ. This situation m ay change thanks to the ferocious
com petition offered by the Internet.

There is not a single issue of any large-circulation m agazine for
m en or w om en w hich does not include several articles relating to sex or
sex therapy, supported by the authority of large num bers of self-
proclaim ed sexologists. B etw een ten and tw enty percent of the subject
m atter of these w idely-read publications has to do w ith Ɋsex problem sɋ,
w ith the sam e subjects repeated incessantly.[2] O ne m ay ask w hether
these recurrent cock tales are not the expression of a m ental
infantilisation and, m ore generally, w hether w e are not w itnessing a
universal regression of sexuality to the adolescent stage. W e m ay also
ask w hether w e do not see, in this society of hypersexualised im agery,
real problem s of m ale im potence, loss of libido, fem inine frigidity, and
a loss of direction. It is a possible hypothesis in any case: the g e n e r a l
d istu r b a n c e  o f se x u a lity  in our society w ill result in very serious
draw backs.

* * *

A s already m entioned, in form er tim es, in order to initiate young m en
before their w edding nights (so that they w ould not be entirely
unexperienced), bourgeois fam ilies planned encounters betw een
prostitutes or easy-going m iddle-aged w om en and their sons. Sex
education w as com m onsensical and practical. Today, since the 1960s,
sex education is theoretical and m edicalised. This am ounts to an
unhealthy approach to sexuality, a Ɋcrisisɋ approach. Sex education at
school, the very archetype of a stupid idea, has never w orked.[3]

O f course, sexuality is at the heart of hum an nature. B ut w hen it is
healthy, it rem ains im plicit, natural. Treating it w ith so m uch
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voyeurism , objectification, insistent explicitness, harping on about it
repeatedly, m aking it into a treatm ent ɇ  all this is obviously
sym ptom atic of a collective pathology. This proves clearly that, in our
societies, sex is a problem . It is as if w e w ere all sexual patients. It is
all that is talked about throughout the m edia. There are tw o w ays of
covering up a deficiency: suppression (puritanism ) or verbose and
spectacular em phasis (w hat w e are currently experiencing).

Contem porary W estern societies that like to think of them selves as
liberated are characterised by a lack of sexual satisfaction. The society
of pornography and sexology is not a society of desire, pleasure,
experienced sex, and eroticism , but one of artificial sex and
dissatisfaction. A s the com m ercial success of erectile m edications
show s, it is m ale im potence and fem ale frigidity that characterise our
society. H yper-desire and super-libido in discourse and spectacle, lack
of desire and sub-libido in reality: such is the lay of the land in our
sexually im poverished age. W e should note that this pathology is due
m ore to m en than to w om en.

A sexuals and the Extinction of D esire: Fruits of
H ypersexualism

The rise in sexual abstinence in the ageing developed countries,
especially in Japan, is disquieting. A ccording to a study by the Japanese
M inister of H ealth (January 2011), 36 percent of boys and 58.5 percent
of girls betw een sixteen and nineteen years of age Ɋhave no interest in
sexɋ, m eaning real, concrete sexual relations. A ccording to D r Jacques
W aynberg, director of the Sexological Institute, this phenom enon of
asexuality is also affecting France. H e is consulted by thirty-five year
old couples w ho no longer have relations, w ho w ant to have children
but cannot because they have no libido. In the English speaking w orld
such people are described as sexless.
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H e suggests one possible explanation: the stress of contem porary
life, the anxiety over finding a job, or overw ork. This is a joke in a
w orld w here w orking hours are m uch few er than in form er tim es. But
he m akes a couple of better suggestions as w ell. First, lessened desire
of husbands for their w ives is a byproduct of the explosion of
pornography and the sex industry, w ith X -rated videos and
m asturbation often replacing real sexual relations because this solitary
activity is easier. Paradoxically, our W estern societies w hich are
obsessed w ith sex (80 percent of Internet visits are devoted to it) are
seeing a decrease in the frequency of real sexual relations. Sex does not
disappear but changes its nature, becom es virtual, unproductive, and of
low  libidinal intensity.

H is second suggestion is a deep transform ation in the nature of
relations betw een m en and w om en, especially couples, w hich are far
m ore conflictual than form erly ɇ  especially because of both the
m asculinisation of w om en and of unchecked individualism . O ne does
not desire a m ate w ith w hom  one constantly quarrels. C hronic m arital
discord so characteristic of our societies (w hich have abandoned the
notion of the stable couple) alm ost m echanically dim inishes the
frequency of sexual relations.

In a story reported on France 3,[4] a Japanese w om an adm its that she
had her children by artificial insem ination, using her husbandɋs sperm
(obviously collected via m asturbation) because they M oreno longer
desired one another. A  thirtyish m an recognises that he prefers X -rated
videos, strip clubs, and sex toys to the effort of m aking love w ith his
girlfriend. This progress of asexuality am ong couples m ust be related
to the divirilisation of m en, the conventionalisation of m ale
hom osexuality and, of course, to low ered fertility am ong European.

* * *

O f course, it w as in the U nited States that the phenom enon of



asexuality, called the sexless, first appeared: those m en and w om en
w ho ɇ  w hether out of boastfulness or the desire to be original, or
pathology, or by com pensation ɇ  began cham pioning chastity or
prolonged virginity in a hyper-sexualised w orld. In the N etherlands,
they are called the non-libidinal. Journalist Jean-Philippe de Tonnac
tries to explain this sexual drought, w hether inflicted or voluntary.
Surveys show  that sexual abstinence in France is increasing am ong
people in their thirties, w hether single or in relationships, standing at
25 percent am ong w om en and 15 percent am ong m en according to an
Ipsos study from  2004. In Tonnacɋs view, Ɋasexuality is a defensive
reaction to the terrorism  of pansexualism ɋ.[5] This is an interesting
analysis, and com patible w ith those of the G erm an sociologist A rnold
G ehlen[6] for w hom  second hand experiences, that is, spectacles and
representations, dull oneɋs perception of reality and direct em otions.

E x h ib itio n ism  a n d  p o r n o g r a p h y  w e a k e n  th e  lib id o  a n d  se x u a l
d e sir e. The riot of sexual im ages accessible even to adolescents,
especially via the Internet, rem ove the m ystery and the taboos of sex,
and thus rem ove its attractions. Total unveiling and the absence of
prohibitions cause desire to dry up. J-P de Tonnac w rites: Ɋsex is no
longer taboo; it has becom e a totem , passing from  a secret to an
exhibit. D esire has alw ays been related to a certain im possibility of
desire. This riot of free im ages does nothing but extinguish it.ɋ  M ight
it be possible, then, that subconsciously voluntary chastity m ight serve
to reaw aken extinguished desires?

In his Tyranny of Pleasure, Jean-Claude G uillebaud[7] suggests that
Ɋfree access to pleasureɋ has been transform ed into a Ɋpleasure
im perativeɋ. The om nipresence of sexual representations and the
obligation of sexual perform ance thus has an inhibiting effect and
provokes, according to Tonnac, Ɋa fundam entalist anti-sex reactionɋ.
The psychiatrist J-D  N asio[8] states that he has never before been so
frequently consulted by patients w ho are still virgins at m ore than



thirty years old: ɊIn forty years of practice, I have never seen this.
These m en are handsom e, intelligent, w ell-integrated socially.... But
the very thought of m aking love to a w om an sends them  into a panic.ɋ
These m en are above all victim s of perform ance anxiety, the fear of not
being good enough. For the psychoanalyst H çlæne Vecchiali, author of
Ainsi soient-ils[9], [Thatɋs H ow  They (M en) A re ɆTr.] m en, w ho are
m ore fragile sexually than w om en (the risks of im potence and lack of
libido), especially at the beginning of a rom antic relationship, are
traum atised by the obligation to succeed im m ediately, by the
requirem ent of virile excellence nourished by pornographic m ovies in
w hich the actors are all priapic superm en.

* * *

W e are thus brought back to the idea of se x u a l c o n fu sio n . For these
m en w ho Ɋsinkɋ before w om en they desire, w hom  they w ant to m arry or
w hom  they have m arried ɇ  w ould they experience sim ilar difficulties
w ith a paid prostitute w hom  they dom inate and w ith w hom  they have
nothing to prove? A s I have said elsew here, our society has instituted
m onosexuality. W e have forgotten that for m en, and in a different
m easure for w om en, there is a fundam ental distinction betw een
conjugal sex and im pulsive sex, both of w hich are perfectly natural.

B y confusing im pulsive sex w ith rom antic sex, w e have ended up
destroying the latter. W e see here one consequence of the Ɋneo-
prim itivism ɋ of W estern societies w hich, by a sort of regression
tow ards barbarism , confound eroticism , raw  sex, rom antic sexuality,
and the conjugal bond ɇ  exactly as happens am ong the low er prim ates,
w here sexual behaviour is undifferentiated.

A m ong young couples of form er days, sexual desire w as inflam ed
by (relative) inexperience and by the social concealm ent of eroticism
w hich m ade sex m ore exciting, in that it w as under a hypocritical
prohibition (a necessary hypocrisy). W hat is desirable is alw ays



gradual. Sexual intensity is born of the slow  transgression of taboos.
W ithout taboos, there no m ore desire, only im potence and frigidity ɇ
lethargy.

R eal sex w ith a great orgasm ic charge presupposes long
prelim inaries for the rom antic couple, a w hole gam e of artifice, feigned
m odesty, restrained physical contact, flirting, low  intensity rituals,
sim ulated refusals, calculated progress, slow  unveiling. M oreover,
since the tw entieth century, the system atic display of the fem ale body
as w e know  it is m uch less erotic and exciting for m en (w hose sexuality
is m ore visual and less cerebral than that of w om en) than, for exam ple,
w om enɋs outfits of long ago, at once m odest and im m odest, w hich
suggested w ithout displaying.[10] J-P de Tonnac, by w ay of
rehabilitating pre-m arital flirting,[11] w rites:

Love is first of all cheeks turning purple, m odesty, the secret.... In the M iddle A ges, one
spoke of finɋam our, courtly love. Today people put the cart before the horse, i.e., the
object of desire before desire itself. In the end, this am ounts to signing sexɋs death
w arrant.

Im m odesty as A nti-Eroticism
The reason is easy to understand. From  the m om ent representation
takes precedence over action, the latter dies. In w anting to break free of
the straitjacket of puritanism , the ideology of sexual liberation created
som ething m uch w orse than puritanism : it m utilated sex by
transform ing it into a banal im age, into clinical discourse. It deprived
sex of its feeling of m ystery by flooding it w ith glaring light.

For the pow er of the libido, of eroticism , of desire and sexual
em otion rest on gradual unveiling, that is, by rising tension, w hich
presupposes rules, cerem onies, prohibitions, subtexts, calculated
hypocrisy, incom plete suppression; certainly not flatly getting right on
w ith it, on the principal of im m ediacy, as in pornographic or
therapeutic sex. The erotic pow er of sexual desire (like all em otion)



com es from  a certain m ystery. The idea of m odesty is of capital
im portance here. From  the m om ent im m odesty becom es the rule, the
sexual act is debased to the status of ordinary behaviour, and so it loses
its em otional charge, its strength of dissim ulation. To think that
m aking love is like going jogging or eating a pizza is to m isunderstand
the psychological m echanism  basic to sex. For sex to be enticing, for
the libido to function correctly, it is above all im portant that it not be
reduced to the status of a banal physiological act. The sex act m ust
include an aspect of ritual ɇ  som ething that our society has entirely
forgotten. M aking love is a cerem ony.

A  double form  of destruction is being practiced on the libido, from
both upstream  and dow nstream : from  upstream  by the protean porn
industry; from  dow nstream  by the therapeutic theorisation of sex.
U nder these conditions, sexual excitem ent and eroticism  can only
decline. ɊSexual liberationɋ, because it has taken clum sy and inadequate
form s, has ended by w eakening the libido, at once m aking a spectacle
of it and m aking it abstract and cerebral.

* * *

The sexual hyper-representation of w om en (im ages, virtual w om en)
and the hyper-sexualisation of discourse do not m ean that real w om en
are m ore Ɋliberatedɋ and m ore approachable for m en ɇ  hence a new,
schizophrenic frustration for m en: the represented sex of spectacle and
the virtual realm  is belied by the real opportunities for sex.

I w ould go further: the virtual sexualisation of w om en, the
onslaught of im ages and discourse w hich render banal easy and
im m odest sex end up producing, in a classic case of inversion, a
w ithdraw al of real sex on offer. ɊFuckingɋ, as a spectacle and virtual
representation, as it becom es ever m ore current and banal, becom es
ever m ore difficult in the real w orld. The m ore society is flooded w ith
pornography and sexual im ages, the less real sex is present. Picture the



tw o as com m unicating vessels: the virtual vessel fills up at the expense
of the real, by a sim ple difference of pressure.

B y contrast, in a society inform ed by m odesty, w here sexual
representation (w hether in w ords or in im ages) is lim ited and
suppressed, sexual tension is paradoxically m uch stronger. The less sex
is trivialised by im agery, the m ore fascinating and desirable it is in
realty. The sexual palette on the Internet and elsew here, accessible to
everyone, trivialises and disenchants eroticism . There is nothing m ore
erotic than the social organisation of m odesty, including repression,
w hich only stim ulates transgressions.

The Sexual D estructuration of A dolescents
Sexual education is som ething that occurs gradually and requires
norm s, prohibitions, and slow  discovery. Erotic appetite and sexual
equilibrium  cannot be built upon either sickly puritanical taboos or
upon the trivialisation of the pornographic spectacle that w e have
today. A t present, w e are w itnessing both a  r ise  in  p u r ita n ism  (largely
M uslim ) and a n  in u n d a tio n  o f p o r n o g r a p h y . The collision of these
tw o phenom ena w ill be explosive. M ost adolescents, m ale and fem ale,
have access to all the sexual spectacles possible and im aginable from
their earliest age ɇ  through television, the Internet, and all audiovisual
m edia ɇ  w ithout any silly Ɋparental controlsɋ being able to stop it. The
effect of such spectacles, observed from  the beginning of adolescence,
is very negative. It does not stim ulate the sexual appetite; it
deconstructs it and, above all, renders it pathological. The capacity for
eroticism  is gravely affected; in particular, the future relations of
husband and w ife are greatly perturbed.

M ost pornographic spectacles to w hich adolescents have access,
w hether they are privately uploaded or if com e from  the pornography
industry, involve relatively pathological sexual relations w hich are



voyeuristic, devoid of any erotic anticipation: hasty quasi-rape scenes,
vulgarity, brutality, w ith  a  c le a r  te n d e n c y  fo r  b r u ta lisin g  w o m e n  ɇ
Ɋall w horesɋ, of course ɇ  not to speak of the m ale hom osexual scenes
w hich are usually part of the landscape.

The devastating psychological im pact that such spectacles m ay have
on the m inds of boys and girls in the very m idst of puberty are
w orrisom e. Their future sexual and m arried life w ill be changed by it.
Becom ing habituated to pornography destabilises the developm ent of
sexuality in the adolescent.

R apes, Sex C rim es, and Judicial Laxity
The French judicial system  has a reputation neither for severity nor for
effectiveness. Paradoxically, w hile the general crim e rate w as soaring
during the 1970s (w hich corresponds precisely w ith the beginning of
m ass im m igration into France), the police and judicial apparatus w as
w eakened.[12] This happened for three reasons: 1) the ideologically-
m otivated perm issiveness of the m agistracy ɇ  increasingly fem inised,
Leftist, and sensitive to the rights of crim inals; 2) a legal thicket that
resem bles a gasw orks w here the sentences decreed fail to be properly
carried out, if at all; and 3) a judiciary apparatus overw helm ed by the
exponential increase in crim es w ith w hich it m ust deal, along w ith the
overcrow ding of prisons, increasingly unm anageable for an
overw helm ed prison adm inistration.

R egarding rape and sex crim es, one is struck by the m ildness of the
sentences im posed. Rapes ɇ  often follow ed by m urder and
accom panied w ith torture ɇ  are regularly com m itted by reoffenders
w ho had received m ild punishm ents or w ere freed w ell before their
sentences w ere up, and then barely m onitored. W hile w e are on the
subject, the very idea of conditionally freeing persons in the m iddle of
their sentences (inconceivable in the U nited States), universal in



France, is nothing m ore nor less than a denial of justice.

The figures[13] leave no room  for doubt about judicial leniency
regarding sex crim es. In 2008, 11,877 cases of sex violations (rape,
exhibitionism , procurem ent, harassm ent, m oral delinquency in relation
to m inors, solicitation) passed through the judicial system , including
1,684 rapes. This is less than in 2005 (w hich saw  13,037 cases of sex
violations and 1,802 cases of rape), w hich leads us to ask: O bjectively
speaking, w ere there few er sex crim es or few er prosecutions? The
average sentence for rape in 2008 w as eight years in prison w hich in
real term s is about four w ith rem ission of sentence.

O ver 60 percent of the sentences handed dow n w ere for less than ten
years (divide by tw o for rem ission of sentence). Fifty rapists only got a
few  m onths and, note w ell, 264 rapists w ere let off w ith parole, w hich
effectively m eans they w ent unpunished. O nly 38 w ere sentenced to
m ore than tw enty years and just 4 w ere handed life sentences. Autres
tem ps, autres m oeurs [other tim es, other w ays ɆTr.]: let us recall that at
the beginning of the tw entieth century, a rapist risked losing his head.
A nd yet, w om en did not have the right to vote....

* * *

So rape is not punished in France like the crim e it is. It is true that the
Inm ate M ental H ealth Centre in Lyon claim s that Ɋonly ten percent of
condem ned rapists becom e repeat offendersɋ. But this figure w ith
w hich the system  rests satisfied is still too high. The Inm ate M ental
H ealth Centre also affirm s that the case of a rapist previously convicted
and then freed, w ho goes on to kill his victim  in a second rape, does not
occur m ore than tw ice a year in France, and that cases of rapist-
m urderers w ho becom e repeat offenders (that is, after having been set
free, like the m urderer of jogger N elly Crçm el in 2010[14]) Ɋonly occurs
once every five yearsɋ. So things arenɋt so bad, are they? In other
w ords, they are m inim ising and excusing the fact that a rapist (torturer



or killer) m ay be released to continue his predations. The judicial
system  only practices its ideology of the R ights of M an in one
direction: the rights of victim s and future victim s count for less than
those of their m urderers. This reinforces the suspicion that our
judiciary and penitentiary system s have gone badly astray, becom ing a
social service for the benefit of crim inals, aim ed at Ɋreintegratingɋ
them  into society. It is no longer an instrum ent of punishm ent, intended
to dissuade by exam ple.

This perm issiveness, this softness tow ard rapists, including
torturers and m urderers, raises a lot of questions. O d d ly , th e
fe m in isa tio n  o f th e  ju stic e  sy ste m  h a s r e su lte d  in  g r e a te r  le n ie n c y
to w a r d  r a p ists th a n  in  th e  d a y s w h e n  th e  m a g istr a te s w e r e  a ll m e n .
I have no explanation of this paradox except perhaps a m aternal
com plex, an understated fascination on the part of w om en w ith the
rapistsɋ virility. A m an is perhaps m uch less apt to pardon one of his
fellow s (and this is exem plified in the prison social system , particularly
in the treatm ent of Ɋsnitchesɋ) w ho com m its rape than a w om an w ho
tries to Ɋunderstandɋ the rapist, w hich is to m ore or less to excuse him .
Let us m ention the staggering and scandalous case of the w om an
accom plice of the child rapist-torturer M arc D utroux, freed by the
Belgian justice system  for Ɋgood behaviourɋ in 2011 after just a few
years in prison. Let us recall that this w om an allow ed tw o little girls,
w ho w ere being regularly raped by her husband, to die of starvation in
her basem ent. Psychopathological explanations regarding the behaviour
of certain judges m ay be in order.[15]

* * *

The abolition of the death penalty low ered the w hole scale of
punishm ent (to prison sentences and fines) and thus encouraged
im punity and crim e ɇ  all the m ore so in that m ass im m igration w as
sim ultaneously causing all kinds of crim inality to soar. O ught the death
penalty to be reestablished, particularly for the rape of m inors, or rape



accom panied by torture or m urder? It is a delicate question. To answ er
it, I shall stick to the principles of Rom an law , positive and not
subjective, so different from  our current concept of Ɋhum an rightsɋ, but
at bottom  truly hum anist: non hom inem  judicat sed crim inem  suum .[16]
O ne judges not the m an but his crim e.

To pronounce judgem ent on a m an is not to judge him  as a person,
but to punish the crim e w hile protecting society by m aking an exam ple
of him . In this conception, judgem ent should not have any m oral
dim ension, but be sim ply practical; one w ho has com m itted such-and-
such an act is m ade incapable of harm ing anyone, both so that he does
not com m it it ever again and to dissuade others from  doing so. For the
best form  of prevention is the threat of pitiless repression, m uch m ore
effective than m oral Ɋeducationɋ (w hich, beginning from  som e point
before the onset of puberty, is im possible in any case). This is w hy, in
regard to sex crim inals and especially rapist-m urderers, w e m ust at
least reconsider the guillotine or, at the very least, a literal life sentence
w ithout possibility of release.

M ichela M arzano,[17] a professor of philosophy at the Paris
D escartes U niversity, denounces the Ɋreturn to m achism oɋ involved in
the increase in violence directed at w om en. But like m any intellectuals,
she is fantasising and failing to see reality. She does not explain the
true cause: the behaviour of increasingly num erous young M uslim  m en.

The Explosion in Sexual V iolence by M inors
Rape represents three-quarters of crim es com m itted by those under the
age of eighteen. For those under thirteen ɇ  you have read correctly ɇ
m ore than half of those w ho com e before the justice system  are accused
of sex-related acts. A thousand young adolescents are involved each
year in cases of sexual aggression or rape, a figure w hich has risen by
50 percent in the past ten years. The courts are overw helm ed. A nd the



perpetrators rem ain unpunished because the legal punishm ent of
m inors is hardly ever perm itted anym ore. 60 percent of sexual
m isdem eanors by m inors involve those betw een 13Ɇ15 years old, 17
percent involve those under 13, and 23 percent those aged betw een 16Ɇ
18.[18]

Teachers, doctors, judges and others are at a loss for explanations.
They speak of a Ɋcom plete loss of norm sɋ, of Ɋem otional deprivationɋ
(m eaningless jargon), of an Ɋabdication of parental responsibilityɋ.
Since the prisons are full and houses of detention have unfortunately
been abolished ɇ  the one at B elle-Ìle-en-M er is falling into ruin ɇ
and have been replaced by a sm all num ber of ineffective substitutes,
they are trying m andatory m edical m onitoring (w hich is a joke), group
therapies, legal w arnings and other ineffective nonsense.

O f course, as in m any other areas, no one dares to point out the true
causes of this m assive increase in sex crim es and rape am ong m inors.
The straitjacket of official ideology forbids us from  curing the evil. B ut
the causes can be uncovered by anybody w ith com m on sense, no N obel
Prize required: the collapse of the stable fam ily, the crum bling of
discipline and educational norm s, the disaster that is national
education, the rapid m ass barbarisation of ignorant m inors, coeducation
from  the earliest years (a disaster for adolescents) and also, obviously,
universal access to Internet pornography. This last plays the role of a
destabilising stim ulant am ong the young, all the stronger in that m any
scenes are incitem ents to rape.

Yet besides these explanations, there is one principal cause w hich is
absolutely taboo to m ention, but w hich w e m ust take note of: m ost of
these rapes and sex crim es are com m itted by m inors of im m igrant
background, principally Black A frican. They reproduce in France the
behaviour that can be observed in their land of origin and do even m ore
intensely here because (an aggravating circum stance) punishm ents in
France are negligible in their eyes. To this m ay be added som ething I



m entioned in m y old book, The Colonisation of Europe,[19] nam ely the
vengeful and racist spirit of predation against young W hite victim s of
gang rape, a phenom enon that our distinguished sociologists obviously
have never dared touch upon.

O ne revealing aspect of these m atters is the young age of the
perpetrators of sex crim es. This corresponds to the earlier onset of
puberty in A fricans, a fact w ell-know n to doctors, especially
sexologists, but apparently unknow n to our intellectuals.[20] In France,
before the 1980s, w hen im m igration had not taken on the m agnitude
that it now  has, did w e w itness this soaring num ber of sex crim es and
rapes by m inors? O f course not. The sam e could be said of other types
of crim e as w ell. G o m ake this com m on sense rem ark to a journalist or
Ɋeducatorɋ ɇ  he w ill take you for an ideological crim inal. B ut you w ill
still be right.

V iolence and Sexism  at School
U p until the 1980s, Ɋsexism ɋ in school ɇ  that is, the persecution of
girls by boys ɇ  did not occur and w ould have seem ed unthinkable in
our society. But since m ass im m igration (largely A frican and A rab-
M uslim ) has unfolded across France, the situation has changed. O f
course, no one dares to publicly recognise the politically-incorrect truth
that it is m ostly A rab-M uslim  and B lack pupils w ho harass the girls,
the latter being m ostly native French. Fem ale teachers are also
regularly victim s of these aggressions as w ell. A girl in a skirt or
tightly-fitting trousers, or one w ho flirts, is necessarily a Ɋw horeɋ ɇ
hence a tendency for girls to w ear clothes that m ask their figures.
Sexist violence has even incited som e young girls to convert to Islam
and go about veiled.

O n 29 N ovem ber 2009, a sem inar (one of the series of Crçteil
W ednesdays) brought school nurses and teachers together at M aisons-
A lfort. A s you can im agine, they w ere nearly all Left-w ing and



favourable tow ards the dom inant ideology. But they could not keep
from  w eeping over the fact that teachers as w ell as pupils w ere
increasingly the victim s of sexist violence, often physical violence that
leaves perm anent injuries. The origin of the perpetrators w as, of course,
never m ade explicit ɇ  thanks to the sam e old fear of being considered
Ɋracistɋ ɇ  but everyone knew  perfectly w ell w ho w as responsible.[21] In
the Ɋsensitive zonesɋ[22] (w ooden jargon), half of the fem ale teachers are
on anti-depressants. Their bosses take no action against their
aggressors. A ccording to the participants in this sem inar, Ɋsexism  is
om nipresentɋ in the schools of the Paris suburbs. A  m ale teacher from
Val-de-M arne explains: ɊThe girls w ear pants or dress like burlap
sacks; they are not able to show  any fem ininity for fear of being
thought badly of.ɋ But of course, no one w ould dare to m ention the real
solutions to these evils: a return to strict discipline, stratification
according to ability w ith rigid principles of selection, abolition of co-
education, radical re-evaluative analysis of im m igration and
dem ographics, an end to naturalisation, and an end to educating
foreigners. People lam ent the sym ptom s of the evil and propose only
ridiculous cures (Ɋcitizenship coursesɋ) w ithout daring to point to the
real causes.

But at the sam e tim e, these hoodlum  students ɇ  beset w ith
hypocritical Islam ic prudery and ancestral m isogyny ɇ  w allow  in
pornography and trade fake-nude photos of their fem ale classm ates on
their portable com puters, regularly carry out individual or gang rapes,
or forcibly fondle girls w ho are too terrified to com plain or resist. A
teacher of classical literature (they still exist, the poor bastards)
expressed regret, in the course of the above-m entioned sem inar, that
sex Ɋis never a question of love for our adolescentsɋ (w hy Ɋourɋ?) and
sketched Ɋa vision of sex reduced to pornography and the genital
organsɋ. A ccess to pornography is now  universal and free via the
Internet; this accentuates a prim itive and im pulsive conception of
sexuality am ong these adolescents of N orth A frican and M uslim  origin



w hich is im m ediate and violent, lacking all eroticism , and w hich
schizophrenically m ixes the prudish ancestral prohibitions w ith an
uncontrolled and frustrated libido and a fear and hatred of w om en ɇ  an
explosive com bination.

W e should consider the daily unhappiness of these young girls and
adolescent boys (w ho are m ostly though not exclusively native
Europeans) w ho get up every m orning to go to school and w ho have to
confront the barbarians, sensing that they are not protected by the
authorities of their ow n country (m arshm allow s w ho have abdicated all
responsibility) and w ithout the young m en of their ow n nation ɇ
unm anly, fearful, unw orthy of their ancestors ɇ  daring to defend them .

M inors H aving A bortions
In 2009, 237,000 abortions w ere perform ed in France, hum bly referred
to as Ɋvoluntary term inations of pregnancyɋ,[23] including 15,000
perform ed on m inors. The figures go up every year; there w ere only
10,772 in 2002. N ot to m ention, these figures only include legal
abortions. This is in spite of all the contraceptive m ethods available,
also anonym ously; the Ɋm orning-after pillɋ is freely available from
school nurses. I should m ake clear that abortion is both free and
anonym ous for m inors, so there is no risk of their parents finding out.

In the heat of action, often drunk or under the influence of
m arijuana, m any m inors have sexual relations w ithout condom s, and
the girls either neglect to take their Ɋm orning-after pillɋ or do not know
that it exists. They are afraid to take the classic birth control pill, for it
costs m oney and w ould com e under their parentsɋ health insurance. W e
should m ention that an adolescent girl is m uch m ore fertile than an
older w om an, and risks pregnancy from  the first encounter. D r N isand,
head of the gynecological service at the U niversity H ealth Centre in
Strasbourg, advocates the anonym ous and free distribution of birth



control pills to school girls.

A s w ith other m atters (im m igration, crim e, illiteracy, and so on)
people prefer to attack the problem  dow nstream  rather than to target it
at its source. O ne of the solutions w ould be to abolish co-education,
that product of egalitarian dogm atism  instituted in the 1960s. The idea
of m aking contraceptive pills freely and anonym ously available to
m inors, besides w hat it w ould cost a health insurance system  already on
the verge of bankruptcy, is com pletely utopian, and it is stunning that
Ɋspecialistsɋ w ould recom m end it. In fact, according to the G eneral
Inspectorate of Social A ffairs, 4 0  p e r c e n t o f F r e n c h  w o m e n  h a v e  a n
a b o r tio n  a t so m e  p o in t in  th e ir  liv e s, an enorm ous figure. These
w om en do not take the precaution of using the pill any m ore than
m inors do. So the argum ent for free access for m inors collapses.

To treat the causes of the problem  m eans lim iting the possibilities
for sexual relations betw een adolescents ɇ  an enorm ous undertaking.
B ut it is better for a pregnant girl to have an abortion than to becom e
the child-m other of a foreignerɋs offspring.

Fem ale V ictim s of V iolence: O rganised D ishonesty
ɊViolence A gainst W om enɋ w as declared a great national cause in
2010. A  hypocritical pious w ish. A ccording to a study by Franceɋs
N ational O bservational B ody on C rim e and Punishm ent, subsection
Q uality of Life and Security, and according to another National Study of
Violence Against W om en (2008), 1.2 m illion w om en in France say that
they have suffered at least one act of physical or sexual violence,
610,000 of them  at hom e and 310,000 at the hands of their partner.
These statistics are obviously underestim ates, since the study, based on
statistical extrapolations from  polls, takes no account of those w ho
declined to respond or w ho lied out of fear. The rate of reporting is
negligible: 8 percent. H alf the w om en interview ed thought: Ɋit isnɋt



serious; thereɋs no use in lodging a com plaint.ɋ V iolence am ong
couples has soared since the 1990s and, of course, the real causes are
being concealed.

H alf of w om en w ho have suffered a rape or forced sexual relations
have been victim ised in their ow n hom es: 75,000 in 2008 (am ong those
w ho lodged a com plaint). The costs of intim ate violence ɇ  m edical,
legal, police, and social costs ɇ  is estim ated at over a billion Euros per
year. A  ɊN ational Supervisory B ody on Violence A gainst W om enɋ has
just been created, another pipeline in the adm inistrative gasw orks
w hich w ill be entirely ineffective;[24] another observational body.
Instead of observing w hat w e already know , w e w ould do better to take
action.

The tw o studies cited above assert in their conclusions that Ɋ[those
of] all social backgrounds are involvedɋ, though this is subject to
interpretation.

6.1 percent of w om en studied are victim s of violence in their hom es
and 4.9 percent are victim s of conjugal violence. Sociologist M arylæne
Lieber, in her testim ony before the N ational A ssem bly, stated that
Ɋconjugal violence occurs am ong those of all social backgroundsɋ. She
added: Ɋthe violent husband m ay be a soldier, a casual w orker, a w ine
connoisseur, a CEO , a police lieutenant, a truck driver, a physical
therapist....ɋ She forgot, of course, to specify the ethnic and religious
backgrounds of the persons concerned, deceitfully disfiguring reality.

For the assertion that those of Ɋall social backgroundsɋ are involved
and affected is based upon a rigged interpretation of the statistics. It is
a w ell-know n sophistry w hich consists in voluntarily confounding the
overall picture of the facts or their causes w ith their arithm etic
proportion, and thus to disguise the latter. Tw o exam ples w ill help us to
understand this. If I say Ɋserious dog bites com e from  all sorts of dogs,
including lapdogsɋ I invite people to believe that all dogs can bite



equally. B ut I am  neglecting to specify that 90 percent of dog bites
com e from  pit bulls and only 0.5 percent from  lapdogs. If I say
Ɋtornados occur everyw here in the w orldɋ, I lead people to believe that
they occur everyw here in the w orld w ith equal frequency. B ut I am
neglecting to m ake clear that, w hile tornados m ay occur in Flanders,
Sussex, or Lom bardy once in a blue m oon, 90 percent of tornados occur
on the N orth A m erican G reat Plains.

The causes of the soaring violence against w om en, rape, battery,
and the rest, are tw ofold: the increasing presence of foreign populations
and the barbarisation of our com m on culture ɇ  the descent into neo-
prim itivism . For if you superim pose a m ap of the areas w here w om en
are victim s of violence and m ajority im m igrant (especially M uslim
im m igrant) areas, you w ill find that they coincide perfectly. To
insinuate that there are as m any beaten w om en in the V IIth
arrondissem ent of Paris or in a little village of the Vendçe as there are
in Seine-Saint-D enis[25] sm acks of the disinform ation usual w ith
official sociology.

The Suffering of W om en in Im m igrant
N eighbourhoods

In urban districts invaded by m ostly M uslim  im m igrant populations,
and w hich are being deserted by native French (those w ho have enough
m oney to do so, anyw ay) it is girls and young w om en w ho suffer the
m ost, especially those of European stock. ɊThe functioning of this
m ilieu is based on violence against w om en. There is a politically
correct discourse w hich states that violence happens everyw here, but it
is w orse thereɋ, explains D idier Lapeyronnie, professor of sociology at
the Sorbonne.[26] A  study w hich appeared in Le Parisien D im anche (29
N ovem ber 2009) stresses the follow ing points: in the suburbs, the sexes
do not rub shoulders; girls do not stop on the street, for public space
does not belong to them . A n unw ritten rule prohibits them  from



sm oking on the streets or from  patronising bars or cafçs. ɊElder
brotherɋ law  reigns: a girl m ust not respond to a boy in a public place.
O ne girl testifies: Ɋif they try to chat you up, you m ust keep w alking; if
not, youɋre a w hore; but if you send him  on his w ay, w ell, youɋre also a
w hore.ɋ

So in conform ity w ith the atavistic sexual schizophrenia of this
young m ale population, a w om an, hated and put dow n, is the object of
desire, frustration, and contem pt. Rom ance betw een young people is
out of the question. It is im possible for a boy and girl to talk or flirt in
public, or even to hold hands. M oreover, boys are jealous of each other
and hate w hoever has a Ɋbabeɋ unless it is one of the hoodlum  kingpins.
The greatest achievem ent for these latter is to be able to show  off a
native French girlfriend, m uch m ore prestigious than a N orth A frican
girl or, a fortiori, a B lack girl.

Teenage girls and young w om en, according to the study cited,
rem ain cloistered in their apartm ents. Everyone respects these Ɋlaw sɋ
im posed by m en (all M uslim , of course) out of fear; for a system  of
neighbourhood surveillance and denunciation of w om en has been
instituted in these neighborhoods. W oe upon a w om an w ho breaks the
rules, w ho has a real or suspected boyfriend, w ho dresses coquettishly
or enticingly, w ho asserts her autonom y: she w ill be insulted, harassed,
and persecuted by those around her. M any of these young w om en keep
their m ouths shut and suffer in silence, hoping for help from  an
im potent and basically indifferent governm ent.

N um erous anecdotes from  all over W estern Europe indicate that if a
young M uslim  w om an (N orth A frican, Turkish, etc.) gets involved w ith
a native, non-M uslim  m an, even just visiting or conversing w ith him ,
she risks serious punishm ent from  those around her ɇ  som etim es
going as far as keeping her sequestered, beating her, or even putting her
to death. In this ethno-religious tradition w hich is unfurling its
tentacles through Europe, w om en belong, soul and body, to the m en of



their clan; they are their property. This w ill to forcibly retain
possession of the clanɋs fem ale livestock takes on a racial aspect, even
am ong N orth A fricans; the above-cited study m entions the case of a
N orth A frican father w ho threatened to kill his daughter if she m arried
a Senegalese.

N either the oh-so-virtuous anti-racist leagues, nor the Equal
O pportunity and A nti-D iscrim ination Com m ission, nor fem inist groups
(apart, perhaps, from  N either W hores N or Subm issive) ever m ention
this crying m atter of the oppression of w om en in im m igrant
neighbourhoods. It w ould be racist to stigm atise this w hole population,
w ouldnɋt it? Even if the situation contravenes the R ights of M an, and of
w om an.

To B e a H om ophobe is Prohibited; To B e a
Paedophile is Perm issible

V ague and im precise law s now  forbid Ɋhom ophobiaɋ,[27] and people w ho
dare to say that hom osexuality is not norm al are prosecuted and
punished. There w ill soon be law s against those w ho criticise fem inism .
B ut those w ho defend paedophilia, w hich ought really to be called
pederasty, are not prosecuted (fortunately, for I am  in favour of free
expression). This is a double standard. Those w ho express the view  that
sexual relations betw een m en are abnorm al are suppressed, but not
those w ho defend sexual relations betw een an adult and a child. In other
w ords, those w ho criticise an authorised form  of behaviour are
suppressed, but not those w ho defend a prohibited form  of behaviour.
Itɋs an upside-dow n w orld, and the perfectly illustrates the inversion of
values in w hich our society delights.

Public opinion ɇ  especially since the D utroux scandal[28] (1996)
and those involving paedophile priests, or Internet sites devoted to this
perversion ɇ  has risen again very strongly against paedophilia, and



rightly so. The justice system  is changing accordingly. In M ay 1968,
several authors recounted their experiences of paedophilia w ithout
being criticised. Think of G abriel M atzneff,[29] w ho liked to dw ell upon
his pederastic affairs w ith the exhibitionism  and pretentious
insignificance w hich characterise his fictionalised stories. Today,
defence of paedophilia m ust be soft-pedaled ɇ  they donɋt dare advance
too far into this m inefield. A nd yet....

T he bien pensant Ɋcultural elitesɋ, follow ed by the political class,
w ere united in their indignation in the autum n of 2009 w hen M arine Le
Pen read passages from  Frçdçric M itterrandɋs book The Bad Life on
television, w here he confesses to sexual experiences that are considered
crim es under French law .[30] W hy did he confess such things to the
public at large? B ecause, like a lot of sex m aniacs, he is narcissistic and
likes to talk about him self. M itterrand has, w e should add, denied that
the story involved relations w ith m inors, saying only that they involved
grow n m en, contrary to w hat he im plies in the text in question. B ut just
im agine if it w ere discovered that a notable figure of the Ɋextrem e-
R ightɋ had done som ething along sim ilar lines. W ould not the bien
pensant elites, guardians of the nationɋs conscience, have raised a hue
and cry against the jackass? This charge against the M inister of C ulture
by M arine Le Pen cam e shortly after said M inisterɋs vehem ent protests
against the arrest in Sw itzerland of director R om an Polanski, w hich
follow ed an extradition request by the A m erican justice system  for an
old affair involving the drugging and rape of a m inor. The bien pensant
elites petitioned for the release of Polanski. W ould they have done so
for a film  director w ho w as part of the Ɋextrem e-Rightɋ? A ll of this also
follow ed an attack by Franåois Bayrou (for purely political reasons) on
D aniel C ohn-B endit, w ho had earlier revealed in a book his innocent
paedophile practices.

* * *

B ut here is a m ore interesting case: Frçdçric B eigbeder, w orldly



journalist, w riter, and night-prow ler very fashionable on the Left Bank
cam e to the defence of paedophilia apologists in the m agazine Lire
shortly after the aforem entioned scandals cam e to light.[31] H e asserts:
ɊYou should be able to w rite on all subjects, on shocking, ignoble, and
aw ful m atters. W riting should also explore w hat excites and attracts us
about Evil. For exam ple, one should have the courage to confront the
idea that a child is sexy.ɋ A child is, then sexually attractive for
m onsieur B eigbeder, and he seem s to think, like all abnorm al people,
that this is the case for everyone. H e adm its that he is attracted by
children, although (one hopes) he hasnɋt acted on this attraction. Then,
in the sam e article, he goes on to defend tw o second-rate authors w ho,
like him , are interested in paedophilia: G abriel M atzneff, m entioned
above, author of Particular Friendships, an affected little novel today
forgotten, and Pierre Louýs, a pornographer from  the beginning of the
tw entieth century, today forgotten. Beigbeder adm iringly cites a
sentence from  Louýsɋ Little G irlsɋ Virility M anual, For the U se of
Educational Establishm ents, published in 1926. H ere is the sentence
w hich so sets him  dream ing and w hich he refers to w ith such
enjoym ent: ɊFrom  the age of eight, it is unim aginable that a girl should
still be a virgin, even if she has been sucking dick for several years.ɋ
N o com m ent required.

If I w ere M inister of Police in a w ell-governed state, I w ould
certainly not outlaw  such statem ents or prosecute individuals for their
w ritten opinions, for liberty of expression is untouchable for m e, but I
w ould put their authors under heavy surveillance in order to corner
them  the day they proceed from  w ord to act. I w ould have their
telephone and Internet connection m onitored and have them  follow ed
by m y agents. For just as a person w ho sings the praises of burglary,
m ugging, terrorism  and w ho-know s-w hat else needs to be closely
w atched, so too do the apologists for paedophilia. U nfortunately, only
sm all prey are follow ed, nam ely the anonym ous paedophiles w ho



dow nload child pornography. B ut as soon as it is people know n to
everyone in Paris w ho are concerned, people w ith full address books,
im portant people ɇ  w ell, that is another m atter.

It is only a sm all step from  literary fantasy to action, one w hich has
often been m ade.
[1]  In 2010, the pornographic industry generated som ew here betw een five and ten billion

dollars in the W est and Japan, counting only audiovisual representations.

[2]  Som e of the recurring subjects treated in m agazines m arketed at w om en include: M y
husband no longer desires m e and is cheating. Is it norm al for m e to refuse to fellate him ?
I am  envious of m y daughter, w ho is prettier than I am . A t the office, m y boss is m aking
advances tow ards m e and it excites m e; w hat should I do, doctor? M y best friend is
sleeping w ith m y boyfriend. I have hit m enopause and am  no longer attractive to m en;
w hat should I do? M y partner has had relations w ith transvestites; should I leave him ? I
no longer desire m y husband and I have had relations w ith a fem ale w ork colleague, etc.
A ll this is presented in the form  of readersɋ m ail (w hether genuine or not m atters little) to
w hich the in-house pseudo-shrink responds.

[3]  Israel N isand, a Strasbourg gynecologist, advocates anonym ous and free contraception
for m inors, and only the distribution of horm onal contraceptives could be anonym ous and
free. H e regrets that a 2001 law  m aking sex education obligatory at school has not been
applied, and lam ents that the sexual education of the young occurs through m isogynistic
and violent pornographic film s. This is understandable, but his position is a bit naíve: the
idea of sex education as part of a school curriculum  is com pletely utopian. A ll the m ore
so in that, w hen you throw  in the current ideology of gender theory, you w ill arrive at a
legitim ation of hom osexuality.

[4]  LɋEm pire des senses, broadcast 16 January 2011.

[5]  La R çvolution A sexuelle! (A lbin M ichel, 2006).

[6]  A nthropologische Forschung (R ow ohlt Verlag, 1961) and D ie Seele im  Technischen
Zeitalter (ibid., 1957).

[7]  Jean-C laude G uillebaud, La tyrannie du plaisir (Seuil, 1998).

[8]  J-D  N asio, LɋŐ dipe (Payot, 2006).

[9]  H çlæne V ecchiali, A insi soient-ils (C alm ann-Lçvy, 2005).

[10]  O ne of the m ost erotic and elegant fem inine fashions in France w as that of the end of the
seventeenth and beginning of the eighteenth century, culm inating under the regency
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(1715Ɇ23). The shoulders, arm s, and edge of the breasts supported by the corset w ere
entirely bare alm ost to the nipples, w hile the w om anɋs w aist w as throw n into relief and
em phasised by tightening the corset (the Ɋw asp-w aistɋ) over the hips. The legs w ere
carefully concealed by a low -hanging skirt, w ith only the ankles visible. D uring the tim e
of the Second Em pire (1852Ɇ70) the fashion for crinoline ɇ  am plifying the w idth of the
hips and narrow ness of the w aist, w hile em phasising the bust ɇ  obviously had an erotic
intent, a subtle transgression w ithin the heart of m odesty.

    A s for m en, w e m ay m ention that at the beginning of the nineteenth century w hite fitted
trousers (tights) w ere com m on, especially am ong officers. R ising from  the boots and
ending at the knees, they em phasised for w om en the hum ps suggestive of m anly
attributes.

[11]  M arivaudage, the rom antic banter or Ɋsw eet nothingsɋ w hich the French still associate
w ith the eighteenth century com edies of Pierre de M arivaux (1688Ɇ1763). ɆTr.

[12]  The reform  of police custody (2011), the possibility of contesting the constitutionality of
a conviction (2010), along w ith the om nipotence of sentencing judges are am ong the
m easures w hich, in the nam e of dem ocracy and the R ights of M an, aim  at the m axim um
of im punity for crim inals of all sorts at precisely the m om ent w hen crim e is exploding.

[13]  They can be found in the A nnuaire statistique de la justice [Judicial Statistical Y earbook
ɆTr.].

[14]  The m urderer of N elly C rçm el, Patrick G ateau, had previously been sentenced to life
im prisonm ent for m urder but w as let out on parole in 2003 after having served 19 years.
H e w as found guilty in 2008 for having fatally shot C rçm el and given another life
sentence w ith a m inim um  of 22 years to serve. ɆEd.

[15]  The affair of D om inique Strauss-K ahn and its various soap opera after-effects in A m erica
and France reveal a curious attitude of our elites. Strauss-K ahn suffers from  a sexual
pathology popularly know n as Ɋim pulsive priapism ɋ. A ll of Paris has know n this for a
long tim e. In France, his m edia appearances and new  of him  w as consum ed indulgently.
This indulgence reached the point of absurdity in a staged interview  he did for the
evening new s on French television (19 Septem ber 2011, netw ork TF1) w ith the pseudo-
journalist C laire C hazal, a friend of his w ife A nne Sinclair. G enerally speaking, the
psychopathic behaviour of this violent harasser has left his peers unm oved for m any
years now .

[16]  D o not judge a m an for his crim es. ɆEd.

[17]  M ichela M arzano, Le contrat de dçfiance (The C ontract of D efiance; G rasset, 2010).

[18]  Statistics of the M inistry of Justice for 2011.

[19]  La colonisation de lɋEurope (Paris: LɋÄ nce, 2000). There is currently no English edition



available. ɆEd.

[20]  The very young age of these perpetrators of sexual violence counts as evidence of their
ethnic origin. B lacks reach puberty earlier than other peoples (the phenom enon of
neoteny), just as A frican w om en are pregnant for eight and three-quarters rather than nine
m onths, a fact w hich is concealed. Y oung A frican girls are assigned a m ate and are
im pregnable m uch earlier than girls of other populations. These observations throw  doubt
upon the dogm a of m onogenesis.

[21]  D enial of reality is, along w ith a belief in m iracles, one of the leading characteristics of
all Leftist ideologies. These Ɋanti-racistɋ Left-w ing teachers w ho refuse to look reality in
the face are obeying the sam e conditioned reflex as intellectuals of the 1950s-70s w ho
spoke of the Soviet paradise.

[22]  Zones sensibles, the official French euphem ism  for high-im m igrant/high-crim e
neighborhoods. ɆTr.

[23]  Statistics from  the G eneral Inspectorate of Social A ffairs. It w as in 1975, w hen the law
perm itting abortion w as passed, that abortion w as first term ed Ɋvoluntary term ination of
pregnancyɋ. This euphem ism  suggests a certain bad conscience. W hy not call a spade a
spade?

[24]  France is the country of com m issions, supervisory bodies, agencies, authorities,
councils, institutes, com m ittees, etc., piled one on top of the other. W ith these
innum erable ineffective and costly structures filled w ith incom petent people (there are
nearly 1000 at the national and regional level), the political class controls its clients and
rew ards its friends.

[25]  The French dçpartem ent of Seine-Saint-D enis, im m ediately to the N orth and East of
Paris, has the highest proportion of im m igrants anyw here in France. ɆTr.

[26]  D idier Lapeyronnie, U rban G hetto (R obert Laffont, 2008).

[27]  The H om ophobia A ct of 15 D ecem ber 2004 provides for Ɋthe punishm ent of
hom ophobic and sexist discourseɋ.

[28]  M arc D utroux is a B elgian child m olester and serial killer w ho w as released on parole in
1992 after having served three years for the abduction and rape of five young girls.
Follow ing his release, D utroux w ent on to abduct, rape, and kill several m ore girls. ɆEd.

[29]  A  French w riter w ho sparked controversy after adm itting a taste for teens of both sexes
aged under sixteen in an essay titled ɊC ons of sixteenɋ (1974). ɆEd.

[30]  Frçdçric M itterrand, nephew  of form er French President Franåois M itterrand, served as
M inister of C ulture and C om m unication in the governm ent of N icolas Sarkozy. In his



autobiographical story, The B ad Life (La m auvaise vie; R obert Laffont, 2005), he
describes hom osexual prostitution in Thailand. ɆTr.

[31]  Frçdçric B eigbeder, Lire, N ovem ber 2009, ɊC oncerning Paedophilia in Literatureɋ.



CH A PTER 7

Ineradicable Prostitution
N o society, no ideology, no religion has ever succeeded in eradicating
prostitution. D espite m ost of them  having considered it a sham eful
activity, there hasnɋt even been the intention of doing so. Prostitution
w as alw ays tolerated and occasionally organised by even the m ost
puritanical societies, by those w ith the greatest (albeit som ew hat
hypocritical) concern for Ɋgood m oralsɋ. From  bordellos overseen by
the State (authorised until 1946) to quasi-official m ilitary bordellos,
prostitution has alw ays prevailed as an ineradicable social fact and an
extraordinary collective need. Intentions to Ɋsuppress prostitutionɋ is
just as utopian and stupid as the attem pts to prohibit alcohol in the
U nited States im  the 1920s.

O n the other hand, prostitution is not a w ell-defined Ɋprofessionɋ but
an activity w ith vague boundaries. It predom inantly involves w om en,
though m en are also found. Prostitution is the sale of sexual favours for
m oney, of course, but also for all kinds of advantages. It can be
acknow ledged, unacknow ledged, explicit, im plicit, direct, or devious.

The reason for the perennialism  of prostitution is sim ple. A m ong
both sexes, though prim arily am ong m en, the purely physiological need
to have sexual relations is distinct from  Ɋloveɋ. A need for raw  sex
prevails, in particular am ong bachelors as w ell as partners w ho are no
longer attracted to each other (a large proportion past a certain age).
This type of sex differs from  the affectionate sex typical am ong
couples in love.

Prostitution also teaches us that sex is a m arket like any other, and
that the hum an body is (also) a product. It can take all form s:



professional and institutional, illegal or dissim ulated, sordid or
w orldly, brutal or delicate. The m oral condem nation of prostitution
poses a problem . In general, very few  people (and this is fortunate)
condem n prostitutes (either fem ale or m ale). B ut everyone agrees in
thinking that prostitution per se is an evil, a scourge. This is the thesis
that I w ould contest. O n the contrary, I m aintain that p r o stitu tio n  is a
n e c e ssa r y  so c ia l a c tiv ity , but that it should be regulated like any other
profession.

Prostitution and Polytheistic C ults
In Egyptian or G reco-R om an antiquity, fem ale prostitution w as
authorised and did not pose a problem , because sexuality w as
som ething quite separate from  m arriage. This is still the case in the
Buddhist or H indu pagan civilisations of A sia. W ith the arrival of
C hristianity en m asse in Europe in the M iddle A ges, things greatly
changed. Eros, along w ith the figure of the prostitute, becam e
som ething diabolical.

M any pagan civilisations have know n Ɋsacred prostitutionɋ, insofar
as sex for pleasure has in turn been considered sham eful or sacred, like
all that concerns Eros. A ssyrian law  (table A 40) distinguishes profane
from  sacred prostitutes, the latter perhaps incarnating a kind of fertility
cult and being at the sam e tim e priestesses of a tem ple and officiants of
an erotic and orgiastic liturgy such as one m ight finds in G reece in
connection w ith the Eleusinian m ysteries. Sexual cerem onies (w here
one finds both eroticism  and m ysticism , and w here the orgasm  is
purified by the pow er given to it to accede to the divine) are norm al in
European and A sian pagan religions.

It w as only w ith m onotheism  that Eros w as banned from  the sacred
sphere as a sham eful and obscure force ɇ  w hich is paradoxical since
the orgasm  is, after all, a divine creation.[1] The Bible, m oreover,
alludes to the practices of religious and sacred prostitution am ong the



peoples w ho surrounded the H ebrew s (characterising them  as
Ɋabom inationsɋ). Sacred prostitutes exchanged their bodies for
offerings to the divinity w hose guardians they w ere, and w hose
protection they guaranteed to their Ɋcustom erɋ. This practice w as
clearly a norm al part of the social order.

In India, the devadasi (servants of the divinity) engaged in erotico-
m ystical dances and refined sexual relations (that is, different from
conjugal relations) to serve the desires of the B rahm ans and the
faithful. Chastity, in this case, is not considered either a duty or a
positive value. B ut no sexual disorder reigns; it is just as sham eful to
have sexual relations w ith w om en of oneɋs ow n caste, oneɋs w ifeɋs
friends, or oneɋs relatives (for these disturb the social order) as it is
norm al to have relations w ith sacred or profane prostitutes in broad
daylight. O don Vallet w rites: Ɋthe am biguity of our Ɏm assage parloursɏ
w as once found in our Ɏprayer room sɏɋ.[2]

In Tantra, the paths of ecstasy pass through sexual consum m ation,
designated by the term  Ɋseventh heavenɋ, that is, the capacity (through
erotic apprenticeship and initiation) for experiencing very intense
orgasm s w ith a slow  and gradual rise in intensity supposed to lead the
adept to penetrate the spirit of the cosm os.

Explosion and Polym orphism  of Prostitution
In Paris, betw een 20 and 30 percent of prostitutes w ho m ake their
presence felt in public places (on the street and in various
establishm ents) are m ale transvestites. Their custom ers are by no
m eans established hom osexuals. C ertain hom osexuals conclude from
this that all m en are virtually hom osexual, though this is a little hasty.
Sociologists have a possibly m ore pertinent explanation: these
chem ically fem inised m en w ith fem ale breasts and a m ale penis
aw aken a sort of androgynous fantasy in their custom ers. M oreover, a



w hole branch of the X -rated m ovie industry is devoted to escapades
w ith androgyns and transsexuals, usually w ith a fem ale bust and a m ale
penis.

In the hope of getting a job, m any w om en (especially in the
audiovisual m edia, as w ell as in com m unication and advertising) are
obliged to have sexual relations w ith their em ployers. This is, in
essence, blackm ail. In reality, prostitution features in all societies,
w hether overtly or covertly. The reason is that the sex drive is,
alongside lucre, the principal m otor for m otivating ordinary people.

M asked prostitution is also very m uch a reality. A  pretty young
w om an looking for a job w ill find herself in less favourable a position
than an ugly w om an looking for the sam e job, for she w ill be subject to
a classic case of sexual blackm ail. If she w ants to get the job, she w ill
often be forced to go to bed w ith the m an w ho is hiring. This sort of
practice is becom ing increasingly com m on now adays. A  pretty girl
looking for a job w ill thus frequently be forced to indirectly prostitute
herself.

A  num ber of sim ilar form s of Ɋsexual exchangeɋ are passing
unnoticed but becom ing m ore com m on in the shadow s of the social
fabric: a desirable w om an w ill get free services or discounts if she
grants sexual favours to providers or salesm en. Sim ilarly, the
prostitution of young m en (classic gigolos) paid by older and usually
unm arried w om en has becom e an expanding m arket. The new  nam e for
them  is Ɋescort boysɋ. C ustom ers seek not only sexual excitem ent but
the flattering pleasure of being seen w ith handsom e young m en. M ore
pow er to them .[3]

* * *

It is difficult to find the boundary betw een prostitution and a w om an
Ɋusing her charm ɋ. A ll sorts of nuanced distinctions exist: sex slavery
(not applicable in 99 percent of cases) controlled by crim inal netw orks,



professional streetw alkers, the occasional prostitute (w ho com es from
all social backgrounds and is not necessarily needy but seeks to
increase her incom e), the traditional call girl,[4] and finally a w hole
spectrum  of unacknow ledged prostitution w hich greatly steps over the
bounds of professional prostitution. The O C RTEH  (O ffice central pour
la rçpression de traite des ètres hum ain [Central O ffice for the
A bolition of H um an Trafficking ɆTr.]) estim ates that regular adult
prostitution in France involves 18,000 persons. But this figure m ay
have to be m ultiplied by ten or m ore if one counts part-tim e
prostitution.

The Internet (and the M initel before it[5]) has, of course, led to an
explosion in all form s of prostitution, especially private and occasional
prostitution, w hich is very difficult to estim ate. M any w om en w ho
engage in such behaviour do not adm it to them selves that they are
prostitutes. They engage in paid encounters and have no feeling that
they are prostituting them selves. So w hat characterises the present
situation is the effacem ent of any clear notion of Ɋprostitutionɋ
according to the classic standard.

* * *

S tu d e n t p r o stitu tio n  is expanding quickly.[6] In 2006, the French
student union (SU D ) put forw ard the enorm ous estim ate that 40,000
students (of both sexes) w ere prostituting them selves in order to pay
for their studies and add to their low  incom e. This figure should be
handled w ith care, and the O C RTEH  contests it, though it does not
contest the explosion in the num ber of students w ho prostitute
them selves on part-tim e and private, individual basis. The phenom enon
is caused by the increasingly unstable nature of student life (20,000
students w ere proclaim ed to be Ɋin a condition of serious and lasting
povertyɋ in 2006, according to the O bservatoire de la vie çtudiante[7]),
but certainly also by a rapid breakdow n of taboos surrounding sex.
These num bers m ay also be som ew hat skew ed by im m igrants w ho



arrive in France under the pretext of enrolling at French universities ɇ
and w ho are thereby listed as students ɇ  but w ho are in fact
professional prostitutes.

H ow ever that m ay be, occasional prostitution on the part of students
(as am ong young w om en w ho are not students but w ho are trying to
balance their m onthly budget) can be expected to have grow n greatly
since the innovation of em ail, and, according to Eva Clouet,[8] due to
three principal m otivating factors: 1) prostitution provides a w ay out of
a precarious financial situation, helps in paying bills and adds to oneɋs
pocket m oney. The financial gain involved (ɡ200 per hour on average)
allow s one to rise above the level of a w elfare paym ent of ɡ500 per
m onth to an incom e of ɡ1,500 if one averages six encounters per m onth
ɇ  m uch m ore profitable than babysitting. C ustom ers are also m ore
reliable, w ith a handful of Ɋsubscribersɋ being enough to ensure this
level of incom e. This category includes m ost occasional student
prostitutes. 2) O ther students w ant to throw  off fetters. A ccording to a
study by M etro (15 January 2008), Ɋthey com e from  a traditional social
m ilieu, generally privileged and often Catholic. Their sexuality has
been bridled by a restrictive m orality. They prostitute them selves not
so m uch for the m oney as to experience forbidden pleasure.ɋ 3) There
are also persons w ho have been disappointed in love, disappointed by
vapid rom antic relationships. They are libertines looking not for love
but for adventure and pleasure. These girls know  w hat they are doing,
but prefer to be paid than to offer their bodies for free.

This last case m ay appear surprising, but one m ust be aw are that,
psychologically, a young w om an looking for passing lovers in order to
experience sensations does not w ant to m ake love w ithout som ething in
return. Paradoxically, in order not to be considered an ordinary slut by
m en, they prefer to take paym ent (that is the Ɋreturnɋ), because in their
eyes, this transform s the sex act from  subm ission into an egalitarian
exchange. It does not bother her to be treated as a Ɋw horeɋ. W ho w ould



dare reproach such a girl?

A good portion of the potential custom ers of these call girls consist
of m ature m en in easy circum stances w ithout m uch chance of finding a
young m istress, nor do they have the abilities to invest in the type of
seduction that they had at age tw enty or thirty. M oreover, in m ost cases
a m ature m an know s that in order to have an intim ate relation w ith an
attractive young w om an, he m ust provide m aterial benefits or
advantages of som e kind in exchange, in one form  or another.

It is inevitable that w ith the large increase in the num ber of
bachelors (five m illion w om en w ere living alone in France in 2007) ɇ
a consequence of the shipw recking of the fam ily unit ɇ  the m odel of
the kept w om an is becom ing increasingly current. These kept young
w om en m ay have, and m ost often do have, several Ɋprotector-loversɋ
w ho do not know  of one anotherɋs existence and w ho are renew ed
regularly.

Prostitution, w hether occasional, part-tim e, or full-tim e
professional also provides us w ith inform ation about the sexual
deviances of our contem poraries, w hich can seem  rather disquieting
and signify a collective sexual disturbance, especially am ong m en.
C onsider the w ebsites or publications (legal for the m om ent) devoted to
advertising prostitutes.[9] W hat they reveal is that about 35 percent of
offers (for an affluent m ale clientele) involve relations w ith
transvestites or transsexuals, and encounters of the passive
sadom asochistic variety. This is w hat inform s us of the libidinal
decrepitude of European m en today.[10]

O n the Internet, disguised prostitution has entered into the m arket
via various services: m eetings, tem p jobs, casting, dom estic w ork, and
so on. Som e m ay say, of course, that by prostituting them selves, m any
penniless young w om en and girls have im proved their position. This is
true, but, as the above-m entioned Laura D . reveals: Ɋw hen you have



prostituted yourself once, you get a financial boost. B ut this creates an
addiction to m oney, especially w hen you are m aking ɡ200 an hour.
H aving m ore m oney changes your life, but it also disrupts m y fem inine
constitution.ɋ The biggest draw back, she explains, is that m any
custom ers behave like pigs and dem and a kind of Ɋrem unerated rapeɋ,
leading to feelings of being dom inated and hum iliated.

Such is the dram a of those w ho w ork as part-tim e prostitutes out of
necessity, w ho hate and despise w hat they have to do w hile others are
entirely satisfied.

B arter Prostitution
W e m ust not draw  a veil across our eyes: there also exist disguised and
not directly com m ercial form s of prostitution (both fem ale and m ale,
of course) that m ight be called barter prostitution. The body is an
econom ic com m odity like any other, subject to the rules of the m arket.
C om m erce involving the body, involving sex, are a part of w hat M ichel
M affesoli (and m any others before him ) has called the unspoken in
society and hum an relations, w hich no State can ever control.

Barter prostitution is characterised by the absence of direct
m onetary paym ent. In exchange for sexual favours, one benefits from
varying types of services. The advantage of barter prostitution is that
the w om an (this applies to the m an only rarely) w ho practices it does
not have the feeling of prostituting herself, since there is no Ɋpaym entɋ
explicitly agreed upon in advance.

A part from  the quasi-obligatory sexual relations w hich are often the
price of even a m odest career in the audiovisual m edia w orld or in
show  business, this sort of low -key blackm ail exists even w here one
m ight least expect it. A n attractive w om an, for exam ple, w ill be given
hints that she m ay receive free or discounted professional services in
exchange for sexual favours. From  plum ber to dentist, including the



doctor, auto m echanic, policem an, and departm ent m anager, discreet
sexual relations m ake everything easier. O f course, w om en know  all
about these practices, and m ay either initiate such exchanges
them selves or agree to them  w ith extrem e reluctance, but alw ays
fatalistically or cynically, never w ith pleasure.

A n attractive w om an w ho is not very rich and w ho is short of funds
is especially likely to find herself the victim  of this sort of blackm ail. It
is very difficult for her to resist. In the A m erican style, attem pts have
been m ade in businesses and adm inistration to im plant rules against
Ɋsexual harassm entɋ. H ow ever, such cases are generally im possible to
prove, and punishm ent w ould result in lost labour. The politicians w ho
propose such rules often practice sexual blackm ail them selves on their
ow n fem ale cow orkers. Barter prostitution belongs to the subm erged
part of the social iceberg.

* * *

ɊO ne m ust undress for successɋ is a w ell-know n refrain w hich turns out
to be largely true. Prostitution for the sake of w orldly or professional
success is rather w idespread (am ong both sexes, but m ainly am ong
w om en) but, of course, it never speaks its nam e. It is a hidden but w ell-
know n phenom enon that form s part of the m uddy m iddle-ground of
w hat is Ɋknow n but unsaidɋ. C lum sily designed law s against sexual
harassm ent have never been able to get the slightest grip on it.
M oreover, it w ould be incorrect to think this is som ething new  in
history or to believe in the om nipotence of the law ,[11] although this
form  of prostitution is clearly grow ing.

Professional and w orldly prostitution obeys subtle law s; it affects
all social classes, and w om en are, of course, its m ain victim s (or
objects, if you prefer), especially w om en w ith beauty or natural charm .
The general rule goes som ething like this: Ɋif you accept sexual offers
from  a person w ho has decision-m aking pow er in relation to you, or



w ho is hierarchically superior, you have a good chance of reaching your
objective; otherw ise, you have no such chance.ɋ Physically attractive
w om en are, of course, the preferred prey in such blackm ail.
Paradoxically, unattractive w om en are lucky enough to escape it.
M oreover, during econom ic crises the pressure upon attractive w om en
becom es even heavier, w hich puts them  at a disadvantage and drives
them  tow ard prostitution, though it entices the perpetrators of this
sexual blackm ail to com e out of the w oods.

Econom ic prostitution occurs not only in relation to em ploym ent,
but also prom otion, raises in salary, assignm ents, protection from
dism issal, and so on.[12] A pretty or even m oderately desirable w om an
w ho w ants to find a job has m uch better chances if she Ɋputs outɋ than if
she doesnɋt. O f course, the term s of blackm ail are never clearly stated.
The m an w ho has the pow er (or w ho can persuade her that he has the
pow er) to hire gives his victim  to understand, w ithout directly stating,
w hat he expects from  her. A dinner invitation, to have a drink at an
intim ate bar, to spend the w eekend together, bouquets, and such things
are so m any signals to the w om en to give her to understand w hat she
m ust do. If she does not understand and does not give w ay to such
discreet advances, the protector becom es m ore distant. If she persists in
refusing the im plied offer, he drops her. This form  of sexual
harassm ent is obviously invisible and im possible to prove.

C ertain m en benefit, especially in tim es of high unem ploym ent,
from  w om enɋs m isunderstanding, leading them  to believe they can find
a position for them  in exchange for sexual favours. O ften they lie about
their pow er and sleep w ith the w om an w ithout keeping their prom ises
of em ploym ent or prom otion.[13] A n attractive young w om an looking
for an adm inistrative position told m e that in over half of her
applications m en had m ade her such offers, very discreet at first, but
gradually m ore overt. W hen she m ade it clear to them  that their efforts
w ould lead them  now here, the m en im m ediately dropped her. This is



one reason w hy, in hiring departm ents, fem ale candidates for jobs are
dealt w ith by other w om en, for the problem  of professional prostitution
is w ell-know n.

The professions m ost affected by prostitution are those of the
audiovisual w orld, com m unications, and advertising, though it is
prevalent am ong all professions, and the m ore financial difficulty a
w om an is in and the low er she is in the hierarchy, the m ore she w ill be
solicited. In show  business, including film  and television, a large
fraction of the w om en w ho have succeeded have done so because they
prostituted them selves. I can say w ithout fear of erring ɇ  because I am
very fam iliar w ith this scene ɇ  that of the young w om en w ho succeed,
60 percent have had to prostitute them selves; another large proportion
ow e their careers to nepotism . In television and film , as w ell as in
popular song, successes due only to talent and objective selection are
very m uch in the m inority.[14] This is above all the case in the
professions of acting and tele-hosting, of course, w hich require neither
specialised attainm ents nor certificates, and are w ithin the capacity of
m ost people. W ith the grow ing pow er of hom osexuality, the sam e issue
relates also to m en, w hich m ay explain the high proportion of
hom osexuals in show  business and television.

* * *

W orldly prostitution is of another nature. It is not a m atter of obtaining
em ploym ent or a professional advantage, but of opportunism , of trying
to accede to a certain position in the w orld, of entering the jet set. To
becom e the m istress of a V IP, even the occasional m istress, w hether it
is a fam ous actor, a CEO , or a politician, m akes a fine passport of
access to the high life. Such prostitution is as old as the w orld. A n
ordinary practice at the courts of the R om an Em perors all the w ay
dow n to those of the K ings of France ɇ  indeed, quasi-institutionalised
under Louis X IV  and X V, w ithout Bossuetɋs serm ons having any effect,
and often w ith the com plicity of the cuckolded husbands ɇ  it has never



ceased to exist. To rise in the w orld, to Ɋm ake itɋ, attractive w om en of
undistinguished birth, w ithout connections, are presented w ith this fait
accom pli: they m ust sleep w ith a pow erful m an. Todayɋs politicians
w ill not be the last to practice this sort of blackm ail.

* * *

Political prostitution is akin to w orldly prostitution; the m echanism s
involved are related. A  political boss, even of m iddling rank, has a
certain aura and disposes of a certain am ount of pow er. H e usually
understands that this pow er can be translated into sexual term s. So the
tem ptation to practice blackm ail, even im plicitly, is very strong.
Political prostitution is practiced in tw o w ays: the leader uses his ow n
party as a hunting grounds, picks out certain w om en and gives them  to
understand that in order to rise w ithin the party or attain a desirable
position, they m ust Ɋput outɋ (the law s on parity have perversely
exacerbated this situation). The politician can also proceed w ith the old
technique of advantages and solicitations, especially if he has
significant Ɋpullɋ w ith the adm inistration. A ttractive w om en w ho solicit
a favour only get it if they becom e m istresses, even if only for a night.
From  Louis X IV  to the Presidents of the Republic, not forgetting Fçlix
Faure[15] w ho died from  it (in the arm s of M m e Steinheil), this practice
is a constant. In France it is not shocking, but it revolts puritanical and
hypocritical A m erica (note the Lew insky affair).

O bviously, it is difficult to im agine D e G aulle falling into such
practices. In his doctoral thesis,[16] the historian Fabrice dɋA lm eida
reveals that H itlerɋs personal staff ɇ  that is, the Chancellery office in
charge of his private and social life ɇ  received a significant num ber of
propositions from  w om en of high society and even m iddle-grade
society w ho offered their charm s to the Fúhrer. A ll the m ore in that he
w as officially a bachelor, since it w as G erm any he had m arried,
according to D e G aulleɋs form ula in his M em oirs. A lm eida says it is
unknow n w hether H itler follow ed up any of these offers, but it is very



im probable. A nother dictator, on the other hand, M ao Zedong, w as
quite untroubled over his ow n practice of Ɋfishingɋ for sex.

H ow ever that m ay be, it is certain that one of the prim ary m otives
for m en to enter into a political career is to benefit from  that sort of
prostitution ɇ  to find w om en at little cost. This rem ark does not m ean
that political leaders w ho indulge in such practices are incom petent.
Louis X IV, w ho used and abused such practices, can hardly be called an
insignificant H ead of State.

H ow ever, it is true that authority is w eakened if it seem s to
com prom ise too m uch w ith sex and pleasure. To im press people, to
prevail (as M achiavelli says), authority m ust disincarnate itself, that is,
rem ain inaccessible, m ysterious, super-hum an. But, as M achiavelli also
explains, everything is a question of appearances and not of
fundam ental realities.

R egulating Prostitution
So tw o kinds of prostitution exist: one w hich is overt and professional,
and a parallel sort that dares not speak its nam e. The first should be
legalised and strictly controlled; the second cannot be controlled and
should be ignored.

A  question: Should prostitution be condem ned? Tw o kinds of m oral
condem nation are pronounced. The first is of a Christian, Jew ish, or
M uslim  kind: venal sex is sinful by definition, as is sex for pure
pleasure. The second sort of condem nation com es from  hum anist and
fem inist perspectives: prostitution is related to a kind of slavery. In
reality, w e m ust find a m iddle position, in the A ristotelian fashion, and
say: venal sex has nothing degrading about it if it is not accom panied
by slavery and exploitation.

For w hy should a w om an (or a m an, for that m atter) not be able to
rent out her body as long as it is not m istreated? H ow  is this m ore



degrading than renting out oneɋs labour pow er? It is perfectly
understandable and norm al that a young m an w ithout a girlfriend or
experience, that an ugly m an w ithout m uch charm  and no m istress, that
a husband abandoned by his w ife should have recourse to the services
of prostitutes, or that a w om an of a certain age should have recourse to
gigolos to m ake up for w hat she is m issing. For certain persons in a
position of sexual dissatisfaction, prostitution can play a very positive
role, because it allow s them  to respond to a physiological need w hich is
as m uch a need as is the need for food. O n the other hand, there exist
w om en w ho are prostituted by force, others by preference, and still
others for lack of anything better, because it pays better than being a
superm arket cashier. H um an sexuality, let us repeat, is polym orphic.
The m ale, but also the fem ale, has need of m ultiple sexual relations,
even if they are of a m ore subtle and concealed nature. N o m orality w ill
reshape nature, and m orality cannot consider nature like a clay to be
m olded.

B ut anarchic, proteiform  prostitution obviously causes enorm ous
social problem s, like every unregulated m arket. Contrary to the drug
m arket, how ever, w hich represents a real health danger, the sexual
m arket does not represent any serious danger if a m odicum  of
precaution (against STD s and fem ale slavery) is taken.

* * *

The principal argum ent of those w ho seek to crim inalise prostitution is
that it is an e n sla v e m e n t o f w o m e n . This argum ent com es both from
neo-puritan Sw edes (w ho go so far as to forbid prostitution legally and
even prosecute custom ers as Ɋaccom plicesɋ) and from  certain fem inists.
N ow, this is obviously not true in every case. Like any other activity
(w ork in a factory, in the fields, in a craftsm anɋs studio, in dom estic
service, and so on), prostitution can occur w ith enslavem ent or w ithout
it. It is obvious that a clandestine im m igrant w om an forced at knife-
point by an A lbanian or A frican pim p is a slave. B ut a part-tim e call



girl is not; her lot is certainly m ore desirable than that of exploited
w orkers or the destitute unem ployed.

The second argum ent condem ning prostitution is that w hich is
prevalent in m oral discourse. It is said to be unw orthy and
dehum anising that a w om an should Ɋsell her bodyɋ ɇ  an argum ent
w hich, curiously, is never m ade for gigolos. But first of all, if a w om an
desires to Ɋsell her bodyɋ, this regards no one but herself. O nce cannot
substitute oneself for her free w ill. Furtherm ore, prostitutes do not
usually have the sam e sort of sexual relations w ith their custom ers as
w ith a chosen lover; all the m ore in that m any prostitutes are choosy
about their custom ers. This m oral argum ent argues from  the prem ise
that prostitutes despise them selves and are Ɋdirtyingɋ them selves, and
also that they are forced to prostitute them selves and w ould choose
otherw ise if they could. This argum ent is not acceptable on the grounds
that m any prostitutes, both professional and part-tim e, choose this
activity in com plete lucidity, and som e of them  out of a taste for it. I
am  also quite certain that m ost underground m iners have not chosen
their profession out of a taste for it.

The Sw edes, w ho have outlaw ed all prostitution by crim inalising
the custom er, legislated on the basis of the argum ent that Ɋin a
prostituted sexual relation, the w om an feels no loveɋ and that she is
therefore instrum entalised as m erchandise, dehum anised, and
oppressed. This is a typical reaction of a puritanical culture w hich
im agines that sex and love are the sam e; one w hich, incidentally,
pioneered the pornographic film  industry.

A  third, m uch m ore pertinent argum ent condem ns procuring[17]

w ithout forbidding the individual prostitute from  carrying out her
activity. This is the basis of current French law, w here the prostitute is
free to practice but any organiser, profiteer, or anyone w ho otherw ise
exploits these individuals is outside the protection of the law. This,
how ever, forgets that individual prostitution ɇ  in som e w ays exercised



as a free profession ɇ  is not alw ays possible, and im practical at the
high-end (call-girls) and that, in the case of m id-level consum ption,
procuring is both socially and econom ically necessary, both for
business reasons (attracting custom ers, vetting them , providing a place
for the transaction to take place) and because of easily understandable
security considerations. Even in connection w ith de luxe prostitution,
procuring m ay turn out to be necessary, again for reasons of security
and dealing w ith custom ers ɇ  netw orks of the ɊM m e Claudeɋ type.[18]
The procurer or procuress is not in such cases an exploiter or
slaveholder, but a service provider, w hether landlord or one w ho
organises a secure netw ork.

* * *

ɊSw ingersɋ Clubsɋ[19] are regularly closed by the police (labelled as
Ɋhotel procuringɋ) because it has been proven that prostitutes w orked
there to com plem ent the sexual offerings provided by non-prostitutes.
Such a m easure is absurd because one does not see how  these private
and discreet establishm ents harm  either public order or public health.
The few  prostitutes w ho m ay be there as auxiliaries are not m istreated
and are w ell paid. O ne m ight also ask w hether the legislators, judges,
and politicians responsible for such decisions are personally convinced
of their usefulness and w hether they them selves have never had
relations w ith prostitutes. A nother case that receives little attention
from  sociologists involves prostitution in connection w ith arm ies in the
field, discreetly arranged for by the m ilitary authorities, and w hich
reveals the im possibility of doing w ithout such prostitution. In the
French A rm y, they are called M ilitary Cam paign Brothels. Various
sources of inform ation little used by the m edia indicate that troops on
N ATO  and U N  m issions enjoy an organised system  of prostitution,
w hich is indispensable for avoiding rapes of civilians.

T h e  le g a l p r o h ib itio n  o f p r o stitu tio n  is n o t o n ly  u n r e a listic  b u t
h a s th e  p e r v e r se  e ffe c t o f in stitu tin g  w ild c a t p r o stitu tio n  w hich



usually facilitates sex slavery by pim ps. In reality, prostitution is only
to be condem ned w ith regard to this sim ple criterion: th e  a b se n c e  o f
th e  w o m a n ɋs c o n se n t, b la c k m a il, o r  in  c a se s o f o p p r e ssio n  p r a c tic e d
a g a in st h e r. In this category m ust also be included the sex slave
w orking on the streets as w ell as the w om an w ho is a victim  of sexual
harassm ent or blackm ail at a com pany. Sim ilarly, the prohibition on
procuring also am ounts to allow ing an uncontrolled form  of w ildcat
procuring to thrive. For this reason, it is m ore intelligent to support a
professionalising and regulation of prostitution, both fem ale and m ale,
in the know ledge that attem pts to forbid or even pass judgm ent on
occasional and hidden prostitution w ould be entirely in vain.

* * *

Professional prostitution m ust be controlled by the State,
institutionalised, and strictly surveyed in establishm ents w here the
prostitutes are registered and protected, as is done in Spain, G erm any,
and Belgium , although not in a transparent m anner.[20] O r as w as the
case in France before the Second W orld W ar, before the 1946 law  w as
passed on the initiative of M arthe R ichard ɇ  a form er prostitute ɇ
w hich prohibited bordellos. Sim ilarly, crim inalising and prosecuting
ɊM m e Claudesɋ w ho m anage netw orks of call-girls w ho carry out their
w ork under conditions that are safe and in no w ay degrading, and w ho
can turn dow n clients if they w ish, seem s particularly hypocritical and
stupid. The politicians w ho have concocted such law s and the
m agistrates w ho pass judgm ent in accordance w ith them  often
them selves patronise prostitutes.

T h e  r e e sta b lish m e n t o f h o u se s o f p r o stitu tio n , w ith  o v e r sig h t
a n d  r e g u la tio n  (in c lu d in g  sa n ita r y  r e g u la tio n ), g r a d e d  a c c o r d in g  to
p r ic e , w o u ld  d r y  u p  th e  m a r k e t fo r  w ild c a t p r o stitu tio n  a n d  se x
tr a ffic k in g . For the State has show n itself entirely incapable, despite
grand declarations, of com bating abusive and w ildcat prostitution, just
as it has show n itself pow erless to stop the public sale of narcotics



despite w ell-publicised and ineffective sting operations. In Paris, the
Bois de Boulogne and the grands boulevards have for decades been the
territory of transvestite and illegal im m igrant slave-prostitutes as soon
as night falls. This has not been a great concern of the police
departm ent. Politicians and bureaucrats have never w anted to dism antle
these netw orks. They prefer to concentrate on traffic violations.

* * *

The argum ents of certain prostitutes w ho have been allow ed to speak in
the m edia is very interesting: they only dispute exploitation by pim ps,
rejecting the argum ent about the com m ercialisation of their bodies and
the great m isfortune that anonym ous and Ɋlovelessɋ sex supposedly is
for them , according to the naíve analysis of fem inists and puritans.
They dem and to be allow ed to exercise their profession freely,
choosing their custom ers in the sam e w ay one w ould do in any other
free profession. They dem and the protection of the State. They deny
that their freely exercised profession cannot also be a pleasure for
them . They explain that theirs is a trade and a social service like others,
and that a certain num ber of w om en know  it is the only source of a
decent incom e for them  and that there is nothing sham eful or
Ɋalienatingɋ about the activity. They hotly denounce the com petition
from  im m igrant sex-slaves. In short, they ask for the regulation and
clear norm alisation of their occupation, w ith their desire for this being
just the sam e as that of the m erchant w ho fulfills his licensing
conditions and w ants to be protected against fly-by-nighters.

It is undeniable that these assertions by certain prostitutes clash
head-on w ith the pornographic industry. They are com peting w ith it.
The prostitutes defend the legal com m ercialisation of real sex, w hereas
the proteiform  pornographic industry sells virtual sex. H ence com es
strong pressure not to (re)establish legal prostitution.

* * *



Prostitution, w hen it w as legal and regulated, also protected traditional
couples from  adultery. R ather than involvem ents w ith com peting
Ɋm istressesɋ, the m an discreetly visited a bordello. Such prostitution
w as a good response to the C hristian error of confusing sex w ith
conjugality and believing that sexual m onogam y is possible. A  m istress
com petes w ith the w ife, a prostitute does not.

The fem inist, puritan, and Ɋhum an-rights-istɋ idea that prostitution
is alw ays Ɋalienatingɋ for w om en, w ho sees her sexuality violated and
devalued, is not exactly blindingly obvious either. A re there no Ɋhappy
hookersɋ w ho enjoy their profession? W hy should w e w ant to cram  all
w om en into the sam e m old and deny freedom  of choice to those w ho
w ish to prostitute them selves, asking only that it be done safely? A renɋt
there w om en (and m en, of course) m ore alienated than prostitutes?

Finally, as w ith pornographic actresses w ho Ɋsell their bodiesɋ under
the cam eraɋs eye (the only legal form  of virtual prostitution), cannot
prostitutes experience, outside of their professional sexual activity,
Ɋtrue loveɋ? Can they not live several lives at once, or successively
w hen they get older? C an prostitutes not have peaceable, even friendly
relations w ith their custom ers?[21]

* * *

Prostitution is part of public life. A ccording to the A ristotelian doctrine
of the golden m ean, it can neither be condem ned nor accepted w ithout
regulation. It m ust be organised according to rules and be m ade
com patible w ith the social order. This is w hy it w ould be sm art to
reestablish the fam ous private houses outlaw ed in 1946 ɇ  hospitality
establishm ents under com m unal direction, w ith various price
categories, inspection of sanitary and w ork conditions ɇ  as discreet
m eeting places. W ildcat prostitution w ould never recover.
[1]  The great difference betw een the three great form s of m onotheism  and the occidental and

oriental form s of polytheism  is that, in the case of the form er, sexuality is m ostly relegated



to the dom ain of the im pure, and only enters that of purity in the case of m arriage ɇ  and
even there is subject to various conditions. In polytheistic cults, the distinction betw een
pure and im pure cuts across all form s of sex ɇ  am ong others, sex for pleasure (sacrificial
libations) and the pleasure of spectacle and sport (gam es in honour of the divinities, the
best know n being the O lym pic G am es, tragic theatre, etc.) being closely tied to the sacred
and to religion. Y ou can im agine the shock for the pagan elites of the Em pire w hen, after
the conversion of C onstantine, the incom prehensible fact w as explained to them  that
everything w hich had to do w ith the body w as excluded from  religious rituals. Even the
Pythagoreans, the Stoics, and the N eo-Platonists w ho preached a kind of spiritual
asceticism  and detachm ent had never thought of such a thing.

[2]  In Le M onde des religions, January-February 2008.

[3]  In R enaissance Italy, Sigisbees w ere young m en attached to the service of noble w om en
w hose husbands w ere absent, often on m ilitary cam paigns. They w ere in love w ith the
w om an and served her, but officially there w ere no sexual relations. O fficially....

[4]  A  call girl is a de luxe prostitute. The term  first appeared in the 1920s in the U S w hen the
telephone becam e available to the affluent classes. C all girls no longer depended on
pim ps but w ere independent prostitutes (or part of a netw ork of prostitutes under the
um brella of an older ɊM adam eɋ), w hich overcam e the need for street solicitation. Today in
France, the netw ork of professional or part-tim e call girls accessible by telephone is fairly
extensive and depends less upon particular types of nightclubs and increasingly upon
specialised review s, but especially upon the Internet and w ord of m outh. The num ber can
be estim ated at betw een five and ten thousand w om en. The price never goes below  ɡ200
for an encounter and can rise to ɡ10,000 per w eekend for elite prostitutes accustom ed to a
w ealthy international clientele. In France, certain com panies provide call girls to Ɋbig
shotɋ visiting custom ers. It is the com m on practice around the w orld (except in the U nited
States) for visiting heads of state or foreign m inisters to receive such w elcom ing gifts. A s
for B erlusconian soirçes w ith call girls, their only inconvenience is their lack of
discretion, but sim ilar events are organised in France, including by the respectable (and
rich) labour unions.

[5]  The M initel w as a service introduced in France in the 1980s that operated through phone
lines; users could send and receive m essages and m ake purchases. It ceased operation in
2012. ɆTr.

[6]  See the testim ony of a student prostitute: M es chæres çtudes: Etudiante, 19 ans, job
alim entaire : prostituçe, by Laura D . (M ax M ilo, 2008).

[7]  A  governm ent-sponsored research organ established in 1989 w hich publishes statistical
inform ation on French student life. ɆTr.

[8]  Eva C louet, La prostitution çtudiante Þ lɋheure des nouvelles technologie de
com m unication (M ax M ilo, 2008).



[9]  Let us m ention the striking case of the m onthly classified publication La vie parisienne,
an institution since the 1950s. 40 percent of the ads involve couples interested in m ate-
sw apping or Ɋm en seeking xɋ, but 60 percent com e from  prostitutes w ho publish photos
of them selves w earing not very m uch, w ith a description of the services on offer and a
m eans of contact. The publisher has never been prosecuted for pim ping ɇ  so m uch the
better, in any case. N B : about 15 percent of the offers concern transsexuals or
transvestites.

    B efore the Internet or M initel appeared, about 10 percent of personal ads published cam e
from  prostitutes, m ostly in Le N ouvel O bservateur and free local publications. The
M initelɋs Ɋpinkɋ m essage services, especially A line, contained 50 percent advertisem ents
for prostitutes (the code by w hich they could be recognised w as Ɋcourteous m an
sought...ɋ). The Internet has picked up w here the M initel left off, but w ith the
inconvenience that it is not anonym ous, and that its Ɋchatɋ feature operates m uch m ore
slow ly than that of the M initel (contrary to a w idespread notion, the latter, despite its
prim itiveness, allow ed for faster live chatting and m essaging and easier access to
m essages ɇ  but it is true that it w as m uch m ore expensive than the Internet).

    N evertheless, the Internet today assures custom ers for thousands of independent
prostitutes. They are usually received at hom e or in specially equipped studios. There is
classic heterosexual prostitution ɇ  w ith one or several providers ɇ  but a notable
proportion of these specialised Ɋroom sɋ offer m en various perverted experiences,
including sadom asochism , bondage, urination, etc. A m using. The principle risk involved
in such transactions is obviously fiscal, but this can be avoided if one has a w ealthy
clientele. This type of prostitution constitutes a serious form  of com petition for night
clubs, m assage parlours, and sw ingerɋs clubs.

[10]  Let us recall that a transvestite is a m an w ith a norm al penis but w ho, through horm onal
and surgical treatm ent, has acquired breasts and greatly reduced his am ount of body hair
(a Ɋw om an w ith a penisɋ), w hile a transsexual is a transvestite w ho has also undergone a
painful operation to rem ove his m ale sex organ and create an ersatz vulva and vagina.
M en w ho m ake these decisions are m otivated not only by a psychopathological tendency
(w anting to becom e a w om an) exacerbating their hom osexuality, but also by the certainty
of finding em ploym ent as prostitutes and/or in the X -rated industry.

[11]  O ur age practices legislative inflation, w hich is a form  of im potence. Too m any law s kill
the Law , just as too m any taxes kill Taxation.

[12]  In late A ugust of 2011, a prelim inary inquiry w as opened in Paris at the A utonom ous
O perator of Parisian Transports on a sex scandal involving a form er trade union official.
This official used his authority to abuse w om en w ho w anted to rise through the ranks in
the transportation adm inistration. Sex soirçes w ere said to have been organised at the
Paris trade union local.

[13]  There are surprising cases such as the follow ing: the fem ale m anager of a young
advertising firm  w ho had obtained a copy of the budget of a m ajor C A C  40 firm  received



hints from  a lesbian m anager at the firm  in question that she w ould only be allow ed to
keep said budget by sleeping w ith her. [The C A C  40 is a benchm ark French stock m arket
index. ɆTr.]

[14]  This sexualisation of recruitm ent and prom otion in the audiovisual and entertainm ent
industries, allied w ith nepotism  and patronage, and strongly m arked in France, is one
reason for the m ediocrity of our actors and stars of the sm all screen, m ost of w hom  are
not selected on the basis of com petence. It w as not so in earlier generations.

[15]  President of France betw een 1895Ɇ1899.

[16]  Fabrice dɋA lm eida, La vie m ondaine sous le nazism e (Tem pus Perrin, 2008).

[17]  Proxçnçtism e, w hich includes everything covered by the English term s procuring,
pim ping, and sex trafficking. ɆTr.

[18]  Fernande G rudet, com m only know n as ɊM m e C laudeɋ, operated a prostitution netw ork in
France during the 1960s and 70s w hich catered to politicians, organised crim e bosses and
police officials. ɆTr.

[19]  R estaurants, bars, or discotheques that only adm it adult couples and are equipped w ith
backroom s intended for sexual encounters. The fam ous D eux plus deux in the
M ontparnasse neighbourhood w as closed by the police for several m onths in 2010 for
having brought in prostitutes to im prove their offerings.

[20]  The city of B onn (G erm any) decided to im pose the use of tim e clocks by prostitutes in
order to raise ɡ6 per hour for the state budget. In Spain, hotels that legally house
prostitutes are com m on close to the French border; the clientele consists of French
truckers and border hoppers. In G erm any, B elgium , and Luxem bourg, legal
establishm ents (Eros C entres) offer prostitutes. In R ussia, quality hotels offer ɇ  either
through their bars or rotating kiosks ɇ  calling cards w ith photographs and telephone
num bers of high-end prostitutes charging an average of $100.

[21]  M ost pornographic actresses prostitute them selves occasionally on a case-by-case basis.
The tw o professions are related. W e should also note that a num ber of pornographic
actresses and prostitutes have a Ɋcom panionɋ. They are not fooling them selves in
exercising their profession. Their professional sexuality is m entally divorced from  their
private sexuality and does not follow  the sam e pattern. N otably, ɊFrench-kissingɋ does not
occur in professional sex.



CH A PTER 8

Sex and O rigin
A ccording to both the dom inant ideology and com m on opinion, all the
peoples of the w orld have the sam e sexuality, the sam e libidinal,
m aternal, fam ilial, and conjugal behaviour. The differences are only to
be explained by different historical epochs, cultures, socio-econom ic
variables, and individual peculiarities. But, as in all other areas of
hum an behaviour, these variations can also be explained by
anthropologic and genetic factors. It is easy to forget that cultures and
religions are also the product of collective heredity.

It is im agined, from  a certain Eurocentric point of view  (that
curiously considers itself Ɋanti-racistɋ) that all peoples, ethnic groups,
and races experience the sam e feelings and have the sam e m ental
dispositions in the m atter of sex, love, conjugality, and eroticism  as
those of European civilisation.[1]

N othing could be m ore illusory. G reat efforts are m ade, for
exam ple, to attribute specifically European patterns of behaviour to
A fricans. The sam e goes for m atters of sex (in a broad sense) along
w ith all other m ental dispositions or faculties. G enetic program m ing is
not the sam e from  one hereditary group to another. The ideas of fam ily,
love, and sexual pleasure are variables, not constants.

For exam ple, the characterological distinction betw een m an and
w om an is not identical from  one population to another even if there
exists, in hum anity as a w hole, an overall fem inine psychology that
diverges from  m asculine psychology.

Even if official ideology tries to obscure and forbid population-



genetic anthropology (especially in Europe), statistical sociological
observation of collective behaviour allow s us to confirm  w hat is
already obvious: in all dom ains, and particularly in those of sexual,
m arital, m aternal, and paternal behaviour, collective heredity
penetrates deep into the dom ain of Ɋcultureɋ. The U nited States and
Brazil offer vivid exam ples: despite a com m on cultural m old that has
already been in place for ten generations, the behaviour of B lacks
diverges profoundly from  that of W hites.

Since France has becom e a m ulti-ethnic country (to its benefit
according to som e, but m ore probably to its harm ), it now  offers a good
laboratory for m aking such sim ilar observations.

The Pressure for ɊM ixedɋ C ouples and U nions
The ideological onslaught for race-m ixing by W hites (in fact, m ainly
by W hite w om en) and m ixed m arriages is im pressive, and constitutes
the central proof of surging ethnom asochism . Show ing hostility or even
suspicion tow ard the union of a European w om an and a non-European
m an gets one censored, condem ned, and placed in the index, alongside
all the other cases, of the crim inal sin of racism .[2]

ɊD om ino couplesɋ, as they are called, prevail as m odels for
advertising, film s, television series, and ideological speeches. Large
W hite fam ilies produced by m onogam ous couples are som etim es
ridiculed and im plicitly condem ned, as if this w ere oppressing the
w om an w ho had been transform ed into a broody hen, w hile people rave
ecstatically over large B lack fam ilies.

For a B lack person to say that he doesnɋt like W hites (as did K çm i
Sçba[3] of Tribe K A ), for him  to say he prefers m en of the sam e origin
as him self ɇ  this is not subject to criticism . But if a W hite w om an
dares to say she w ould never sleep w ith a Black m an, she is com m itting
an infraction that is severely punished. M m e N ovovitch, U M P



candidate for N anterre, naívely rem arked in A ugust of 2007: ɊI donɋt
run any risk of being unfaithful to m y husband. N othing but B lacks and
A rabs here. I donɋt sleep w ith them .ɋ She w as instantly throw n out of
the party. K çm i Sçba, although opposed in principle to m ixed
m arriages in order to preserve his A frican identity, dem anded a trial
and revocation of citizenship for the lady in question![4]

It is often reported, in the sam e vein, that very often European girls
w ho refuse to Ɋgo outɋ w ith a Black A frican or N orth A frican are
victim s of r a c ism  b la c k m a il. ɊIf you donɋt w ant m e, itɋs because
youɋre racist.ɋ They often give w ay under the threat of this baton, this
accusation of capital sin ɇ  proof that they are brainless.[5]

A s w ith adoptions of third w orld children, it is sh o w  b u sin e ss th a t
se ts th e  to n e  fo r  th e  m a tte r  o f m ix e d  c o u p le s, especially in the case
w hereby the w om an is W hite. C elebrity journalism , w hich has entirely
acquiesced to the dom inant ideology, never stops highlighting all the
attractive fem ale stars ɇ  especially blondes ɇ  w ho m arry B lacks or
m ulattos, or w ho adopt non-European children. M edia success is
guaranteed even if the relationships in question quickly flounder, like
that of the Slovak fashion m odel, A driana, w ho m arried the M elanesian
football player, K arem beu. The W hite w om an w ith the B lack or A rab
boyfriend: such is the Ɋitɋ m odel prom oted by the celebrity system  and
its m edia transm itters for the education of the com m on people, w ho are
supposed to im itate their idols. A dvertising im agery and celebrity
journalism  are pow erful agents prom oting m iscegenation, m uch as are
film s and television.

Recall the U nited C olors of B enetton advertisem ents, w hich that
Italian clothes brand developed into w hat is direct propaganda in favour
of the m ultiracial society.[6] In Poland recently, an advertising placard
for Ericsson m obile phones show ed a m ixed couple (W hite w om an,
B lack m an). N ow , in Poland, an A frican custom er base practically
doesnɋt exist (at least for the m om ent), so this is m uch less of an



innocent advertisem ent than it is an ideological and political stand. A
television advertisem ent for w ashing pow der in Italy presented the
follow ing scenario: a young w om an throw s her husband, a som ew hat
effem inate W hite m an w hose advances she rejects, into the w ashing
m achine; at the end of the w ashing cycle, a virile and athletic Black
m an hops out of the m achine and she jum ps into his arm s.

The w hole apparatus of show  business, w hich is the loudspeaker of
political correctness, has as its m ission of spreading the official
m essage of anti-racist m orality and the im perative of race-m ixing ɇ  or
at the very least the preference for race-m ixing ɇ  w hether am ong
couples or in the adoption of children. A n Ɋartistɋ w ho rebelled against
this ukaz w ould see his career com prom ised. I w ill deal later w ith the
question of the sanctification of m iscegenation.

* * *

The desire to integrate A fricans, A rab M uslim s, and so m any other
peoples of the third w orld w ho are converging upon Europe, into the
m atrim onial, fam ily, and sexual schem as of Europeans sm acks of
utopianism  and ignorance. It m eans im agining, in accordance w ith a
universalistic reverie, that all hum ans essentially behave in the sam e
sexual and reproductive m anner.

C ertain populations are deeply atavistic and alw ays preserve their
psychological structures and dispositions: the concept of w om en as
inferior; dom inant and non-erotic sex w hich know s only the briefness
of the m ale orgasm ; rejection of m onogam y; ignorance of any idea of
conjugal tenderness (other than as a tem porary varnish); the
im possibility of com prehending the very idea of the rom antic and long-
lasting couple. Exceptions exist, of course, by they do not invalidate the
rule.

This is w hy m ixed couples do not w ork. N ative European w om en
w ho try to start a fam ily w ith certain types of foreigners encounter



failure and terrible disappointm ent. Very often they are m istreated,
beaten, betrayed, and abandoned left w ith m ixed-race children on their
hands. O ften, a m ale child is taken by the father to the country of his
origin. The w om en, having heard of the fantastical reputation that their
m acho spouses have for sexual perform ance, are disappointed, finding
that their partners are distinguished m uch less for sexual prow ess than
for suspicion and ferocious jealousy. A ll these characteristics resurface
once the honeym oon period has passed, as soon as the W estern varnish
begins to crack, and one begins to catch glim pses of their hereditary
behaviour. It is very difficult, for exam ple, for a sub-Saharan A frican to
adapt to the European m odel w hen it com es to rom antic relationships,
since his ancestral conception of the fam ily is in fact the com m unity or
tribe. O ne does not suppress thousands of years of evolution w ith the
stroke of a pen.

Trying to im pose the European m odel of the rom antic couple on
A fricans is an exercise in futility. In the U nited States, principally
B lack m en abandon their children and fam ilies, even w hen their
partners are B lack w om en. This proves that anthropological heredity is
stronger than cultural im pregnation.

* * *

In sociological and everyday reality, one can note the follow ing facts:
1) that interracial couples com prised of a W hite m an and non-European
w om an are m ore durable and tranquil than couples in w hich the
com position is reversed; 2) interracial couples com prised of a
European w om an and a Far-Eastern m an function reasonable w ell; 3)
interracial couples com prised of a European w om an and a Black or
A rab-M uslim  m an are very often short-lived, characterised by violence,
repeated adultery, abandonm ent, and child abduction. Ideologues and
censors have definitively broken w ith on-the-ground sociology (in
favour of library, television, and m agazine sociology) since ethnic
statistics and behavioural studies are never unveiled and officially



forbidden.

* * *

A nother point of interest is that in all the countries of sub-Saharan
A frica, B lack w om en do nothing but dream  of m arrying a W hite m an
ɇ  not only in order to go and live in Europe, but because the W hite
m an represents for them  the superior m an. H e is reputed to be rich and
attentive, contrary to their fellow  B lack m en, w hom  they consider
unfaithful, brutal, and not very hard-w orking. M oreover, to have
m ixed-blood children w ho have lighter skin w orks in their favour w hen
it com es to social prom otion.[7] In A frican fam ilies, to have a W hite
son-in-law  is a great status-m arker ɇ  even H eads of State often m arry
European w om en. This situation reproduces that of colonial A frica; the
m entality has not changed. O n Internet dating sites, the num ber of
A frican w om en hoping to m eet a W hite m an is substantial, and the
num ber of B lack m en w ho seek a W hite girlfriend is even m ore
im pressive. In both B lack and N orth A frica, the Internet sw arm s w ith
offers to date European w om en, w ho are attractive in three w ays: 1)
they are status sym bols, for the W hite race is, m ore or less consciously,
reputed superior; 2) they are m ore sexually attractive to these m en; and
3) taking a W hite w ife is a sort of revenge against the W hite m an ɇ  a
challenge, a revolt against past dom ination and racial contem pt. It is
the m ost schizophrenic attitude im aginable.

There are striking contrasts and parallels betw een the behaviour of
B lack or A rab w om en in A frica and even in im m igrant com m unities in
Europe w ho look for W hite m en, and those European w om en w ho, out
of snobbery, or a desire to be provocative, or from  a sexual fantasy, or
as a reaction to the devirilisation of European m en (an unfortunate
reality), or from  a desire to conform  to the anti-racist pattern, take
A frican or A rab lovers or husbands for better or ɇ  m ore often ɇ  for
w orse.[8]



* * *

T h e  m ix e d -r a c e  c o u p le  (and their m ixed-race children) function in our
society as a m o d e l o f fu sio n  for the naíve dom inant egalitarian, anti-
racist ideology descended from  secularised Christianity. Itɋs still the
sam e old vision of the unity of hum anity, the utopian aim  of universal
pacifism . M ixed-race couples and babies w arm  the cockles of peopleɋs
hearts. For them , they sym bolise the Ɋend of hatred and racism ɋ.

O n the contrary, anthropologists rem ark that m ixed-race people (the
product of crossings betw een the great races of m ankind, of course; not
the product of m ixture w ithin the sam e larger race) tend to have
unstable and violent personalities w ithout any real ethnic identity of
feelings of belonging.

* * *

C orresponding to the increase in m ixed-race couples, w e notice th e
fa sh io n  fo r  a d o p tin g  c h ild r e n  o f c o lo u r  from  the third w orld by
W estern couples in Europe and the U nited States, w hich for som e tim e
now  has been strongly encouraged by the dom inant ideology. It form s a
kind of com plem ent to the m ixed-race couples producing m ixed-race
children. A W hite couple, instead of having children, or in addition to
the children they already have, adopt one of another racial origin.[9] The
couple acquires respect, becom es politically correct, and is adm ired as
hum anitarian. The exam ple set by a num ber of celebrities has been a
pow erful incitem ent, for they fascinate the m asses and even the
Ɋcultivatedɋ class. This w as the case w ith, for exam ple, M adonna, w ho
provided new spaper-fodder w ith her adoption (w hich occurred under
suspicious circum stances) of a M alaw ian child w ho w as not even an
orphan. A n enorm ous burst of m edia attention follow ed, of course. W e
should also m ention the case of Johnny H allyday and his w ife, w ho
adopted (w ith the help of B ernadette C hirac) a little A sian girl. Cases
of this sort have been num erous.[10]



H ow ever, these stars w ho adopt third w orld children consider them
toys, instrum entalising them  as m agnets for publicity. The adoption of
third w orld children, especially A frican children, often degenerates into
a real child trafficking business for w hich anti-racist hum anitarianism
serves as a sm okescreen.[11]

T h ir d  w o r ld  c h ild r e n  a r e  a d o p te d  in  p r e fe r e n c e  to  E u r o p e a n
o r p h a n s (notably to Russian and Eastern European orphans, w ho are
legion) quite sim ply because adopting a child of colour is chic and anti-
racist, even if it is a great deal m ore difficult. It is life m em bership to
ideological conform ity.

The R ace-M ixing Im perative, Soft G enocide, and
Preparing the W ay for Ethnic C haos

ɊU nited C olors of B enettonɋ
B iologically, the disappearance of a people, an ethnicity, or a race is
achieved principally through others interm ixing w ith its w om en, that is,
w ith their w om bs. The union of a w om an of race X  w ith a m ale of race
Y  is m uch m ore dangerous for race X  than for race Y. F o r  w o m e n  a r e
th e  b io lo g ic a l a n d  se x u a l r e se r v o ir  o f a  r a c e, a people, a genetic
patrim ony ɇ  not m en. Indeed, a w om an can only bear a lim ited
num ber of children in her life, w hile m an can generate a m ultitude w ith
any num ber of fertile w om en. D em ographers only define fertility and
population renew al in term s of the num ber of children per w om an, by
m aternity and not by paternity.

This is w hy today w e m ust as an even m ore serious problem  to that
of uncontrolled im m igration of third w orld populations (w hich have a
higher fertility rate) into the countries of Europe, nam ely the problem
of the interbreeding of W hite w om en w ith m en of colour, w hich, in
France especially, is reaching noticeable proportions. N ot only does the



W hite race thus face com petition w ithin its ow n territory, not only does
it fail to renew  itself across generations w ith its w eak rate of fertility
(that is, everyw here under tw o children per w om an), but a fraction of
its reproducing w om en are subtracted from  the num ber w hich w ill
reproduce their ow n kind and opt instead to give birth to m ixed-race
persons. So, besides the grow th of a foreign population pouring across
our borders and reproducing itself via its practice of endogam y, fertile
W hite w om en are having few er children and, on top of this, a portion of
them  are offering them selves to foreigners.

W hites, w ith a few  exceptions, are the only people w ho are not
concerned about their collective future, w ho do not possess a racial
consciousness, so guilty and com plex-ridden have they becom e. O ne of
the causes, in addition to their universalist christianoform  m entality, is
perhaps to be sought in the consequences of N azism , w hich have
provoked a m ental paralysis and collective bad conscience.

In the end, this very serious situation w ill result, if it continues, in a
gradual silent genocide of W hites in Europe ɇ  their ow n cradle (soon
to be com posed m ostly of foreigners, m ixed-race persons, and an ever-
dim inishing proportion of W hites) ɇ  as the historian Pierre C haunu
and the journalist G eorges Suffert suggested in their book, The W hite
Plague, published at a tim e w hen the phenom enon had barely begun.
This is the fate w hich lies in w ait for France, and w hich the vision of
the streets at the end of the school day confirm s ever m ore
disquietingly year after year.[12]

W hen a people transform s its genetic patrim ony and biological
com position to this extent, it clearly ceases to be itself. If nothing
changes, the inhabitants of Europe at the end of the tw enty-first century
w ill no longer be persons of European origin, and thus European
C ivilisation w ill no longer exist. Europe itself w ill no longer exist as a
dem ographic, but m erely as a geographical expression. It w ill sim ply
be an appendix of A frica, entirely devoid of an ethnic consciousness



(contrary to m ost of the other peoples of the w orld), though the
Europeans of the W est consider this cataclysm  w ith the indifference of
the living dead. The dem ographic indicators are certainly indicative of
this future, and are truly terrifying.[13]

A  very subtle ideological m odel has been created in order to
destabilise the m inds of young W hite w om en. Its basis is the
supposedly greater virility of A frican and N orth A frican m en, a them e
w hich has been doing the rounds in our society for a long tim e. There
are com paratively very few  cases of relationships betw een W hite
w om en and Far-Easterners. A nother real and w orrisom e elem ent is the
devirilisation of European m en, w ho appear unable to defend Ɋtheirɋ
w om en. This ethological phenom enon is very disturbing. W hen the
m ales of a group ɇ  in all higher vertebrates ɇ  are no longer capable
of strength, virility, or dom ination, the fem ales turn to the m ales from
the other group.

O ften, young W hite girls in w orking-class neighbourhoods quite
paradoxically seek to be Ɋprotectedɋ by taking a foreign boyfriend.
Protected by the coreligionists of their boyfriends, they are trying to
avoid harassm ent. In the m ore bourgeois neighbourhoods, w e w itness
another phenom enon: provocative snobbery. Young W hite girls w ant to
provoke those around them  and their fam ilies by going out w ith a B lack
or A rab boy, or som e other foreigner. They thus show, by a soft and
spongey conform ism , that they are Ɋanti-racistɋ and keeping up w ith the
tim es.

* * *

It is very strange that the m an of colour is proud to be seen w ith a
W hite w om an and to give her children. There are various contradictory
reasons for this.

First of all, it is a m atter of signaling the appropriation of a W hite
w om an in order to hum iliate the W hite m an on his ow n turf. This



capture of the fem ale is a very ancient ethological phenom enon for
w hich history offers m any exam ples, the roots of w hich are found in
the anim al kingdom . To be seen w ith a W hite w om an is both a m ark of
pride and of revenge. A t the sam e tim e, in A frica and the M iddle East,
m en of the higher classes aspire to whiten them selves by taking a
European w ife; this is the case w ith a num ber of A frican and A rab
m onarchs. Sim ilarly, A frican and A ntillean w om en ɇ  from  the days of
French colonialism  right up until today ɇ  dream  of nothing but
m arrying a European, not only for the prestige but also to have less
coloured children.

In these tw o contradictory cases, w e observe a sc h iz o p h r e n ic
in fe r io r ity -su p e r io r ity  c o m p le x : hum iliate the dom inant W hite m an
by taking a W hite w ife, but at the sam e tim e Ɋw hitenɋ oneɋs ow n
descendants, im plicitly acknow ledging feelings of belonging to an
inferior race. D estroy the W hite race w hile w hitening oneself: an
insurm ountable contradiction. Consider, too, Senghor, the ɊN çgritudeɋ
m ovem entɋs poet,[14] w ho m arried a W hite w om an and had m ixed-race
children!

O ne exception to this trend is the Tribe K a. This Black racist,
extrem ist, and violently anti-Zionist group led by K çm i Sçba (an
ideologue of rather lim ited pow ers) takes inspiration from  A m erican
radical B lack m ovem ents and claim s to reject m ixture w ith W hites and
to dissuade B lacks from  looking for W hite w ives. H ow ever, this is a
rather louche position, for these people are perfectly able to reproduce
w ith A frican w om en, to establish A frican fam ilies and brotherhoods in
France, and in no w ay do they forbid the im pregnation of W hite
w om en.

* * *

W e should also consider that other phenom enon involving inversion.
The im perative of m iscegenation (if possible w ith a W hite w om an) is



of course founded on the egalitarian ideology of anti-racism . A t the
sam e tim e, the attraction to A rab and Black m en, or to sw arthy m en
m ore generally, is based upon very am biguous im agery. Such m en are
supposedly super-virile and perform  exceptionally w ell sexually. But
the im age w hich is offered in the m edia and m ost notably in the
pornographic industry is that of anim al strength: no longer Tarzan, but
K ing K ong. Sporty, athletic, violent, w ith a penis and m uscles inversely
proportional to his cerebral capacities. In short, th e  im a g e  o f th e  lo v e r
o f c o lo u r  is th a t o f a n im a lism . The Black and the A rab m an is
im plicitly and subtly reduced to the status of hum an beasts. This
entirely contradicts the anti-racist agenda w hich is the heart of the
dom inant ideology: an unconscious racism  is at the heart of anti-
racism ....

O f course, this belief in the sexual and physical super-capacity of
the B lack or the A rab is a m yth w hich corresponds to no reality.[15] It is
a fantasy to w hich the destructured W hite w om an succum bs, stupefied
by the gigantic m edia propaganda m achine.

* * *

M ass im m igration and the racial m ixing of native w om en in Europe
w ill gradually lead to e th n ic  c h a o s,[16] the form idable draw backs of
w hich are tw ofold. It w ill result firstly in the creation of a society
broken into hostile com m unities subject to the law  that m ultiracialism
equals m ultiracism , and secondly in the presence of a population of
m ixed-race people hovering betw een tw o identities w hich is especially
unstable. Such a society is difficult to govern because of its
heterogeneity and, as A ristotle saw, unsuited to dem ocracy or social
peace, alw ays inclined to violence and constantly threatened by
despotism .

This is w hy the French republican ideological belief (taken up by
the other countries of Europe) in a Ɋm ulticoloured Franceɋ that can



succeed if Ɋintegrationɋ is possible (that is to say, if the incredible
crystallisation of a heterogeneous and chaotic biological and ethnic
base into a hom ogeneous society is possible) am ounts to a belief in
m iracles and the stupidest utopia, for w hich the fetish-term  diversity is
repeated like a totem .

M oreover, let us take a look at the geographic areas w here strongly
racially m ixed populations are concentrated: N orth A frica, the M iddle
East, Latin A m erica, the A ntilles. Even Black A frica, w here the
colonial borders placed irreconcilable ethnic groups side by side, has
know n the sam e endem ic disorders. Instability and violence, the fruit of
ethnic chaos, are in every case chronic. The central pow er is
everyw here corrupt and hyper-authoritarian. Is this w hat aw aits France?

* * *

It is appropriate to challenge here a dogm atic counter-truth propagated
by the dom inant ideology: that France has always been racially
m ixed[17] because over the course of centuries it has seen w aves of
im m igration. O f course, current im m igration and racial m ixture w ill be
beneficial because it creates diversity. This is a confusion betw een
diversity and chaos, heterogeneity w ithin proxim ity and m ass random
m ixture betw een differing biological types and cultures.[18] N ow, four
things m ust be noted: 1) In A ntiquity, both the G erm anic invasion-
im m igration w aves into G aul and the im plantation of Italic-Rom an
colonies concerned closely related populations; the M uslim  incursion
and installation in Provence-Languedoc [in the eighth century A D  ɆTr.]
involved lim ited num bers, and m any of the invaders w ere expelled; 2)
the surges of im m igration into France w hich began in the nineteenth
century cam e from  Europe (Italy, Belgium , the Iberian Peninsula,
Central and Eastern Europe, the Balkans) ɇ  that is to say, populations
belonging culturally, ethnically, and biologically to the sam e ɊA lbo-
European stockɋ, as Senghor puts it. N ot to m ention that they concerned
num erically sm all populations that w ere thus possible to assim ilate; 3)



current m igration and the m iscegenation w hich follow s from  it are of a
scale never before w itnessed in history, and involve extra-European
populations, w hich changes absolutely everything; 4) the Ɋethnic
m elting potɋ is only beneficial if it involves close ethnic groups
belonging to the sam e greater anthropological fam ily. In other w ords, if
any and all kinds of m ixture occur, the population w hich results is no
longer in any sense a people, but an ungovernable heterogeneous m ass
unsuited to any form  of civilisational developm ent w hich are
susceptible to endem ic violence and all sorts of psychological
pathologies. It is this catastrophe that lies in w ait for us, w hich Japan,
India, and China have been perfectly w ell able to avoid.

W e are given the counter-exam ple of the U nited States w hich is
supposedly a m elting pot, but this is false, for the A m erican m elting
pot only concerned European im m igrants, w hose synergy w as the
source of that countryɋs strength. The contributions of Blacks, A siatics,
and Latin A m ericans w ere not decisive. M oreover, the advancem ent of
m ultiraciality in the U S is proving to be m ore of a handicap for the
w orldɋs leading pow er than anything else, as the A m erican political
scientist Jared Taylor has show n.[19]

M iscegenation as O fficial State D octrine
D e G aulle w ould be spinning in his grave if he could see the situation
of France today. The G eneral cannot be accused of racism  or fascism .
A lain Peyrefitte in Cɋçtait de G aulle[20] reports that the H ead of State
w as concerned about m igration from  the global South into France, and
that he had granted independence to A lgeria in order to avoid a m ixing
of populations w hich, in his view , w ould be catastrophic for the identity
of France. H e recalled that France is a Ɋracially W hite, m ajority
Catholic country of G reco-Rom an cultureɋ; he said that France, a
generous country w ith a universal vocation, could receive a few  sm all
m inorities of A frican origin, but no m ore; he even w ished, horresco



referens [I shudder to tell ɆTr.], that im m igration to France be
com posed m ostly of populations from  ɊN orthern Europeɋ ɇ  B elgians,
D utch, G erm ans, Scandinavians, and the like. H e added: ɊI do not w ant
Colom bey-les-deux-Eglises to becom e Colom bey-les-deux-M osquçesɋ
(the statem ent is w ell-know n, but todayɋs G aullists suppress and bury
it). The little w orld of political journalism  has taken care not to m ake
any noise abroad or com m ent on this annoyingly im proper observation
of the late G eneral: silence in the ranks!

The spirit of the tim es has certainly changed, and todayɋs
ɊG aullistsɋ (im posters, really) w ould condem n and exclude from  their
ranks any political personality w ho expressed the G eneralɋs ideas as
reported by Peyrefitte. In  o u r  tim e , it is n o  lo n g e r  th e  p r e se r v a tio n  o f
F r e n c h  n a tio n a l id e n tity  (in the etym ological sense of the Latin natio)
th a t c o n c e r n s th e  H e a d  o f S ta te , b u t its d e str u c tio n , its d ilu tio n , by
m eans of a falsifying rhetoric w hich transform s the idea of national
identity into its contrary by w ay of the O rw ellian technique of sem antic
inversion. Çric Besson, intriguing defector from  the Socialist Party,
w hen he w as President Sarkozyɋs M inister of Im m igration and N ational
Identity recalled in an interview  w ith the Journal du D im anche (22
N ovem ber 2009): Ɋ200,000 are granted long-term  adm ission each year.
M ixed m arriages are a constant in our society, and they contribute to
the racial blending of the French people. Racial m ixture has enriched
and continues to enrich France.ɋ A flagrant untruth: M r Besson, like all
parrots of the dom inant ideology, confuses (or pretends to confuse)
inter-European unions, w hich do not am ount to race-m ixing, w ith
extra-European sexual partnerships, w hich do. There has alw ays been
(and only to a m oderate degree) blending w ith m igrants com ing from
other parts of Europe, but w ho w ere of the sam e origin and the sam e
civilisation. This has nothing to do w ith the m ixing currently taking
place w ith peoples from  other continents. W ith a com bination of
cynicism  and absurdity, M r Besson continues to rehash pom pous
w ooden jargon: ɊW e have an interest in blending and openness, yes. A



dem ographic need, no. France has no quantitative need to encourage
im m igration. But w e are choosing to contribute to the blossom ing of
global elites and our ow n influence. I am  in favour of legal
im m igration.ɋ

O ne cannot m ake heads nor tails of these statem ents if one know s
that the overw helm ing m ajority of even legal im m igration (not to speak
of the illegal) concerns not Ɋglobal elitesɋ but underqualified
populations from  the third w orld: fraudulent refugees, fraudulent
students, fam ily reunification ɇ  all at the expense of the native French.
There are several w ays to show  that M r Bessonɋs position is pseudo-
rational and ideological:

1) The M inister adm its that France has no m aterial or quantitative
need of im m igration (elsew here he even em phasises that Ɋlegal foreign
residents suffer 26 percent unem ploym entɋ[21]), but he still supports this
legal im m igration w ithout econom ic or dem ographic necessity, and
also supports m iscegenation! It is proof that this opinion has becom e a
dogm a, and is on its w ay to becom ing a categorical im perative im posed
on the French by their ethnocidal elites. D estroy the hom ogeneity and
ethno-anthropological identity of Europeans via dem ographic
replacem ent and race-m ixing ɇ  such is one of the im plicit objectives
of European governm ents and EU  institutions. Race-m ixing is not
sim ply praised to the skies and im plicitly encouraged by the pow ers of
civil society (advertising, the m edia, entertainm ent, the culture
industry, and so on), but explicitly encouraged w ithin State discourse.

2 ) Blending (a key ideological term , along w ith diversity) is
supposedly a w ay to create Ɋglobal elitesɋ and contribute to the
Ɋinfluenceɋ of France. O h, really? A s if France had ever in the past
needed racially-m ixed people in order to exercise influence and
produce scientific elites. Influence in this case m eans extinction ɇ  the



sam e old O rw ellian sem antic inversion. M ixed m arriages betw een
French w om en and N orth A frican or Black A frican m en is going to
produce m ore Ɋelitesɋ than those w ith European m en? The reverse is
rather the case. This sort of ideological propaganda, com m on am ong
the journalistic and political classes (including those of the Right) is a
vehicle for the sam e type of deceit and denial of reality as that of the
old com m unist regim es.

3) N otice M r B essonɋs insistence that ɊI am  in favour of legal
im m igrationɋ, show ing that he is fighting illegal im m igration (w hich he
has show n him self incapable of, in any case) like everyone else. This
declaration reveals the anti-dem ocratic im pudence of the leaders w ho
are im posing the flood of alien populations on the native French w hich
w ill eventually, if no revolutionary change of direction occurs,
overw helm  the European anthropological phylum  in the tw enty-first
century and forever alter its particular genius.

European leaders have lost all true national consciousness such as
that w hich D e G aulle, as w ell as the Left-w ing political class of the
Third Republic, possessed ɇ  neither of w hich w ould ever have
defended m ass extra-European im m igration and the m ixing of the
races, and neither of w hich can be accused of Ɋracism ɋ even in the false
sense given to this term  today.[22]

Let us also m ention the follow ing contradiction, since
contradictions are the tradem ark of ideological dogm as: w e are told
that France has alw ays been Ɋracially m ixedɋ on account of the
contributions of populations from  other parts of Europe (first
proposition). But w e are also repeatedly told that France m ust becom e
racially m ixed in order to be enriched (second proposition). But w e
thought it w as already m ixed....

B ehind all this, do not forget the ethnom asochism , the hatred of
oneself. Behind these appeals to race-m ixture, relayed from  the highest



levels of the State, hides the deeply racist m essage (or, m ore exactly,
the self-racist m essage) that it is not good for France to be an Ɋentirely
W hiteɋ country, that to regenerate itself, to open up and becom e
diverse, it m ust blend itself into a genetic soup.

Ethnic conscience, w hich has com pletely left the elites and the
leaders of W estern countries, is how ever very m uch alive in the rest of
the w orld, w hich has not been struck by this pathological syndrom e of
desiring the dissolution of its ow n identity. Just im agine a Japanese,
Russian, Israeli, Chinese, or Indian leader declaring or w ishing that
Ɋour people m ust m ix w ith other races; w e m ust increase the num ber of
m ixed m arriages and allow  m asses of m igrants to com e to us each year
from  all over the w orldɋ. Ethnosuicide as official policy, cam ouflaged
by m eaningless jargon about openness, enrichm ent, opportunity, and
diversity. A s H annah A rendt and G eorge O rw ell saw , it is typical of
totalitarian ideologies to convert evil into good, poison into a rem edy,
and error into truth.

D ifferent Sexualities
Eroticism  and the rom antic feeling that the m an has for the w om an, as
they are expressed by European cultures, are usually m issing am ong
A fricans and A rabs, as w ell as am ong m any other Ɋcolouredɋ peoples,
w hether of m ixed-race or not. O n the other hand, it is present in
N orthern India, as w ell as am ong the Iranians, the Japanese, and several
Chinese ethnic groups. This rem ark is not m eant to be contem ptuous or
even critical: it is a m ere ethnographic observation w hich uninhibited
English-speaking Ethnographers and Sexologists have long since
m ade.[23]

Sim ilarly, A frican or A rab m en know  little in the w ay of
Ɋm atrim onial tendernessɋ or Ɋrom antic devotionɋ (that is to say,
affection and respect for the w ife) ideas that, along w ith eroticism , are
m ainly present in the Indo-European cultural realm .[24] The A frican and



A rab m ale experiences sexuality and conjugality as a relation of
im m ediate dom ination. H e is not very susceptible to the beauty or
allure of w om en (except w hen it is a socio-racial criterion for raising
his ow n status). The sexual act for him  am ounts to little m ore than brief
copulation w ithout prelim inaries. Sexuality is reduced to a
physiological need for Ɋreleaseɋ. H is Ɋsexual gram m arɋ is very narrow ,
lim ited to fellation and hasty penetration w ithout prelim inaries or
caresses, quite in accordance w ith the pattern of X -rated m ovies, of
w hich such m en are great fans.

The A frican m an, like the A rab, usually doesnɋt w orry him self
about his partnerɋs enjoym ent or orgasm , w hich dem onstrates the
unilateral character of their sexuality. M oreover, A frican Islam  took
over the (already very old) tradition of clitoridectom y, and even of
nym phectom y,[25] w hich aim s at preventing fem ale enjoym ent and
m utilating the w om anɋs external sex organs in order to dispossess her
of any sexuality of her ow n. The fem ale body is reduced in such a case
to a sim ple passive object of m ale m asturbation and ejaculation. The
fem ale orgasm  is considered an inconvenience for that of the m ale.
This denotes a prim itive sexuality w hich is purely generative and
deprived of all eroticism  and sensuality.

U nder evolutionary pressure and the im perative of adaptation,
phylogenesis has, for hundreds of thousands of years, program m ed the
A frican for an im m ediate and rapid sexuality in order to ensure a
highbirth rate am ong all the w om en of the clan, som ething
indispensable in order to com pensate for extrem ely high infant
m ortality. C lan sexuality (in w hich all the fertile w om en are
perpetually pregnant or recovering from  childbirth) is better adapted to
this natural (unconscious) strategy than the sexuality of the couple. The
fact that a statistically high proportion of rapists are B lack is probably
also to be understood w ithin the fram ew ork of this brutal, hasty,
androcentric sexuality, w hich can only have genetic origins.[26]



* * *

M ore or less consciously, w om anɋs sexuality is m ade taboo, diabolised,
for it troubles a m ale w ho is essentially unsure of him self, and w ho
w ants to transform  the fem ale into a m ere biological instrum ent. The
sexual act correlates not w ith love but w ith violence. It is close to a sort
of ritual rape. The libidinal im pulse is im m ediate, lacking any cerebral
or em otive dim ension. The w om anɋs sexual organs are a m ere hole
w hich m ust be occupied by force. It is not the w om anɋs pleasure or
desire that is exciting, but her pain and fear. The w om anɋs
dissatisfaction is of no im portance, no m ore than her physical or m ental
qualities are, since one can constantly change the orifice, the partner.
M oreover, the idea of the desirable or the repulsive w om an hardly
exists. A ny of them  w ill do, from  pre-adolescent girls to old w om en. In
Islam  w e m eet again w ith this very prim al conception of m ale
sexuality. M oreover, if you look at personal ads (w hich our arm chair
sociologists never deign to study, although they are a goldm ine of
inform ation), you w ill note a certain num ber of m asochistic w om en
w ho are looking for bestial and brutal relations, and w ho specify that
the partner m ust be ɊB lack or A rabɋ. A n intuition? The question is dealt
w ith in a later chapter, but w e m ust m ention the abundant supply of
pornographic videos of scenes depicting not only copulation betw een
B lack m en and W hite w om en, but often brutal scenes of dom ination.
You can im agine the effect that such scenes have on the frustrated
brains of certain m ales.

* * *

In European civilisation, on the other hand, the m anɋs sexual enjoym ent
is increased by that of his partner, w ith the goal of a com m on, fusional
orgasm . The sexualisation of the w om an is not an obstacle to virility,
but is its natural com plem ent and condition. If the w om an experiences
pleasure, the m an does not feel frustrated, but fulfilled. The m an tries
to give the w om an pleasure, and the w om an does so w ith the m an. Sex



is cerebralised and shared.

A m ong A fricans and A rabs, w om en are a sort of biological
instrum ent. She satisfies the m an, ensures reproduction and care of
infants, but also w orks and m anages the dom estic sphere. The m anɋs
role is that of hunter, w arrior, herdsm an ɇ  but not farm er. This
m indset is the product of long natural evolution and rem ains anchored
in the m ind of all A fricans, despite any European veneer. There is no
couple, but an extended fam ily in w hich polygam y is natural, w here
there cannot exist any deep em otional bond betw een a m an and a
w om an. The m anɋs enjoym ent is solitary, like a sort of m asturbation
w ith an inanim ate or half-anim ate object. B estiality, m oreover, is
perfectly licit. In these civilisations, the rape of a w om an (even of
oneɋs ow n w ife) is not condem ned. A  w om an raped by a m an other than
her husband is guilty, not the rapist.

In all A frican cultures, and in all their extensions am ong the
A fricans w ho have im m igrated to the W est, especially if you look at
the m ost diverse m usical and artistic form s, expressions of love and
eroticism  are prim al, devoid of refinem ent or subtlety, even if there is
an attem pt to im itate European culture.

* * *

Let us leave this unpleasant subject. Curiously, A fr ic a n  a n d  A r a b
w o m e n  se e m  m u c h  m o r e  g ifte d  a n d  e v o lv e d  th a n  th e  m e n  o f th e
sa m e  o r ig in . Especially am ong the people of Black A frica (and to a
certain extent am ong A rab and especially N orth A frican populations) it
w ould seem  that the w om an is m ore productive than the m an. This is
perhaps w hy she is undervalued. W e do not find this difference am ong
peoples of European or A sian origin. In im m igrant populations in
Europe, for exam ple, it is w ell-know n to the public that girls perform
better in the school system  than do boys and are, in general, m ore
intelligent than boys.



These dispositions also translate into sexual and conjugal term s.
The sexuality of B lack A frican and N orth A frican w om en is not at all
the sam e as that of m en of the sam e origin. They are m ore sensual,
indeed overflow ing w ith sensuality. They are open to eroticism . They
also understand conjugal tenderness and m onogam y. This explains w hy
m any of them  (the m ost cultivated and those w ho have been able to
escape the oppression of their tradition) have chosen to m arry European
m en. O f course, relationships and m arriages betw een a European
m an/foreign w om an are m uch less approved by the dom inant ideology
than the converse case. ɊD om inoɋ couples in w hich the w om an is of
colour are m uch less num erous than those in w hich the w om an is
W hite. This im portant observations does not arouse the curiosity of
official sociologists.

Sexual V iolence and Sexual R acism
In M uslim  m ilieus it is felt as insulting for any of their w om en to have
the least com m erce w ith a European m an, or w orse, to m arry one; and
this is not only because of Islam  but for racial reasons subtly
dissim ulated beneath a religious pretext. Innum erable incidents occur
in Europe in w hich girls are persecuted, beaten, locked aw ay, and even
m urdered by their fam ily or entourage because they are Ɋgoing outɋ
w ith a European m an. Those of the bien pensant m ilieus and the m edia
w ho w ould cry racism  if the case w ere reversed (that is, if a W hite
w om an w ere harassed because she had a com panion Ɋof colourɋ) are
careful not to castigate this com m on social behaviour w hich forbids
N orth A frican girls from  having European fiancçs.[27] S e x u a l r a c ism  is
p e r m itte d  o n ly  in  o n e  d ir e c tio n . It m ust be said that A rabs and
M uslim s (and often B lacks) have a strongly developed racial
conscience for protecting their w om enɋs w om bs ɇ  but not w hen it is a
m atter of m ixing their ow n blood w ith that of European w om en ɇ
w hile divirilised and ethnom asochistic European m en have lost all
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